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Lakewood Ranch Southeast Petition Summary 

DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 

Project Name:  Lakewood Ranch Southeast  

Address:  N/A 

Location:  East of the Waterside Development of 
Regional Impact, north of Fruitville Road, and south of 
University Parkway 

PID number: 0179010020, 0515010010, 0515010001, 
0514020001, 0514010001, 0512030001, 0517120001, 
0517010002, 0519020001, 0519010001, 0521030001, A 
Portion of 0535030006, 0537010001, 0536020001, 
0225001000, 0541010001, 0543010010, 0545002010 

Acreage:  4,120 acres 

Staff:  Hannah Sowinski, AICP  

Agent:  Katie LaBarr, AICP, Stantec  

Owner:  LWR Communities, LLC; Heritage Ranch, LLC; 
John Cannon Homes – Eastmoor, LLC; SMR/Myakka, 
LLC; BHEG Venture I-A, LLC;   

Contract Purchaser:  N/A 

DESCRIPTION  
The Applicant is proposing to move the Countryside Line 
and establish a new Sarasota 2050 Resource 
Management Area development form of “Village 
Transition Zone” (VTZ) and develop up to 5,000 
residential units.  

REQUESTED LAND USE CHANGE 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA)  

From:  Hamlet 

To:  Village Transition Zone (VTZ). 

Development of Critical Concern (DOCC)  
Master Development Order (MDO) with Development 
Order conditions and Master Development Plan (MDP) for 
a development in excess of 1,000 units.  

 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Date: September 15, 2022  

PUBLIC CONCERNS & INPUT 

There were multiple concerns including, increased traffic 
on Fruitville Road, impacts on the wildlife and 
environmental systems, inadequate buffering, if 
affordable housing will be provided, urban sprawl, 
hurricane evacuation, cost of the project and responsible 
party to fund these costs, stormwater concurrency, 
supporting infrastructure for the proposed project. 
 

 In Support In Opposition Concerned 
Letters: 0 ~300 ~300 
Speakers: 0 0 0 

REGULATORY CONCERNS 
None, if approved with the Development Order 
Conditions recommended by Review Agencies. 



BINDING MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
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SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW 

Summary 

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast property, outlined in 
yellow on the map to the right, is a partially undeveloped 
approximately 4,120 acre site. The southern portion of 
the proposed project area is an already-approved 
Hamlet development called Lakepark Estates. The 
Lakepark Estates Hamlet is being considered as part of 
the proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast development. 
The proposed project is located east of the Urban 
Service Area Boundary and between University Parkway 
and Fruitville Road. 

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast project is proposed to 
be an all residential development with no more than 
5,000 residential units, and a 40-acre community park.  

There are two parts to the application: 

1. Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) to 
propose a new 2050 designation described as a 
Village Transition Zone (VTZ) and to move the 
Countryside Line; and 

2. Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master 
Development Order (MDO) to address the area-
wide issues of a large-scale development. 

This staff report will only address the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Development Order (MDO), as the CPA 
application was heard by the Planning Commission on August 4, 2022, and has a separate assocated staff report. It 
is planned that the CPA and DOCC petitions will be a combined public hearing for the Sarasota County Board of 
County Comissioner’s hearing. As such, one concise staff report will be created to address both the CPA and DOCC. 

 

Overview – Lakewood Ranch Southeast Development of Critical Concern (DOCC)  

A DOCC is a large-scale development that is presumed to create significant impacts on local environmental systems, 
drainage systems, public facilities, and the local economy. A review is conducted of the proposed Master 
Development Plan and draft Development Order Conditions (conditions for development approval).  Lakewood 
Ranch has submitted a Master Development Plan for review that includes a maximum of 5,000 residential units 
with no commercial uses. 
 
A Master Development Order (MDO) is the outcome of the process. The MDO is approved through the adoption of 
an ordinance, which contains multiple exhibits, such as the legal description, Conditions for Development Approval, 
Master Development Plan, Fiscal Neutrality Analysis and Biennial Traffic Monitoring Program Methodology.  
Lakewood Ranch has proposed a MDO with a two-step process for development, similar to Palmer Ranch and Hi 
Hat Ranch.   



2 
 

The first step (A) is the MDO, and the second step (B) are the future rezone petitions to RSF-2/PUD (Residential, 
Single-Family, 3.5 units/acre/Planned Unit Development) for each increment (project areas). The Conditions for 
Development Approval are organized to acknowledge these two steps in the process. 
 
The Lakewood Ranch Southeast MDO specifies the location, the amount of open space and habitat type, general 
location of roadways, maximum number of residential units (5,000), general location of the community park, and 
general understanding regarding the required services and facilities (utilities, emergency services, drainage) that 
will be needed to support the development. 
 
The MDO “Step B” Conditions describe the requirements for the subsequent rezone petition submittals for each 
increment of development, such as: 

• housing types, location, affordability, and quantities; 

• locating the park, and defining the types, acreages and amenities; 

• further defining the open space, refining the development rights, habitat impact and preservation, and 
drafting conservation easements; 

• locating all roads, trails, and sidewalks, and detailing standards; 

• locating stormwater facilities; 

• determining utility services; 

• continue water quality monitoring; 

• locating emergency service facilities; and 

• defining buffers and setback standards. 
 
The future rezone petitions will be reviewed for compliance and consistency with the approved MDO, as well as 
other applicable County regulations. 

Neighborhood Workshop 

The Applicant held a virtual Neighborhood Workshop using Microsoft Teams on April 7, 2022. There were 
approximately 60 individuals in attendance, plus the petitioner team and staff.  There were multiple concerns with 
the proposed project, including increased traffic on Fruitville Road, impacts on the wildlife and environmental 
systems, inadequate buffering, if affordable housing will be provided, urban sprawl, hurricane evacuation, cost of 
the project and responsible party to fund these costs, stormwater concurrency, and supporting infrastructure for 
the proposed project.   

The Neighborhood Workshop information and materials are located in Appendix B. 
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LAKEWOOD RANCH SOUTHEAST DOCC ANALYSIS 

 

PLANNING & ZONING 

Analysis 

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast application proposes a 5,000 unit residential development, as well as addresses the 
impact of the large development on infrastructure and services. In order to appropriately plan for the impact that 
the proposed development will have on the County’s roadways, utilities, parks, and emergency services, the County 
has a list of specific data and other information which is required to be submitted by the Applicant during the 
application period. When submitting this information, the Developer needs to calculate the impact the 
development will have on the environment, air and water quality, wildlife, and drainage. Further, the Development 
Order needs to describe the responsible party for funding the infrastructure and the timing for improvements. 
Finally, the application is required to demonstrate that the development will be fiscally neutral to the County.  

A challenge of such a large-scale development is determining the level of detail to include in the Master 
Development Order (MDO), as well as the amount of detail for which the Applicant is seeking approval.  The MDO 
is the document which will guide the development of Lakewood Ranch Southeast. A higher level of detail provides 
more predictability for the County and its residents. Given the scale and size of this property and the length of time 
necessary to appropriately build a project of this size, the Applicant has chosen an MDO process that provides 
greater flexibility and defers greater specificity unto future increments of development and the developers and 
builders of those increments. This is the two-step process referenced earlier in this document.  

The Master Development Order, which is in Appendix E, is the result of negotiations and agreement of all parties 
(public and private), with an understanding that several amendments to the MDO will most likely be needed as the 
market and objectives change with time. The Development Order Conditions (Conditions) describe the 
requirements for the MDO as well as the future RSF-2/PUD rezone petitions for each Project Area. The Conditions 
will be monitored and reported biennially for compliance. All future applicable Project Area rezone petitions (shown 
on page 18 of this report) will be reviewed for consistency with the approved MDO and other applicable County 
regulations. 

Hi Hat Ranch Master Development Order (as Guide) – The Applicant used the Hi Hat Ranch Development of Critical 
Concern MDO as a guide in developing the project which is the subject of this report. For comparison, Hi Hat Ranch, 
which was adopted in 2021, includes the following: 

• Approximately 9,960 acres in size. 

• Two major internal roadways (Bee Ridge Extension and North-South Roadway B). 

• 13,081 residential units in 2-5 Villages. 

• 450,000 gross square feet of commercial uses. 

• Minimum of 50% open space. 

• 75 acres for a high school site and 40 acres for a K-8 school site. 

• 100 acres for a regional sports complex. 

• 297 acres for other park types, trails and recreational uses. 

• Fiscally neutral proposed MDO to County. 

• 2 acres for a fire station site and identified emergency roadways and access.  
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• Water quality monitoring sites.  

• 250 acres for possible sand/gravel excavation site.  

• Annual or biennial monitoring for stormwater, utilities, and traffic. 

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Development Order, includes the following: 

• 4,120 gross acres. 

• Two major internal arterial roadways (Bourneside Road and future extension of East-West Roadway B). 

• No more than 5,000 residential units across seven (7) Project Areas. 

• Minimum of 43% Open Space. 

• 40-acre community park.  

• Fiscally neutral proposed MDP to the County.  

• 2 acres for a fire station site.  

• Water quality monitoring sites. 

• Monitoring for stormwater, utilities, and traffic. 

 

EXISTING   

USE Vacant  

FUTURE LAND USE (FLU) Rural  

IMPLEMENTING ZONE DISTRICTS OUE, OUR, OUA, OUC, OUM, PUD, GU 

2050 RMA Hamlet, Greenway 

ZONING 
OUR (Open Use Rural, 1 unit/10 acres), HPD (Hamlet Planned 
Development), OUE-1 (Open Use Estate, 1 unit/5 acres)   
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Existing Land Use & Zoning 

As shown on the map to the right, the subject property (outlined 
in yellow) currently has three zoning designations: OUR (Open Use, 
Rural, 1 unit/10 acres), HPD (Hamlet Planned Development), and 
OUE-1 (Open Use Estate, 1 unit/5 acres). The darker green on the 
map to the right represents parcels zoned OUR, while the lighter 
shade of green represents parcels zoned OUE. The beige hatched 
parcels within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property boundary 
are zoned HPD and known as the Lakepark Estates development. 
These parcels are a part of the DOCC application and are being 
proposed to be part of the proposed Village Transition Zone (VPD). 
For further information on the proposed Village Transition Zone, 
please see County Staff Report CPA 2022-B.  

The zoning designations which surround the subject property are 
OUA (Open Use Agriculture, 1 unit/160 acres) to the west, OUR to 
the east, and OUE to the south. Manatee County jurisdiction 
borders the subject property to the north; however,  established 
subdivisions with single family homes have been developed. There 
is also a City of Sarasota-owned property, indicated in blue, that 
borders the subject property to the north. This City-owned 
property is used as a water utility.  

History and Previous Petitions  

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast property was previously used for agricultural purposes and farming. The Lakepark 
Estates development was approved in 2014 by Rezone Petition No. 14-15. (Ordinance No. 2014-090). 
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Future Land Use 

As shown on the map to the right, the future land use (FLU) 
of the subject parcel is Rural. The FLU of surrounding 
parcels to the west, east, and south also have a Rural FLU 
designation. The Resource Management Area (RMA) 
designation of a Village Transition Zone (VTZ) is dependent 
on approval of the accompanying Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment (CPA) 2022-B.  

An approval of the CPA and the DOCC would allow the 
petitioner to develop an approximately 5,000 residential 
unit community with a 40-acre community park.  

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed Development 

 

The petition seeks to change the RMA designation from Hamlet to Village Transition Zone (VTZ) to develop no more 
than 5,000 residential units and a 40-acre community park.  As shown on page 18 of this report, the subject property 
is divided into seven (7) separate project areas. The associated densities of these project areas are shown in Table 
C-4 on page 18 of this report. The Applicant proposes to request subsequent rezonings to RSF-2/PUD (Residential, 
Single-Family, 3.5 units/acre/Planned Unit Development) for each of the seven (7) project areas if the CPA and DOCC 
are approved.   Each subsequent rezoning application will require a neighborhood workshop, Planning Commission 
hearing, and Board of County Commissioners hearing.   

It is important to note that all elements within the Master Development Plan and Development Order are binding. 
The Master Development Plan and Development Order may be found in Appendix E.  

 

 

PROPOSED   

USE Residential 

2050 RMA Village Transition Zone 

RESIDENTIAL UNITS < 5,000  

OPEN SPACE 43% - 1,771 acres 
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Compatibility & Buffering 

As shown on the map above, the proposed residential development is surrounded by the existing Lakewood Ranch 
Waterside Village to the west and Lakewood Ranch in Manatee County to the north. To the east is the Old Miakka 
community consisting of a preserve and single-family residences, and to the south are additional single-family 
residences. The single-family homes to the east and south of the proposed project are located on parcels which are 
approximately five (5) to 10 acres in size or larger, while Waterside is a Village and may be developed up to 6 units 
per developable area. “Developable Area” is the area remaining after the environmentally sensitive areas are 
identified and preserved on the plan as part of the required Open Space. The residential density of the communities 
to the east of the proposed project location is either 1 unit per 5 acres or 1 unit per 10 acres. The residential density 
of surrounding communities is higher to the west and lower to the east. The proposed density for the Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast project is 3.5 units per acre (using the RSF2-2/PUD zoning designation), which shows a density that 
is in between that of the communities to the west and communities to the east.  

Compatibility is generally defined as ‘a state in which two things are able to exist or occur together without 
problems or conflict.’  Buffers are utilized as one method to increase or assure compatibility between properties.  
The buffering includes both opacity (screening by vegetation or a fence/wall), as well as a buffer width (an area 
within which the landscaping and fence, if proposed, is to be placed). The UDC requires buffering between two 
properties based upon the existing zone district of the abutting parcel and the proposed zone district.   

Lakewood Ranch 

(Waterside) 

Windward 

Bern Creek 

Lakewood Ranch 

(Manatee County) 

Old Miakka 

Oak Ford 

Golf Club 
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As defined in the Master Development Order, on page 12 of the MDO (Appendix E), a “greenbelt” shall mean a 
permanent buffer surrounding the developed area of the Village Transition Zone.  

The width of the Greenbelt is directly related to the amount of landscape buffer required. Wider Greenbelts will 
require less landscape plantings and opacity. Narrower Greenbelts will require more landscape plantings and 
opacity. See Table below for planting specifications. (Table taken from MDO).  

Table C-5: VTZ Greenbelts 

Greenbelt Requirements – VTZ Boundaries 

Greenbelt 

Width (ft) 

(incl. 

Planting 

Area)  

Opacity  Planting 

Area Width 

(ft) (within 

Greenbelt)  

Alternative 1  Alternative 2  

Large 

Tree  

Medium/Small 

Tree  

Shrub  Large 

Tree  

Medium/Small 

Tree  

Shrub  

500  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

450  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

400  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

350  0.1  10  1  1  7  1  2  3  

300  0.2  10  2  3  15  2  4  6  

250  0.3  15  2  4  25  2  6  9  

200  0.4  15  3  5  28  3  7  11  

150  0.5  20  3  6  34  3  8  13  

100  0.6  20  4  7  43  4  10  17  

50  0.7  25  4  8  49  4  11  19  
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According to the Greenbelt Map below (taken from the MDO), the Applicant is providing a 500-foot greenbelt 
adjacent to the Bern Creek community and along Fruitville Road. Under the map below are the Applicant’s 
justifications for the proposed greenbelts.  

Map C-5: VTZ Greenbelts
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• North side of the Property: No Greenbelt required 

o Justification: The northern edge of the Property will not require a Greenbelt because it abuts the 
Manatee-Sarasota County line and City of Sarasota-owned land used for wellfields.  

• West side of the Property: 0’ - 500’ Greenbelt required  

o Justification: No Greenbelt will be required on the northwestern boundary of the Property given its 
adjacency to the Heritage Ranch Conservation Area. A 500’ Greenbelt will be required on the 
southwestern boundary of the Property to provide proper setback from the existing adjacent 
residential development. Additional Open Space exists beyond the 500’ Greenbelt in some 
instances to ensure proper buffering.   

• South side of the Property: 50’ – 500’ Greenbelt required 

o Justification: The Greenbelt along Fruitville Road will be modified to no less than 50 ft. As indicated 
on Exhibit C-5, existing conditions in this area are open pasture. Providing a 50’ buffer with 
increased opacity will allow the Master Developer to more effectively maintain the greenbelt area, 
providing more meaningful visual separation from adjacent properties and the traveling public. In 
some instances along the south side of the Property, a 500’ Greenbelt will be provided as 
appropriate. 

• East side of the Property: 0’ - 50’ Greenbelt required  

o Justification: The Greenbelt along the east side of the property adjacent to existing farmland will 
be modified to 0’ to 50’. As indicated on Exhibit C-5, existing conditions in this area are open 
pasture. Providing a 50’ buffer with increased opacity will allow the Developer to more effectively 
maintain the greenbelt area, providing more meaningful visual separation from adjacent 
properties. Providing a more opaque buffer along this property edge will also clearly establish the 
edge of development for the VTZ.  No Greenbelt is proposed along the property edges to the east 
where the Project is adjacent to Bourneside Boulevard and future extension of East-West Roadway 
B. The adjacent property would provide a buffer to the roadway if/when future development occurs 
adjacent to that property. This will enable the adjacent property owner(s) to identify future access 
locations from their property to these roadways.  

The proposed residential development is similar in density, uses, height, and character of Lakewood Ranch to the 
northwest. Lakewood Ranch is an already established development which this proposed development would be an 
extension of. The proposed development provides a “transition” from the higher residential density of the 
Lakewood Ranch Waterside Village to the west, to the lower density more rural communities to the east. The 
proposed greenbelts will provide a visual barrier which will shield existing residential communities from the 
proposed development thereby minimizing potential impacts from the higher density single-family land uses to the 
west of the proposed project to the neighboring lower density single-family land uses to the east.  Reductions of 
Greenbelts down to 50’ have been granted for several other 2050 projects. 

Access: As shown on the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Land Use Plan, there is one major arterial, Bourneside 
Boulevard, that is proposed to extend from University Parkway from the north to Fruitville Road to the south. The 
Stewardship District will provide for the design, permitting and construction of Bourneside Boulevard from 
University Parkway to Fruitville Road (divided 4-lane) and widening of University Parkway (2 to 4 lanes) from 
Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard at no cost to the County as set forth in the MDO. Other internal access 
connections to the Project Areas will be determined at the rezone stage.  
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Additionally, as shown on Map 10-8 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan, East-West Roadway B is proposed 
to extend through the proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast development.    

Open Space: As shown on Map C-3 (page 8 of this report), the proposed open space is 43%, or approximately 1,771 
acres. This proposed open space is consistent with proposed CPA 2022-B Village Transition Zone.  

 

Development Order Conditions 

As previously explained, the MDO has a two-step process for development. The first step (A) is the MDO, and the 
second step (B) are the future rezone petitions to RSF-2/PUD (Residential, Single-Family, 3.5 units/acre/Planned 
Unit Development) for each increment (Project Areas). The Conditions for Development Approval are organized to 
acknowledge these two steps in the process. The first step (A) is the MDO Conditions for Development Approval 
and are summarized below. All development order conditions can be found within the MDO, attached hereto as 
Appendix E.  

Development Order Conditions: The Conditions describe the requirements for the MDO, as well as the future RSF-
2/PUD rezone petitions to each Project Area.  

Following are summaries for each section of the Master Development Order Conditions and Master Development 
Plans. The formal reviews by each reviewing agency can be found in Appendix C.  

Definitions – The standard definitions are included in this section. The term “Master Developer” was added to 
ensure that the County had identified a responsible party for funding and implementing the infrastructure in the 
common areas, from the onset of the development and throughout the years. Many Conditions reference 
responsibly to the Master Developer, such as for providing roadways and utilities. 

General – The General Conditions describe the future development approval processes, monitoring, and required 
submittals for the first rezone application. A significant condition, General Condition No. A. 11, states that Sarasota 
County shall have no obligation to construct or improve any facility or capital improvement necessary or desirable 
to accommodate development of the Project, unless Sarasota County and the Master Developer have entered into 
a written agreement whereby Sarasota County specifically agrees to construct or improve a designated facility for 
the benefit of the Project. The inclusion of any facility or improvement in the County's Five-Year Capital 
Improvement Plan or capital budget shall not constitute a guarantee to the Master Developer that such facilities or 
improvement will be constructed.  

Land Use – The Land Use Conditions state that development shall be in substantial accordance with the Master 
Development Plan with the maximum number of residential units not to exceed 5,000.  Development Tracking 
Tables will be provided with each RSF-2/PUD rezone application submittal and follow-up submittals (Neighborhood 
Plans, Subdivision Plans, Preliminary Plats) are required to assist in monitoring unit counts, open space, and housing.  

The base density for Lakewood Ranch Southeast shall be 1 unit/gross acre, including areas within the Greenway of 
the proposed development. The base density may be increased by way of incentives for providing Community 
Housing, or TDR’s (Transfer of Development Rights). The maximum residential unit count will not exceed 5,000 
within all of Lakewood Ranch Southeast. Individual Project Areas may have densities greater than that permitted in 
the RSF-2/PUD, provided that the aggregate density of all land within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan 
does not exceed 5,000 dwelling units.  

Land and Soil – The primary topic of this section is related to the submittal of the application for the MDO, and 
adoption, shall not constitute evidence that the activity was in preparation for nonagricultural development.   

Housing – The maximum number of residential units are established in the Land Use section. The number of 
community housing units will be determined at the time of the rezone application for each Project Area. The 
Affordable Housing Plan, found in Exhibit I, sets forth the procedures by which Applicants and the Master Developer 
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may seek additional density. The Affordable Housing Plan includes a method for tracking affordable or community 
housing units throughout Lakewood Ranch Southeast.   

Fiscal Neutrality – The Fiscal Neutrality Conditions state that the development shall be in substantial accordance 
with the proposed development program identified in the Fiscal Neutrality Plan, which has been approved by the 
County. Any development in excess of these totals will require approval of a new or revised Fiscal Neutrality Plan. 

Environmental Systems – The approved location and acreages of the Open Space and Greenways for Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast are shown in Exhibit C, Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone 
application is required to submit updated plans and design details, which shall be consistent with the Master 
Development Order.  

Drainage/Stormwater – The Stormwater Conditions state the requirements that the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship 
District shall establish an Annual Stormwater Facilities Monitoring Program to include the annual monitoring 
reporting period, documentation for any outstanding “Requests for Additional Information (RAI)”, information to 
substantiate that the stormwater management facilities have been certified and accepted by the applicable local, 
state, and federal permitting agencies during each reporting period, and an overall assessment of pre-development 
conditions has been submitted and approved. Also, prior to submittal of the first Site and Development Plan for an 
approved rezone, a detailed Stormwater Management Plan shall be submitted and administratively approved.  

Water Quality – The Master Developer has established and has begun to implement, and the County has approved 
the Baseline Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program in accordance with Exhibit E of the Master Development 
Order. Prior to approval of any rezone application, the Baseline Monitoring Program needs to be performed. The 
Master Developer shall be responsible for implementing the Ongoing Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program. 
The Water Quality Monitoring Plan shall consist of the Baseline Monitoring Program and the Ongoing Surface Water 
Quality Monitoring Program.  

Historical and Archeological – None.  

Transportation – The Transportation Conditions includes the requirement to provide a project area transportation 
plan, a transit plan, project area access management plan, and project area bicycle and pedestrian network plan for 
each RSF-2/PUD rezone applications. Other conditions relate to the construction of Bourneside Boulevard from 
University Parkway to Fruitville Road, within six (6) months from the approval of construction plans.  Widening of 
University Parkway from Lorraine Road to Bourneside Road is also a condition the Developer must satisfy. Maps H-
1 and H-2 represent conceptual depictions of trails to serve the Lakewood Ranch Southeast development and 
surrounding areas.  

Public Utilities – The Lakewood Ranch Southeast development will be required to connect to Sarasota County’s 
central wastewater system and to the County’s existing potable water system in accordance with State and County 
rules and regulations. The application of the Project Area rezoning shall designate the party or parties responsible 
for providing the on-site and off-site infrastructure required to serve each Project Area. Prior to the first RSF-2/PUD 
rezone application being deemed sufficient, the applicant shall submit an overall conceptual Master Development 
Plan (MDP) Utility Master Plan signed and sealed by a Florida registered professional engineer identifying the 
planned infrastructure, sizes, and conceptual layout of the transmission mains that will be used to serve the 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast development. The MDP Utility Master Plan will indicate the offsite connection points 
and line sizing for transmission and major distribution lines to the Master Development area for potable water and 
wastewater collection.  

Solid Waste – Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application will include a letter from the Sarasota County Director of Solid 
Waste indicating whether there is adequate landfill disposal capacity available for the Project Area or the projected 
date when disposal capacity will be available for the Project Area, or the amount of current excess capacity to 
accommodate the additional refuse. 

Education – The School District of Sarasota County has previously secured a ~20-acre site for a future elementary 
school within the Waterside DRI and ~61-acre site for a future school within the Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park 
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together with High School and Middle School sites within the Hi-Hat Ranch Master Plan.  School Board staff analysis 
indicates that these school sites satisfy the school capacity needs generated by the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
DOCC & LWR SE Master Plan.   

Recreation – The Master Developer shall provide approximately 106 acres of developable park and recreation land 
(the “Required Park Acreage”) containing a variety of passive and active recreation facilities and opportunities.  This 
park land shall be distributed throughout all Project Areas as described herein.  The approximate 106 acres of 
developable park and recreation land shall include a minimum of 40 acres of developable land that shall be made 
available for a future Community Park, to be owned and operated by Sarasota County, as indicated on the Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast Master Plan.  

Fire Protection and other Emergency Services – The Master Developer has identified two acres of developable land 
adjacent to Bourneside Boulevard on the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan for a future fire station site.  
Master Developer shall donate said site (together with the appropriate stormwater easements) to Sarasota County 
at the earlier of: (1) two years from the completion of the construction of Bourneside Boulevard; or (2) the rezone 
of the property which includes the proposed fire station site. 

Sheriff Protection – The Master Developer shall consult with the Sheriff’s Office to ensure that security features are 
incorporated within the project design, including but not limited to: a) appropriate access for law enforcement and 
other emergency vehicles; b) reasonable levels of lighting for public areas; and c) appropriate signage to enhance 
public safety. 

Hurricane Evacuation – None.  

County staff and the Applicant team worked diligently to develop the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master 
Development Order. The requirements in the Conditions help to mitigate and address the impacts of this large 
multi-use development on the County’s infrastructure, facilities, services and natural systems. The Conditions also 
provide limitations, monitoring programs, and standards for the future approvals to RSF-2/PUD. The Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast MDO guides the future development and acknowledged that amendments may very well be 
necessary to address changes as development progresses over the next 35 years.  
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MAPS 

 
1. Aerial 
2. Map C-3: LWR SE Master Land Use Plan 
3. Table C-3: Development Base Information 
4. Map C-4: LWR SE Master Plan with Project Areas 
5. Table C-4: Project Area Densities  

(Other MDO Maps are located in Appendix E) 
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Map C-3: LWR SE Master Land Use Plan 
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Table C-3: Development Base Information  

Development Base Information 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Area Composition 

Land Use Area (AC) % of Total Acreage 

Developed Area 2,348± 57% 

Open Space 1,771± 43% 

Sub-Total 4,119± 100% 

Total Residential Units (Maximum) 5,000 
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Map C-4: LWR SE Master Plan with Project Areas 
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Table C-4: Project Area Densities 

  
Allocated 

Base Dwelling 
Units 

Incentivized 
Community 

Housing 
Units1 

Additional 
Market 

Rate Units 

Other 
TDR’s 

Total 
Allocated 

Units 

Total Units 
to be 

Internally 
Transferred 

Total 
Built 
Units 

 

 

 

Project Area 1 
                        

340   -   -   -  
                  

340   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 2 
                        

570  
                      

94  
                      

94   -  
                  

758   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 3 
                        

495  
                      

46  
                      

46   -  
                  

587   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 4 
                        

149  
                    

300  
                   

300   -  
                  

749   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 5 
                    

1,188   -      
              

1,188   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 6 
                        

872   -     -  
                  

872   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 7 
                        

506   -   -   -  
                  

506   TBD   TBD  
 

Total Dwelling 
Units 

                    
4,120  

                    
440  

                   
440   -  

              
5,000    

                         
-    

 

1 AMI Level with Mortgage = 120% (Incentive Market Rate Units → 1.0) 
 

Note: The specific unit allocation may be adjusted and refined at each RSF-2/PUD submittal.  
 

Note: The  "Excess Units" are intended to be internally exchanged up to the 5,000 unit maximum.  
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1.1 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: 

• Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) and LWR SE Master Plan to plan for a holistic approach 
to the proposed large-scale development  

The Applicant is requesting approval of a DOCC and approval of a LWR SE Master Plan for the subject 
property to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community.  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, while preserving and 
maintaining connected existing habitats and open space areas across the project area, balancing 
development with land stewardship and preservation of open space.  

As a part of this Lakewood Ranch Southeast project the Applicant is also concurrently processing 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 Appendix A of this 
application package which includes the proposed text amendment language in strikethrough and 
underline format. Additionally, as a part of this Lakewood Ranch Southeast project, the Applicant is 
concurrently processing a Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment to reflect the VTZ RMA and 
Greenway RMA for the subject property and to amend the Countryside Line east of the subject property 
(See Appendix A of this application package). The Applicant submitted the application for the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments on May 5th, 2022.  The Applicant will also collaboratively work with 
staff during formal review to develop a Master Development Order (MDO) that sets forth mutually 
acceptable conditions for approval for Lakewood Ranch Southeast.   
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The land uses for the proposed project are envisioned to be primarily residential uses, as well as 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 other areas, such as Waterside.  

The proposed project 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. This base density may be increased by way of 
incentives outlined in the proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment, however, the development 
cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units.  

The proposed project 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 project includes the protection and incorporation of Open Space (43%-50%) and 
environmental resources and incorporates the Greenway RMA. Open space areas connect to other 
environmentally sensitive areas offsite, ensuring meaningful regional connectivity of open space and 
protection and preservation of environmentally sensitive habitats. The project also includes provisions for 
incentivized Community Housing. 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 MDO/ LWR SE Master Plan as well as other relevant Unified Development Code (UDC) standards.   

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 LWR SE Master Plan for the Lakewood Ranch Southeast project proposes 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 includes single-family 
residential which is consistent and compatible with the future single-family residential development 
proposed for Lakewood Ranch Southeast. 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 
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the Phase One development (density, open space, etc.) will be compliant with the overall LWR SE 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 MDO/ LWR SE Master Plan.  

1.2 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 also Map B in Section 2 of this 
application package): 

North: Water and Sewer Utility; Residential; Agriculture 

West: Agriculture; Residential 

South: Agriculture; Residential; Manufacturing or Scientific  

East: Agriculture; Vacant; Residential 

1.3 Comprehensive Plan Consistency Analysis 
The DOCC and LWR SE Master Plan recognize and address the unique location, characteristics, and 
features of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property. With the concurrent Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments proposing the addition of the new VTZ RMA category and the 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 project proposes preservation of 43-50% Open Space including the general preservation of lands 
designated as 2050 Greenway RMA, which have an existing conservation easement, wetlands, and other 
native habitats.  

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 project 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.  
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 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 LWR SE Master Plan and information included as a part of the DOCC showcase how the 
project will incorporate onsite recreational and preservation areas including the dedication of a 40-acre 
park to Sarasota County.  

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 project will provide for 43% - 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. 

This project seeks to provide an appropriate development form and density transition between the 
existing Village and Hamlet RMA overlay zones. The intent of this project 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 is to undergo an extensive planning process, known as a Development Of Critical Concern (DOCC) 
, in order to ensure orderly and resilient development with an increased focus on collaboration across 
varied disciplines and the community.   

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. 
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This project 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 being 
processed concurrently for Lakewood Ranch Southeast 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 project 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 being processed concurrently for Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast 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. 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. 

The proposed project will incorporate bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including sidewalks and multi-
modal trails.  

Chapter 11 – Economic Development  
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ECON Objective 2.2: Support practices that encourage the attraction and development of a workforce 

that is younger, inclusive and diverse. 

The proposed project 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.   

1.4 Summary  
In summary, the proposed DOCC and LWR SE Master Plan 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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See Section 11 of this application package for Owner 
Disclosure Form and Owner Affidavits. 
 

   d. Attach the names, addresses, and phone numbers of any  
    consultants, agencies, or other persons who contributed to  
    or completed sections of this application. 

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

Scott Buttari, PLA, LEED AP, Landscape Architect 
Amanda Brandon, AICP, Project Planner 
Matt Crim, P.E., PTOE, Transportation 
Robert A. Engel, P.E., Engineer 

 
Grimes Hawkins Gladfelter & Galvano, P.L. 
1023 Manatee Avenue West, Bradenton, FL 34205 
(941) 748-0151 
 

Caleb J. Grimes, Esq., Attorney 
Kyle W. Grimes, Esq., Attorney 

 
Ardurra 
1523 8th Avenue West, Suite B 
Palmetto, FL 34221 
(941) 772-0901 

Christopher J. Kennedy, Environmental Scientist 
 

 
  C. Development Information 
 
   a. Attach a legal description of the development site which  
    includes section, township and range.  In addition, attach a  
    map suitable for legal purposes which depicts the   
    boundaries of the development site and its relationship to  
    the primary roadway network. 
 

Response: See Section 12 of this application package for 
legal description and survey. 

 
   b. Type and size of the Development of Critical Concern  
    Project. 

 
Response: The Lakewood Ranch Southeast property is 
approximately 4,120 +/- acres. The land uses of the 
project are envisioned to be primarily residential. The 
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maximum base density will be 1 du/gross acre, 
including such portions of the Greenway Resource 
Management Area (RMA) located within the Village 
Transition Zone (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. This base density may 
be increased by way of incentives outlined in the 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments being 
processed concurrently for Lakewood Ranch Southeast, 
yet the development cannot exceed 5,000 dwelling units. 
 
 The intent of development is to be a continuation of the 
existing Lakewood Ranch community and contain a 
variety of housing types, including single-family 
detached, semi-detached, villas, and attached 
townhomes. The project also proposes the incorporation 
of a minimum of 43% to 50% open space. 
 
Ancillary support uses such as places of worship, public 
safety facilities, and other civic uses are allowed within 
the proposed project.  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 order to support the development of Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast, future roadway improvements 
include the construction of Bourneside Boulevard, a 
four-lane roadway traversing the property and 
connecting University Parkway to Fruitville Road, 
creating a regional corridor. Please see Section 1 of this 
application package for more details of the proposed 
project.  
 

   c. Have you requested a DRI binding letter of interpretation  
    or vested rights determination from the Bureau of State  
    Planning pursuant to Section 380.06 (4),  Florida Statutes? 
 

Response: Not Applicable. 
 
   d. List all local jurisdictions (i.e., other counties and   
    municipalities) which could be potentially impacted by the  
    proposed project. 
 

Response:  
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i. Manatee County, Florida  
 

  D. Permit Information 
 
   a. List all local governments with jurisdiction over the  
    proposed development. 
 

Response:  
i. Sarasota County, Florida 

ii. Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District 
 

   b. List all agencies (local, state and federal) from which  
    approval and/or a permit must be obtained prior to   
    initiation of development.  Indicate the permit or approval  
    for each agency. 
 

Response:  
i. Sarasota County 

ii. Southwest Florida Water Management District 
 

 
  E. Statement of Purpose 
 
   The Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) Application is  
   intended to provide information to Sarasota County in assessing  
   potential impacts that could be created by the project.  Just as the  
   DOCC process is not intended to supplant local, state, or federal  
   permitting procedures, neither is this application meant to be a  
   substitute for substantive or technical reports required pursuant to  
   such permits.  Rather, the intent of this application is to provide a  
   comprehensive analysis of a proposed development and serve as  
   the basic data source for the preparation of the County Planning  
   Department’s report and recommendation to both the Sarasota  
   County Planning Commission and the Sarasota Board of County  
   Commissioners on the impact of the proposed development.   
   Sarasota County, in fulfilling its responsibilities under Ordinance  
   No. 89-77, will use this base information provided by a developer  
   to consider whether, and the extent to which: 
 
   a. The development will have a favorable or    
    unfavorable impact on the environment and natural   
    resources of Sarasota County and any other affected  
    jurisdictions; 

 
Response: Lakewood Ranch Southeast will have a 
favorable impact on the environment and natural 
resources of Sarasota County through its 
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implementation of 43% to 50% open space as well as 
through the project’s regional connectivity of green 
space on-site and off-site, creating significant corridors 
to the property and preserving valuable habitat areas 
including but not limited to existing wetlands.   
 

   b. The development will have a favorable or    
    unfavorable impact on the economy of Sarasota   
    County and any other affected jurisdictions; 
 

Response: Lakewood Ranch Southeast will have a 
favorable impact on the economy of Sarasota County 
with the creation of highly demanded housing stock. 
With the proposed project, the subject property will 
have the opportunity to construct up to 5,000 dwelling 
units, including incentivized community housing. These 
units may house workers from nearby 
commercial/office areas including Lakewood Ranch 
Corporate Park, Waterside, and University Parkway. 
Additionally, individuals and families living within 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast will be able to access and 
contribute to the active commercial areas in the 
surrounding area. As will be shown by the Fiscal 
Neutrality Study which will be included under a 
separate cover, the development will be fiscally neutral.  

 
   c. The development will efficiently use or unduly   
    burden water, sewer, solid waste disposal, or other   
    necessary public facilities; 

 
Response: Lakewood Ranch Southeast will efficiently 
use water, sewer, solid waste disposal, or other 
necessary public facilities.  
 

   d.  The development will efficiently use or unduly   
    burden public transportation facilities; 

 
Response:  Lakewood Ranch Southeast will efficiently 
use public transportation facilities; See Section 3 of this 
application package for the traffic analysis completed 
for the proposed development.  
 

   e. The development will favorably or adversely affect   
    the ability of people to find adequate housing   
    reasonably accessible to their places of    
    employment; and 

 

DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast 22-134868 GR 
Rcv'd 9/7/2022

A-15



 6 

Response: Lakewood Ranch Southeast will favorably 
affect the ability of people to find adequate housing 
reasonably accessible to their places of employment. 
With the proposed project, up to 5,000 dwelling units 
may be constructed, including incentivized community 
housing. Additionally, a range of housing types, 
including single-family detached, semi-detached, villas, 
and attached townhomes, will be considered for 
inclusion in the development. 
 

   f. The development complies or does not comply with  
    the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan and other   
    applicable land development regulations. 
 

Response: See Section 1 of this application package for 
the introduction narrative and Comprehensive Plan 
consistency analysis, which demonstrates the proposed 
development’s compliance with the Sarasota County 
Comprehensive Plan and other applicable land 
development regulations.  

 
   The completion of this application is the initial step in the   
   Development of Critical Concern process which establishes  
   the framework for a cooperative planning effort    
   between the developer and Sarasota County.  Therefore, the  
   developer should contact the Sarasota County Planning   
   Department before beginning the preparation of this   
   application, to schedule a mutually acceptable time for a   
   pre-application meeting. 
    

Response: The Applicant held a Pre-Application meeting on 
April 7, 2022 and has addressed the Development Review 
Committee comments provided (See Section 6 of this 
application package).  

 
  F. Instructions 

 
Response: Noted.  

 
   a. The pre-application meeting provides an opportunity for  
    the Applicant to introduce the proposed project to the  
    regulatory agency personnel in attendance of the meeting.   
    A summary of the project with a reproducible locality map  
    should be submitted by the Applicant to the Sarasota  
    County Planning Department two weeks prior to the pre- 
    application meeting to allow distribution to the other  
    regulatory agencies. 
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   b. Applicants proposing a Development of Critical Concern  
    (DOCC) process shall complete Part I and complete all  
    applicable questions contained in Parts II and III of this  
    questionnaire.  The applicable questions for each project  
    are determined by the appropriate regulatory agencies at the 
    pre-application meeting.  A summary sheet, attached as part 
    of the questionnaire, will be completed at the pre-  
    application meeting which indicates those questions that  
    have been deleted for the project.  In addition, criteria  
    needed to integrate other local planning processes with the  
    DOCC application may be indicated on said summary  
    sheet. 
 
   c. The required maps are indicated in Section A of Part II of  
    this questionnaire.  Additional maps may be required in  
    addressing individual questions and/or local planning  
    processes to be integrated into the DRI application.    
    Whenever possible, the scales of most maps should be 1”-  
    200’.  However, scales for the required maps will be  
    determined at the pre-application meeting.  Scales shall be  
    clearly indicated on each map and dates of preparation and  
    revision should be included.  All maps should be reduced to 
    a 8 ½” x 11” in size, and incorporated into the application  
    document.  To ensure legibility when a map is reduced for  
    inclusion into the application document, certain   
    components of that map such as summary tables, may be  
    placed on a separate page (s) following the map.  The  
    number of map copies needed at scale (not reduced) will be 
    determined at the pre-application meeting.  A summary  
    sheet, attached as part of the questionnaire, will be   
    completed at the pre-application meeting which indicates  
    the scale and number of required maps to be submitted by  
    the Applicant. 
 
   d. Methodology meeting(s) on issues such as drainage and  
    transportation are required, unless determined unnecessary  
    by the appropriate regulatory agencies.  Ten (10) days prior 
    to the methodology meeting, the Applicant should submit a 
    proposed methodology statement to the Sarasota County  
    Planning Department.  Following the methodology   
    meeting(s) and prior to submission of the Application, the  
    Applicant should submit to the Sarasota County Planning  
    Department written confirmation regarding the agreed upon 
    methodology in the form of a final methodology statement.  
    Prior to submission of the Application, the Applicant shall  
    coordinate submission of written confirmation to the  
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    Sarasota County Planning Department from the appropriate 
    review agencies regarding concurrence with the proposed  
    methodology and information contained within the   
    methodology statement. 
 
   e. A Development of Critical Concern includes all other  
    development customarily associated with the project.   
    Therefore, an Applicant proposing a DOCC with ancillary  
    land uses that are not of DOCC magnitude (for example, a  
    shopping center within a residential PUD) shall include  
    information regarding those ancillary used in the   
    appropriate portions of this application.  (For example,  
    impervious surface area would be significant with regard to 
    the shopping center example given above, and the   
    information should be included in response to the Drainage  
    Questions). 
 
   f. All information supplied shall be accurate, up-to-date, and  
    complete.  Responses to all questions shall be completely  
    contained in the body of the application.  In order to  
    facilitate the review process, the applicant is requested to  
    include within the application all data sources,   
    methodologies, models, assumptions, and standards used in 
    obtaining or evaluating any information provided in the  
    application.  Reports may be attached to the application as  
    appendices. 
 
   g. Applicants should be prepared to supply, upon request,  
    relevant background data used to obtain any information  
    contained in the application. 
 
   h. Any information pertinent to the development which has  
    been specifically requested in this questionnaire may be  
    incorporated by the Applicant within an appropriate section 
    of this questionnaire. 
 
   i. Where a format and units of measurement for information  
    are specified, these shall be followed by the Applicant.  If  
    the specified format requires the provision of information  
    by development phases, each phase indicated shall relate to 
    those designated in Map C-4 (Development Phasing Plan),  
    and the final entries shall relate to development completion  
    and full operation or utilization as designated in Map C-3  
    (Master Development Plan). 
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   j. All narrative responses and associated maps should be in an 
    8 ½” x 11” format.  Each response should begin with  
    duplicating the appropriate question from this   
    questionnaire.  A table of contents should also be included  
    in the application. 
 
   k. A bibliography of the information sources utilized in  
    answering this questionnaire should be included in the  
    application. 
 
   l. Fifty (50) copies shall be submitted to the Sarasota County  
    Planning Department, unless otherwise determined at the  
    pre-application meeting. 

 
 
PART II. GENERAL DOCC INFORMATION 
 
  A. Maps 
 

Response: All required maps, except for Map C-4 
(Development Phasing Plan) and G-2 (Proposed 
Drainage Map) are included as part of this DOCC. Map 
C-4 (Development Phasing Plan) will not be included 
because phasing of development is not proposed. 
Individual rezone applications will follow for 
incremental development and infrastructure will be 
provided prior in order to support and dictate this 
incremental development. Additionally, Map G-2 
(Proposed Drainage Map) will be provided at the time 
of the rezone(s) per the DRC comments received. 

 
   1. A locality map which illustrates the location of the   
    proposed development within the County, and includes  
    political boundaries (i.e., County and Municipal   
    boundaries).  (Map A). 
 
   2. A recent vertical aerial photo of the site with prohect  
    boundaries delineated.  Indicate date of aerial photo and  
    types of land uses within 500 feet of the project boundaries.  
    (Map B). 
 
   3. A map showing existing zoning within the development  
    area and adjacent land within 500 feet of the project  
    boundaries.  (Map C-1). 
 
   4. An existing land use map showing existing on-site land  
    uses, recreational areas, utility and drainage easement,  
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    wells, septic tanks, rights-of-ways, intensive agricultural  
    activities, historic, archaeological, scientific and   
    architecturally significant resource.  Provide on this map a  
    general breakdown (acreage and percentages) in types of  
    existing land uses (e.g., residential, commercial, industrial)  
    within the development area.  (Map C-2). 
 
   5. A master development plan for the site.  Provide on this  
    map a breakdown (acreage and percentages) in types of  
    proposed land uses, easement, rights-of-way (including  
    major roads), on-site recreational areas, buffers, other open  
    space areas and general areas of Stormwater retention.   
    Each of the above-cited items should be depicted on the  
    master development plan for the site.  In addition, for  
    residential uses, indicate on this maps acreage and number  
    of proposed residential units for each parcel.  Indicate on  
    this map parcel acreage and size (square feet) of each non- 
    residential component of the project.  Identify on this map  
    the location of any on-site potable water supply (e.g.,  
    wells), wastewater treatment facilities, internal roads and  
    access locations serving the proposed development.   
    Designate any proposed pedestrian and bikeway systems on 
    this map.  (Map C-3). 
     

Response: Map C-3 (LWR SE Master Plan) is included 
within the DOCC map series and also included 
independently in Section 5 of this application package.  

 
   6. A development phasing plan.  Provide on this map a  
    general breakdown in types of proposed land uses by  
    project phase (including acreage, number of residential  
    units and size of non-residential components).  (Map C-4). 
 
   7. A topographic map with one-foot contour intervals.  In  
    addition, show on this map the appropriate storm category  
    zone(s) for the project site as delineated by the current  
    SWFRPC Hurricane Evacuation Plan.  (Map D). 
 
   8. A generalized soils map showing locations of excessively  
    drained, somewhat excessively drained to moderately well  
    drained, somewhat poorly drained, poorly to very poorly  
    drained soils.  Identify all soils types as defined by the most 
    recent soils survey prepared by the U.S.D.A. Soil   
    Conservation Service (SCS).  (Map E). 
 
   9. An existing native habitat map according to the   
    nomenclature found in the Environmental Plan Element of  
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    Apoxsee.  Indicate on this map acreage for each native  
    habitat area lying within the project site.  Provide on this  
    map a breakdown (combined acreage and percentages) in  
    types of native habitat areas.  (Map F-1). 
 
   10. A native habitat preservation, alteration and mitigation  
    plan.  Indicate on this map acreage of each native habitat  
    area to be preserved, conserved, altered or mitigated, if  
    applicable.  Provide on this map a summary of native  
    habitat acreage to be preserved, conserved, and mitigated  
    by habitat type.  (Map F-2). 
 
   11. An existing drainage map.  Indicate on this map existing  
    basin/sub basin boundaries, drainage flow directions,  
    drainage easements, discharge points, natural creeks,  
    manmade canals, lakes, other water bodies, drainage  
    structures (both on-site and within 1 mile downstream),  
    coastal construction control lines, DER jurisdictional lines,  
    floodplains and floodways, as determined by FEMA and  
    any other studies available through the Engineering   
    Division of the Sarasota County Transportation   
    Department.  Summarize in tabular form on this map the  
    following information: 
 
    a. Basin area(s), slope(s) and length(s); 
   
    b. Acreage and percent impervious coverage for each  
     basin; 
 
    c. Acreage and percent directly connected impervious  
     coverage for each basin; 
 
    d. Acreage and percent wetland/depression surface  
     coverage for each basin; and 
 
    e. Wetland/depression storage capacity within each  
     basin.  (Map G-1). 
 
   12. A master drainage plan.  Indicate proposed basin/sub basin  
    boundaries, drainage flow directions, general area for water 
    retention, drainage structures (both on-site and within 1  
    mile downstream), drainage easements, discharge points,  
    canals and other major drainage features.  Summarize in  
    tabular form on this map the same criteria specified above  
    for Map G-1 reflecting post-development conditions.  In  
    addition, indicate the total acreage and storage capacity of  
    proposed Stormwater retention areas within each basin.   
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    Identify the design water level elevations for the proposed  
    Stormwater management facilities.  Indicate all existing  
    and proposed surface and groundwater quality monitoring  
    stations on this map.  (Map G-2). 
 
   13. A map of the roadway segments and intersections included  
    within the transportation impact area (as identified in the  
    transportation methodology statement required pursuant to  
    Part I, Section F(d) contained herein).  Map H-1). 
 
   14. A map showing existing peak-hour peak-season traffic  
    volume and level of service conditions on the roadway  
    segments and intersections within the transportation impact 
    area [as required in Part II, Section E(1)(b)].  (Map H-2). 
 
   15. A map (or map series) showing projected development- 
    generated traffic (daily and peak-hour by development  
    phase) on the roadway segments and intersections within  
    the transportation impact area [as required in Part II,  
    Section E(1)(e)].  (Map H-3). 
 
   16. A map (or map series) showing projected peak-hour peak- 
    season traffic volume and level of service conditions on the 
    roadway segments and intersections within the   
    transportation impact area (by development phase),   
    excluding traffic generated by the proposed development  
    project [as required in Part II, Section E(1)(f)].  (Map H-4). 
 
   17 A map (or map series) showing projected peak-hour peak- 
    season traffic volume and level of service conditions on the 
    roadway segments and intersections within the   
    transportation impact are (by development phase),   
    including traffic generated by the proposed development  
    project [as required in Part II, Section E(1)(g)].  (Map H-5). 
 
   18. A map identifying the locations of existing public facilities  
    (e.g., water supply, wastewater treatment, transportation  
    facilities, emergency service facilities, recreational parks,  
    schools, etc.) which would serve the project site.   
    (Map I-1). 
 
   19. A map showing future improvements necessitated by the  
    proposed development (e.g., water supply, wastewater  
    treatment, transportation facilities, emergency service  
    facilities, recreational parks, schools, etc.) as indicated in  
    the Needed Improvements Summary Matrix presented in  
    Part II, Section G of this questionnaire.  (Map I-2). 
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Response: For Map I-2, please see the Utility Master 
Plan and LWR SE Master Plan.  
  

 
  B. General Project Description 
   (Refer to Maps C-3 and C-4)  

 
    a. Describe and discuss in general terms all major  
     elements of the proposed development in its   
     completed form.  Include     
     in this discussion the proposed phases of   
     development, and expected beginning and   
     completion dates for construction.  For non-  
     residential DRI’s also include target dates for  
     facility operation of utilization.  If the development  
     will have a proposed buildout of 10 years or less,  
     phasing should be shown on an annual or bi-annual  
     basis.  If the proposed buildout is greater than 10  
     years, phasing should be shown as appropriate. 
      

Response: See attached narrative (Section 1 of this 
application package) for the general project description 
and information. The anticipated build out timing is 10 
years. Roadway construction is expected to begin in Q2 
of 2023.    

   
C. Land Use 
 (Refer to Maps A, B, C-1, C-2, C-3, and C-4) 
 
 1. General Information and Analysis 

• Existing Conditions 
  
 a. Identify the land use designation(s) of the development area 
  as presented on Apoxsee’s Future Land Use Plan Map.   
  Any proposed modifications to Apoxsee’s Future Land Use 
  Plan Map should be discussed and justified. 

 
Response: The subject property’s land use designation 
is Rural and the 2050 Resource Management Area 
(RMA) designations are Hamlet and Greenway.  
 
As a part of this Lakewood Ranch Southeast project the 
Applicant is also processing concurrently a 
Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment to Chapter 8 – 
2050 Resource Management Area to create a “Village 
Transition Zone” (VTZ) Resource Management Area 
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(RMA). Please see Appendix A of this application 
package which includes the proposed text amendment 
language in strikethrough and underline. Additionally, 
as a part of this Lakewood Ranch Southeast project the 
Applicant is processing concurrently a 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 Appendix A of this 
application package). The Applicant submitted the 
concurrent application for the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments on May 5th, 2022.   
 

 
 b. Describe the present zoning and land uses within the  
  development area and adjacent land within 500 feet of the  
  project boundaries.  Indicate how existing zoning compares 
  with land use patterns presented in Apoxsee. 
 

Response: The subject property’s zoning designations 
include Open Use Rural (OUR), Hamlet Planned 
Development (HPD), and Open Use Estate (OUE-1). 
Zoning designations on adjacent land include OUR, 
OUE-1, Government Use (GU), Planned Development 
Residential (PD/R) (Manatee County), and Planned 
Development Mixed Use (PD/MU) (Manatee County). 
 
The subject property consists of existing agricultural, 
vacant, and some low-density residential uses. Adjacent 
areas consist of existing agricultural, residential, 
manufacturing, vacant, and utility uses (See Map B for 
more detailed information on existing land uses on 
adjacent property).  
 
The Future Land Use for the subject property is Rural.  
This Future Land Use designation is consistent with the 
listed zoning categories as they implement a range of 
low density development. As the County population 
continues to grow, the proposed VTZ RMA overlay for 
the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property provides an 
opportunity for moderate density development as an 
alternative to large lot Urban Sprawl in order to 
minimize infrastructure costs, traffic congestion, and 
environmental degradation. 
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• Post Development Conditions 
 
 c. Indicate any proposed or anticipated rezone requests for the 
  project. 
 

Response: A rezone is not proposed with this 
application.  
 
Upon approval of the requested Comprehensive Plan 
Map and Text Amendments, DOCC and LWR SE 
Master Plan, and Master Development Order (MDO) 
for Lakewood Ranch Southeast, it is anticipated that 
the subject property will be rezoned to RSF-2/PUD in 
several increments to allow for development in 
accordance with the MDO/LWR SE Master Plan. The 
rezone requests will be consistent with the approval of 
the Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Master 
MDO/LWR SE Master Plan as well as other relevant 
Unified Development Code standards.   
 

 
 d. Discuss the project’s relationship with local planning  
  programs (e.g., small-area planning studies, corridor plan).  
  Address any additional criteria determined at the pre- 
  application meeting which allows the integration of local  
  planning processes with the DRI application for the project. 
 

Response: There is not a Critical Area Plan, Corridor 
Plan, Community Plan, Special Planning Area, or DRI 
associated with the subject property.  This application 
includes the criteria required as determined at the pre-
application meeting (See Section 6 of this application 
package for DRC Responses).  
 

 e. Indicate the probable effects the proposed future land uses  
  will have on adjacent property.  Discuss any proposed  
  measures (e.g., buffers) to mitigate any potential land use  
  conflicts.  

 
Response: The proposed project is intended to integrate 
seamlessly with adjacent properties. Proposed language 
in the Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment being 
processed concurrently for Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
offers a more context sensitive approach to preservation 
of habitat and provision of Open Space. The LWR SE 
Master Plan illustrates appropriate greenbelts, buffers, 
Greenway RMA, and other open space, including 
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preserved wetlands and native habitat, to encourage 
compatibility between adjacent property.  
  

 f. Describe any potential land use compatibility conflicts  
  between mixed uses within the proposed project.  Indicate  
  any proposed measures (e.g., buffers) to mitigate any  
  potential internal land use conflicts.  
 

Response: The proposed development pattern is 
predominately residential, with the option of residential 
support uses, such as places of worship, public safety 
facilities, or other civic uses.  The LWR SE Master Plan 
illustrates appropriate greenbelts, buffers, Greenway 
RMA, and other Open Space, including preserved 
wetlands and native habitat, to encourage compatibility 
between internal land uses. Potential land use 
compatibility conflicts between residential support uses 
within the project and mitigation will be analyzed 
further at the time of rezone(s).  
 
 
 

 2. Residential Uses 
 
   a. For residential development, apply the appropriate Apoxsee 
    residential checklist and matrix.  Submit copies of   
    worksheets and associated maps to the County Planning  
    Department. 
 

Response: This does not apply any longer in Sarasota 
County per the DRC comments received at the time of 
the pre-application (See Section 6 of this application 
package for DRC responses).   

 
   b. Project the number of on-site permanent full-time   
    employees with low or moderate incomes that could afford  
    to rent or purchase within the development.  Specify if any  
    affordable housing provisions will be available to these  
    employees within the development.  (Refer to the   
    Employment Information Table, Owner-occupied Housing  
    Information Table and Rental Housing Information Table  
    of the Economy Section of this questionnaire). 
 

Response: Please see the Fiscal Neutrality Study, which 
has been submitted under a separate cover.  
Incentivized community housing provisions are 
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incorporated in the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment language for the VTZ RMA.  
 

   c. If the proposed project would include low and moderate  
    income housing units, describe how these units would be  
    provided.  Indicate what available mechanisms or   
    incentives the Applicant is seeking to achieve affordable  
    housing within the project. 
 

Response: Please see the Fiscal Neutrality Study, which 
has been submitted under a separate cover.  
Incentivized community housing provisions are 
incorporated in the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment language for the VTZ RMA.  
 

 
 3. Commercial Uses 
 
 
   a. Describe the function and limits of the primary and   
    secondary retail trade areas which the proposed shopping  
    center will serve.  Provide estimates of existing and   
    ultimate (build-out) populations residing within the primary 
    trade area.  Estimate annual sales to customers within  
    primary trade area. 
 

Response: Not applicable, commercial uses are not 
proposed for the project at this time. The land uses for 
the proposed project 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 commercial needs 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. 

 
   b. If available, provide a market study which has been   
    prepared for the proposed commercial development.  If  
    such a study has not been prepared, describe in general  
    terms how the overall demand for this project has been  
    determined. 
 

Response: Not applicable, commercial uses are not 
proposed for the project at this time. 
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 4. Office Uses 
 
 
   a. Indicate the type of anticipated operations that would  
    occupy the proposed office park (e.g., corporate   
    headquarters, direct customer service). 

 
Response: Not applicable, office uses are not proposed 
for the project at this time. 

 
   b. Describe the type of market (e.g., local, regional) to be  
    served by the major occupants of the proposed office park  
    and generally discuss the service area. 

 
Response: Not applicable, office uses are not proposed 
for the project at this time. 

 
   c. If available, indicate the vacancy rates of office complexes  
    of similar lease value and/or function in the surrounding  
    area and explain how they may affect the marketability of  
    the proposed office uses. 
 

Response: Not applicable, office uses are not proposed 
for the project at this time. 

 
 5. Industrial Uses 
 
   a. Indicate the type of anticipated operations that would  
    occupy the proposed industrial park (e.g., manufacturing). 

 
Response: Not applicable, industrial uses are not 
proposed for the project at this time. 

 
   b. Describe the general service area of the major occupants of  
    the proposed industrial park. 

 
Response: Not applicable, industrial uses are not 
proposed for the project at this time. 

 
   c. Indicate supplier(s) and other supporting industry which  
    would be required within the region by the proposed  
    industrial development.  Estimate to what degree these  
    linkages will require the location in the region of   
    supporting industrial and commercial activity. 

 
Response: Not applicable, industrial uses are not 
proposed for the project at this time. 
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   d. Indicate whether proposed operations would require the  
    expansion of any transportation systems and facilities in the 
    region (e.g., rail, truck terminals). 

 
Response: Not applicable, industrial uses are not 
proposed for the project at this time. 

 
D. Environmental Systems 
 
 1. Native Habitats 
  (Refer to Maps C-3, D, E, F-1, F-2, G-1 and G-2) 
  

Response: See Section 4: Environmental of this 
application package for information on Native Habitats 
on the project site. 

 
• Methodology 

    
   a. The Applicant shall use a methodology for determining on- 
    site hydro periods and flow conditions which has been  
    approved by the County Natural Resources Department  
    prior to submittal of this application (see Part I, Section  
    F(d) of this questionnaire). 
 

• Existing Conditions 
 
   b. Describe the acreage, species composition and degree of  
    disturbance for each habitat existing within the   
    development site, based on the Apoxsee Environmental  
    Plan Element.  Identify the occurrence of any on-site  
    unique habitats such as those listed by the Florida Natural  
    Areas Inventory, and describe the ecological values and  
    functions of these unique habitats. 
 
   c. Provide an analysis of historic flow conditions and hydro  
    periods, with seasonal water elevations, of on-site wetlands. 
 

• Post Development Conditions 
 
   d. Discuss how the project would not adversely affect the base 
    flow or the periodicity of flow in water courses. 
 
   e. Indicate all native habitats that will be preserved in their  
    natural or existing state. 
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   f. Indicate all native habitats that will be conserved.  Discuss  
    how this proposal in consistent with the Apoxsee   
    Environmental Plan Element. 
 
   g. Provide a maintenance plan for all preserved and conserved 
    habitats.  Specify in this plan how the existing hydro  
    periods and seasonal water elevations would be maintained  
    or enhanced in all preserved and conserved wetlands; and  
    what other measures would be taken during and after site  
    development to ensure preservation/conservation of the  
    habitat areas. 
 
   h. Indicate all wetland and mesic hammock areas, or portions  
    thereof, that are proposed for alteration.  Discuss the  
    rationale for alteration, and indicate whether alternatives  
    were investigated to either limit or eliminate the need for  
    wetland alteration.  Discuss how this proposal is consistent  
    with the Apoxsee Environmental Plan Element. 
 
   i. Provide a conceptual mitigation plan for any wetland  
    meeting the criteria for alteration found in Management  
    Guideline VI.A.2.b.(4) in the Environmental Plan Element  
    of Apoxsee, as amended.  Ad part of this plan, provide  
    typical cross-section diagrams of wetland mitigation areas  
    including proposed side slopes, normal water levels and re- 
    vegetation. 
 
   j. Provide a maintenance and monitoring plan for all wetland  
    mitigation areas, if any.  As part of this plan, identify the  
    proposed hydro periods and seasonal water elevations for  
    each wetland mitigation area. 
 
   k. Provide a creation, monitoring and maintenance program  
    for required littoral zones within the development site.  As  
    part of this program, provide a typical cross-section   
    diagram of a littoral zone. 
 
 2. Rare and Endangered Species 
 

Response: See Section 4: Environmental of this 
application package for information on Rare and 
Endangered Species on the project site. 

 
  a. Complete the following Rare and Endangered Species Table by  
   indicating the presence or likely occurrence of any species within  
   the development area listed as threatened, endangered, rare,  
   unique, or special concern. 
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Space held for Rare and Endangered Species Table 
   
 
  b. Identify what measures will be taken to protect the Species and  
   their habitats identified in the Rare and Endangered Species Table  
   above (also refer to Part II, Section D.1.g. regarding maintenance  
   plans for habitat areas). 
 
 3. Drainage 
  (Refer to Maps C-3, D, E, G-1 and G-2) 
 

• Surface Waters – Methodology 
 
 a.   The Applicant shall use a hydrologic methodology which  
  has been approved by the Engineering Division of the  
  County Transportation Department and any other   
  appropriate regulatory agency prior to submittal of   
  this application (see Part I, Section F(d) of this   
  questionnaire).  The Applicant shall address the   
  following items, unless otherwise determined by the  
  appropriate regulatory agencies at the methodology   
  meeting: 
 
  What modeling methodology is proposed for determining  
  runoff hydrographs, peaks, and volumes from the existing  
  watershed(s)? How will this model be verified for   
  application to the proposed site?  How will the model take  
  into account watershed depression storage, relationship of  
  contributing area to time, infiltration, and initial   
  abstractions in relating rainfall to runoff?  What method is  
  proposed for determining the watershed time parameter  
  (lag, time to peak, or time of concentration)? 
 
  What modeling methodology is proposed for   
  determining runoff hydrographs, peaks, and volumes from  
  the proposed, developed drainage basins?   
 

Response: The modeling methodology for the project 
will be consistent with the County Unified Development 
Code Sec 124-252 “Stormwater Management 
Provisions”. This code requires the following: 
 

Post-development peak discharges and 
hydrographs shall be based on a 100-year, 24-
hour storm for the proposed conditions. Where 
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basin model updates are available, they must be 
used as the basis of review for development 
proposals equal to or exceeding a total area of 35 
acres or impervious area of eight acres to 
demonstrate no adverse increase in off-site flood 
stages. 

 
As most projects associated with this development area 
will be greater than 35 Ac, the County’s “Basin Models” 
must be utilized to analyze design such as no adverse 
increase in off-site stages.  
 
The specific watershed models for this project are the 
2015 Dona Bay Watershed (approximately 43% of the 
project area) and the 2017 Upper Myakka River 
Watershed (approximately 57% of the project area). A 
methodology meeting was held with County stormwater 
staff on March 24, 2022 to discuss the status of updates 
for these watersheds. County Staff anticipates 
upgrading these watershed models to the latest version 
of the modeling software called ICPR4. The Applicant 
will utilize the latest model available and prepare a 
Master Drainage Plan for each rezone application. An 
overall Master Drainage Plan is not proposed given the 
variability in development. Furthermore, individual 
Master Drainage Plans will allow projects to move 
forward without relying on one overall model for 
tracking purposes.  
 
The technical inputs to these models are consistent with 
County Requirements and FEMA requirements for 
preparing a watershed study. ICPR3 and 4 are FEMA 
approved stormwater applications. Runoff hydrographs 
are calculated in the model using the SCS Runoff 
method with inputs that are appropriate for the project 
area. The Southwest Florida Water Management 
District has guidance for using the Type II Florida 
Modified Rainfall Distribution which informs the 
intensity and shape of the rainfall hydrograph. County 
Watersheds are typically prepared with some level of 
calibration as calibration is usually part of a watershed 
consultant’s contract for model preparation. In 
response to a few other items described above, please 
consider the following: 
 
How will this model be verified for application?  
 

DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast 22-134868 GR 
Rcv'd 9/7/2022

A-32



 23 

Response: It already has been verified and used on 
several County projects. 
 
How will the model take into account depression storage, 
impervious coverage, infiltration, and initial abstractions in 
relating rainfall to runoff?   
 
Response: Storage is an important input to ICPR. 
Elevation vs area inputs are used to estimate available 
volume using the average end method between data 
points. Areas that are proposed for development will be 
modeled such that all existing storage is removed and 
only pond areas contain storage. Infiltration and initial 
abstraction is dealt with by using an appropriate curve 
number. An antecedent moisture condition of II is used 
for this area which assumes the watershed is 
substantially saturated prior to a storm event. In 
general, the water table is so high in this area that 
groundwater infiltration is usually negligible when 
studying a 24 hour duration design storm event. 
 
What method is proposed for determining the watershed 
time parameter (lag, time to peak, or time to peak, or time 
of concentration)?  

 
Response: Time of concentration will be used to 
determine this. 

 
Additional information continued:  
As part of the initial roadway project through the site, 
the entire project area will be studied and updated with 
site specific topographic information. It was decided 
after meeting with Stormwater staff that preparing one 
model that “clips” a portion of the other watershed 
would be appropriate for this site. The preliminary plan 
is to bring in a portion of the Dona Bay watershed into 
the entire Upper Myakka River model to accomplish 
this goal. The model that is developed as part of the 
initial roadway project will be utilized for all 
developments moving forward on this site as it will then 
be “best available information” (aka Revised Existing 
Conditions-Lakewood Ranch Southeast RECM- 
LWRSE). 
 
How will the model take into account depression storage, 
impervious coverage, infiltration, and initial abstractions in 
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relating rainfall to runoff? What method is proposed for 
determining the basin time parameter? 
 
Response: See above. The model is a routing and has 
storage inputs for elevation/area increments. The initial 
abstraction is minimal and is not able to be modified in 
ICPR3. Usually 0.1 ft for areas that are not DCIA is 
utilized. The time of concentration will be used for basin 
time using equations in TR-55. 
 
The modeling methodology for the project will be 
consistent with the County Unified Development Code 
Sec 124-252. 
 

  What modeling methodology is proposed for hydrograph  
  channel and reservoir routing?  How will this model(s) be  
  verified for application? 
 

Response: The same program, namely ICPR 3 or 4, is 
used for channel and reservoir routing. Channel links 
with irregular cross sections can be utilized. Variable 
manning’s n values can be used for channel slopes. 

 
  What rainfall distributions, durations, and volumes are  
  proposed for the various design storm events? 
 

Response: The Florida Mod Type II rainfall 
distribution will be utilized for the project as stated 
above. The design storm event will be the 100 year 
return period, 24 hour duration event which is 
commonly accepted as the most appropriate storm 
event to calculate the 1% annual chance of flooding due 
to a riverine storm event. A unit hydrograph of UH256 
will be utilized for developed basins and UH100C will 
be utilized for undeveloped basins. 
 

• Surface Waters – Existing Conditions: 
 
 b. Provide a general overview of existing drainage conditions  
  including any potential flooding and erosion problems. 
 

Response: There are no known flooding issues 
associated with the site. It is noted that above average 
fall from east to west over the site exists with the 
current site topography. This likely sheds flooding 
issues away from the site. 
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 c. Provide detailed calculations on peak discharges, volumes  
  and hydrographs for the existing on-site basin(s). 
 

Response: As noted above, this information will be 
provided with the initial drainage study prior to or 
concurrent with the main roadway project application 
through the site (aka RECM-LWRSE). The main 
roadway project will be submitted immediately after 
approval of this application (which is targeted for 
October 2022). This will be before the first rezone 
associated with any of the proposed neighborhoods. 
 

 
• Surface Waters – Post Development Conditions 

  
 d. Describe the proposed water drainage system and discuss  
  the design capacity criteria to be used for the various  
  elements of that system.  Include information as to what  
  design storm (e.g., 10 year-24 hour, 25 year-24 hour, etc.)  
  would be used for what portions of the system. 
 

Response: The Unified Development Code provides 
code requirements for storage capacity to meet Level of 
Service criteria. Specifically, Appendix C14 
“Stormwater Quantity Level of Service” shows 
Flooding References (buildings, roads, and sites) 
compared to their required design storm event return 
period. Furthermore, allowable flooding of various 
roadways (including parking areas) are listed in that 
appendix. 

  
 e. Submit detailed calculations on post-development   
  conditions which provide the following: 
 
  Peak discharges, volume and hydrographs for the proposed  
  drainage basins/development; 
 
  Flood control (attenuation) design calculations which  
  demonstrate that the peak discharge for the existing   
  watershed would not be exceeded as a result of the   
  proposed site alterations; flooding up to that crated by the  
  25-year storm event would be adequately controlled within  
  the proposed development; upstream properties would not  
  experience an increase in the 25-year flood elevation; and  
  downstream drainage structure capacities (within 1 mile)  
  would not be exceeded; 
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Response: This information will be submitted on a 
Master Plan level for each rezone. Furthermore, the 
initial roadway project through the site will provide this 
information related to itself as part of its application. 
 

 f. Provide a mitigation plan for any proposed floodplain  
  encroachment. 
 

Response: Floodplain encroachment will be analyzed 
using the watershed models described above. Cup for 
cup floodplain compensation shall not be utilized. 
 

 g. Identify any regional effects in drainage (1.e., runoff  
  characteristics, flow hydrographs, flood elevations) the  
  proposed development could have on property upstream  
  and downstream of the development area. 
 

Response: The pre-development vs post-development 
modeling approach described above will be used to 
ensure adverse offsite impacts are not predicted. 
 

 h. If swales  and retention lakes are proposed, provide a  
  typical cross section(s), showing dimensions, slopes and  
  control elevations. 
 

  i. Identify proposed design elements and covenants to ensure  
  maintenance of the Stormwater management system.   
  Indicate the entity responsible for operating and   
  maintaining the drainage system after completion of  
  development. 

 
  j. Indicate what steps will be taken during development  

  construction and maintenance to prevent or control soil  
  erosion caused by wind and/or water action. 

 
Response: Items h through j above will be shown at the 
time of Site and Development application. 
 

• Groundwater – Historic, Existing and Post-Development 
Conditions 

 
  k. Discuss historic, existing and post-development   

  groundwater levels and fluctuations.  Include an   
  identification and discussion of any potential aquifer  
  recharge areas on and abutting the development site. 
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Response: Stantec has reviewed preliminary 
geotechnical investigation reports that were performed 
for the project area and the groundwater table is 
typically between 0 ft and 2 ft below existing grade. 
Typical fluctuations in groundwater associated with this 
area are anticipated. Aquifer recharge areas have not 
been studied in detail for this site. 
 

 4. Water Quality 
  (Refer to Map G-2) 

 
Please see Section 4: Environmental of this application 
package for additional information regarding Water 
Quality if not addressed specifically below.  

 
• Methodology (Surface and Groundwater Quality Monitoring 

Programs) 
    
   a. The Applicant shall use methodologies for monitoring  

   surface and groundwater quality which have been approved 
   by the County Pollution Control Division and any other  
   appropriate regulatory agency prior to submittal of this  
   application (see Part I, Section F(d) of this questionnaire). 

 
• Surface Water – Existing Conditions 

 
   b. Indicate any surface water quality monitoring stations  

   existing on and near the development site. 
 
   c. Describe in terms of appropriate water quality parameters  

   the existing surface water quality conditions on and   
   abutting the project site. 

 
   d. Provide the existing surface water pollutant loading rates  

   for the site based on site-specific data and/or literature  
   sources. 

 
• Surface Water – Post-Development Conditions 

 
   e. Identify any potential sources and the significance of  

   pollution to the surface waters of the development area  
   which could adversely affect the quality of water resources. 

 
Response: No notable sources are known. 
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   f. Estimate post-development pollutant loading rates of the  
   surface waters and compare with the pre-development  
   loading rates. 

 
Response: This will be done at the time of S&D 
application if the basins are located in a waterbody that 
is impaired for a nutrient related issue. 

 
   g. Provide a surface water quality monitoring program for the  

   development which identifies proposed monitoring stations, 
   frequency of sampling, parameters and method for   
   reporting results. 

 
   h. Indicate what measures would be utilized in the proposed  

   drainage system to ensure acceptable water quality. 
 

Response: All projects will need to show compliance 
with SWFWMD and County Water Quality Design 
Criteria. Alternative 3, Wet Detention is likely the main 
nutrient removal BMP that will be used for this project. 

 
• Groundwater – Existing Conditions 

 
   i. Indicate any groundwater quality monitoring stations  

   existing on and near the development site. 
 
   j. Describe in terms of appropriate water quality parameters  

   the existing groundwater conditions on and abutting the  
   project site. 

 
  Groundwater – Post-Development Conditions 
 
   k. Identify any potential sources and the significance of  

   pollution to the groundwater of the development area which 
   could adversely affect the quality of water resources. 

  
  l. Provide a groundwater quality monitoring program for the  

  development which identifies proposed monitoring stations, 
  frequency of sampling, parameters and method for   
  reporting results. 

 
  m. Indicate what measures would be taken to protect   

  groundwater quality. 
 
 5. Floodplains 
  (Refer to Maps C-3, D, G-1 and G-2) 
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  a. If any structures and roadways are proposed within the 100-year  

  flood prone area as identified by FEMA, indicate what measures  
  will be taken to mitigate the potential flood hazard and to maintain  
  the 100-year floodplain storage volume. 

 
Response:  The 100 year floodplain storage volume will be offset 
by using the County flood routing watershed models to examine 
adverse offsite impacts. Structures within the 100 yr flood zone 
will be designed in accordance with ASCE 24-14 which requires 
the finished floor of inhabitable areas be a minimum of 1 ft 
above the Base Flood Elevation or Design Flood Elevation.  
 
Additional Comments:  
As part of the DRC Pre-Application comments, the County 
requested the applicant acknowledge that the project will be 
consistent with the following elements of the Sarasota County 
Comprehensive Plan. The project will in fact be consistent with 
these items.  
 

Public Utilities Element, Chapter 12 – Watershed 
Management: 

a. Water Policy 1.2.2 relating to treatment of 
stormwater discharge 

b. Water Policy 1.3.1 relating to bringing facilities up 
to adopted level of service standards 

c. Water Policy 1.3.2 relating to level of service 
requirements for water quality and quantity 

d. Water Policy 1.3.5 relating to maintenance of 
outfalls for discharge of drainage  

Future Land Use Element, Chapter 7: 

a. Future Land Use Policy 1.2.5 relating to floodplain 
encroachment and compensation 

 
 6. Historical and Archaeological Sites 
  (Refer to Maps C-2 and C-3) 
 

Response: See Section 8 of this application package for the 
letter from Department of State, Division of Historical 
Resources (DHR).  
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• Existing Conditions 
 
   a. Describe any known historical or archaeological sites on  

   the development site.  Provide a letter from the Department 
   of State, Division of Historical Resources (DHR) which  
   includes: 

 
    A list of archaeologic and historic sites located within the  

   development site; 
 

The results of any site surveys; and 
 
Whether a site survey is needed. 

 
   b. If available, indicate the results of any archaeological or  

   historical survey conducted for the development site. 
 

• Post-Development Conditions 
 
   c. If historical or archaeological sites exist on-site, indicate  

   what measures would be taken to protect them and to  
   provide public access, where appropriate. 

 
E. Public Facilities 
  
 1. Transportation  
  (Refer to Maps C-3, C-4, H-1, H-2, H-3, H-4, H-5, I-1 and I-2) 
 

Response: See Section 3 of this application package for information on 
Transportation for the project site. 

 
• Methodology 

 
 a. The Applicant shall use a traffic impact assessment   
  methodology that has been approved the Sarasota County  
  Transportation and Planning Departments, Southwest  
  Florida Regional Planning Council, Florida Department of  
  Transportation, Department of Community and any other  
  appropriate regulatory agencies pursuant to Part I, Section  
  F(d) contained herein.  The Applicant shall submit a  
  methodology statement to the appropriate review agencies.  
  At a minimum, the following issues shall be addressed  
  within the methodology statement, unless otherwise revised 
  by the review agencies: 
 
  transportation impact are; impact area identification  
  procedures, standards, and assumptions; 
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  existing traffic volume counts; and counting procedures,  
  standards, assumptions, and sources; 
 
  projected non-development generated traffic; and traffic  
  generation procedures, standards, assumptions, and   
  adjustment factors; 
 
  projected development generated traffic; and traffic   
  generation procedures, standards, assumptions, and   
  adjustment factors; 
 
  traffic distribution procedures and assumptions; 
 
  transit/mode-split procedures and assumptions; 
 
  traffic assignment procedures and assumptions; 
 
  existing and projected traffic impact and level of service  
  conditions; and impact analysis and level of service   
  evaluation procedures, standards, and assumptions; 
 
  non-development related planned and programmed   
  transportation facility improvements and their funding  
  commitments and responsibilities; 
 
  mitigation thresholds for identification of development- 
  related transportation facility improvements; and   
  procedures for identifying the Applicant’s funding   
  responsibilities. 
 

• Existing Conditions 
 
 b. Using Map H-1 as a base, identify existing peak-hour peak- 
  season traffic volume and level of service conditions on the 
  roadway segments and intersections within the   
  transportation impact area (Map H-2).  Present the   
  following information by roadway segment and intersection 
  in a tabular format: 
 
  existing laneage/geometrics and capacity; 
 
  existing traffic volume; 
 
  existing level of service. 
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 c. Provide a general description of those planned and   
  programmed transportation facility improvements having  
  an impact on traffic patterns and/or levels of service on the  
  roadway segments and intersections within the   
  transportation impact area that have been assumed to be in  
  place for purposes of assessing existing and future levels of 
  service, include the following information: 
 
  location, type, and extent of improvement(s); 
 
  construction schedule or completion date; 
 
  funding source(s) and responsible entity(ies). 
 

• Post-Development Conditions 
 
  
 d. Provide a general description of the proposed development  
  project, including the following information: 
 
  location of proposed access points between the external and 
  internal roadway network as depicted on Map C-3; 
 
  location of the project relative to and relationship with  
  existing and planned mass transit routes, and aviation, port, 
  and rail transportation facilities.  Indicate what   
  measures/facility improvements will be    
  implemented/constructed within the development project to 
  accommodate existing and future mass transit, aviation,  
  port, and rail transportation systems; and 
 
  location of proposed “on-site” non-vehicular transportation  
  facility improvements (e.g., pedestrian and bicycle systems  
  as shown in Map C-3).  Indicate what measures/facility  
  improvements will be implemented/constructed within the  
  development project to accommodate existing and future  
  non-vehicular transportation systems.  Indicate what land  
  uses would be served by non-vehicular transportation  
  systems. 
 
 e. Using Map H-1 as a base, identify projected development- 
  generated traffic on the roadway segments and intersections 
  within the transportation impact area by development phase 
  (Map H-3).  Present the following information in tabular  
  format: 
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  number and type of traffic generating units by development 
  phase (if applicable) and project build-out; and 
 
  traffic generation (daily and peak-hour) for each land use  
  type by development phase and project build-out. 
 
 f. Using Map H-1 as a base, identify projected peak-hour  
  peak-season traffic volume and level of service conditions  
  on the roadway segments and intersections within the  
  transportation impact area (by development phase)   
  excluding traffic generated by the proposed development  
  project (Map H-4). Present the following information for  
  each roadway segment and intersection (by development  
  phase) in a tabular format: 
 
  projected laneage/geometrics and capacity; 
 
  projected traffic volume; and 
 
  projected level of service. 
 
 g. Using Map H-1 as a base, identify peak-hour peak-season  
  traffic volume and level of service conditions on the  
  roadway segments and intersections within the   
  transportation impact area (by development phase),   
  including traffic generated by the proposed development  
  project (as identified in sub-paragraph (e.) above) 
  (Map H-5).  Present the following information for each  
  roadway segment and intersection (by development phase)  
  in a tabular format: 
 
  projected laneage/geometrics and capacity; 
 
  projected traffic volume; 
 
  projected level of service; 
 
  development traffic as a percentage of total traffic; and 
 
  development traffic as a percentage of the appropriate  
  County level of service standard for roadway segments and  
  intersections. 
 
 h. Based on the projected traffic volume and level of service  
  conditions identified in sub-paragraph (g.) above, identify  
  any transportation facility improvements (by development  
  phase) necessary to: (1) provide safe and adequate access  
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  and service to the development project; and (2) mitigate  
  locally and regionally significant traffic impacts on the  
  roadway segments and intersections within the   
  transportation impact area resulting from the proposed  
  development.  At a minimum, the following information  
  shall be provided for each of the improvements identified: 
 
  location (as depicted on Map I-2), type, and extent of  
  improvement; 
 
  right-of-way availability and/or acquisition requirements; 
 
  cost estimate(s) (including construction, necessary right-of- 
  way acquisition, utility relocation); 
 
  funding source(s) and responsible entity(ies); 
 
  implementation/phasing schedule; and 
  
  consistency with State, Regional and local comprehensive  
  plans. 
 

 2. Water Supply 
 (Refer to Maps C-2, C-3, C-4, I-1 and I-2) 
 

Response: As shown on Map I-1, only an 8” forcemain exists along the 
southern frontage of the property. Stantec has met with the Utility 
Department to discuss the project and utility service is planned as 
follows:  
 
Potable: A 12” potable line was recently permitted and is currently 
being install to the frontage of this property. The County has a Capital 
Improvement Project to build a storage tank with booster pumps and 
chemical injection feeds towards the south west of the project area. This 
system is designed to recirculate water to reduce the amount of stagnate 
water during times of low demand. As part of a more detailed Utility 
Master Plan that is to be submitted later, the Applicant will show sizing 
and configuration of the potable pipe network within the spine road 
only. Each Rezone application will require that a Utility Master Plan 
be provided.  
 
Sanitary Sewer: The existing 8” FM is not adequate for a development 
of this size. A dedicated forcemain from the site to the Bee Ridge Water 
Reclamation Facility is anticipated. Stantec has been in communication 
with the County Utility department regarding this topic. Stantec will 
size the forcemain described above using only the project demand. The 
County may then upsize the line and pay for the upsizing. As part of a 
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more detailed Utility Master Plan that is to be submitted at a later date, 
the Applicant will show sizing and configuration of the sanitary sewer 
pipe network within the spine road only. Each Rezone application will 
require that a Utility Master Plan be provided including an onsite lift 
station analysis which is planned to reduce the number of onsite lift 
stations.  
 

 
• Potable Water – Existing Conditions 

 
  a. Provide a general description of the type of potable water  

  system, or combination of systems, available within the  
  development area [e.g., private wells or central system(s)].   
  Identify any existing franchises within the development  
  area. 

 
Response: There are no existing distribution facilities within the 
subject site at this time.   

 
• Potable Water – Post-Development Conditions 

 
   b. Project water usage for the proposed development by land  
    use classification.  These projections are to be based on  
    average County date (e.g., 200GPD per equivalent dwelling 
    unit, see Attachment “A” for additional information) ,  
    unless more specific data is available for the development  
    area. 

 
Response: Assuming 250 gpd per edu for a maximum of 5,000 
units, the projected water usage for the proposed development 
is 1.25 million gpd average daily flow. 

 
   c. Provide in the tabular format given below the projected  
    water usage at the end of each phase of development and  
    the proposed water sources.  If significant seasonal demand 
    variations will occur, discuss anticipated peaks and   
    duration. 

 
Response: Not applicable as phasing is not proposed as a part 
of this project. Please see the response to 2.b. above for 
information on projected water usage. 

 
 

Space for Potable Water Demand And Supply Table 
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  d. In on-site water supply is to be used, indicate the pumping  
  rates (average and maximum) for each existing well, if any, 
  that will continue to be used.  Project the pumping rates  
  (average and maximum) for each proposed well, if any.   
  Discuss any plans for the eventual phase-out of the on-site  
  water supply system(s). 

 
Response: No wells are proposed. 
 

  e. Address any impacts to aquifers and/or off-site wells which 
  would result from on-site well usage (both potable and non- 
  potable). 

 
Response: No impacts are expected. 
 

  f. Specify who will operate and maintain the on-site water  
  supply system during and after project development. 

 
Response: Sarasota County Utilities. 
 

  g. If off-site water supply is to be used, provide a letter of  
  service availability and capacity from the appropriate utility 
  or utilities serving the development area including: 

   
   the present excess capacities of the water supply facilities; 
 
   any other commitments that have been made for this excess 

  capacity; and 
 
   a statement of the utility’s ability to provide service at all  

  times during and after development.  (The utility must be  
  supplied with water demand and on-site supply estimates  
  given in paragraphs b, c, and d above). 

 
Response: This information is pending as the Applicant 
is in the process of coordinating with Sarasota County.  

 
  h. For each phase of development, discuss any needed   

  improvements to water supply capacities to meet project  
  demands (e.g., structural water facility modifications).   
  Identify any reasonable alternatives to satisfy project water  
  needs. 

 
Response: There are no known capacity issues at this 
time.  
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  i. Identify any planned water conservation measures (both  
  potable and non-potable) in addition to those specified  
  under the Energy Conservation Section E.8. of Part II and  
  the appropriate Building Code.  Indicate what percentage of 
  reduction is anticipated over conventional daily water use  
  estimates if conservation plans are implemented. 

 
Response: Water Conservation measures may include, 
but not be limited to the following: 

a. Maximum flow rates and consumption to be in 
accordance with Section 604.3 of the Florida 
Building Code - 2014 Plumbing; 

b. Flushing devices for water closets and urinals to 
conform to Section 604.3 of the Florida Building 
Code- 2014 Plumbing; 

c. Water-Efficient Landscaping is proposed to be 
provided in accordance with the water efficient 
landscaping regulations of the Sarasota County 
Unified Development Code; 

d. Stormwater harvesting may be used as an 
irrigation source;  

e. Potable water is not proposed as an irrigation 
source. Irrigation will be provided by reclaimed 
water. 

 
• Non-Potable Water – Existing Conditions 

 
  j. Provide a general description of the type of non-potable  

  water system (e.g., private wells) existing within the  
  development area. 

 
Response: Irrigation water is planned to be obtained 
from Braden River Utilities.  

 
• Non-Potable Water – Post –Development Conditions 

 
   k. Project average daily non-potable water demands generated 
    by the proposed development.  Indicate any large   
    consumers of water (e.g., domestic irrigation) and seasonal  
    peaks.  Specify what consumption rates have been assumed 
    in this analysis. 
 

Response: Demand is 2.43 MGD, assuming 31” of 
application per year. 
 

   l. Identify the non-potable water sources to meet project  
    demands (e.g., proposed wells).  Provide pumping rates  
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    (average and maximum) for each existing and proposed  
    well within the development area. 
 

Response: 1 MGD of reclaimed water from Sarasota 
County; 1.5 MGD of reclaimed water from combination 
of City of Sarasota and Braden River Utilities – all 
reclaimed water is treated to Advanced Water 
Treatment Standards (AWT). No wells are 
contemplated for irrigation at this time. 

 
 3. Wastewater Management 
  (Refer to Maps C-2, C-3, C-4, I-1, and 2) 
 

• Existing Conditions 
 
   a. Provide a general description of the wastewater treatment  
    and disposal system, or combination of systems available  
    within the development area [e.g., septic systems or central  
    system(s)].  Identify any existing franchises within the  
    development area.  Indicate the number, location and  
    phase-out of septic tanks, if such facilities exist in the  
    development area (see Map C-2). 
 

Response: The existing 8” FM is not adequate for a 
development of this size. A dedicated forcemain from the 
site to the Bee Ridge Water Reclamation Facility is 
anticipated. Stantec has been in communication with the 
County Utility department regarding this topic. Stantec 
will size the forcemain described above using only the 
project demand. The County may then upsize the line 
and pay for the upsizing. As part of a more detailed 
Utility Master Plan that is to be submitted at a later date, 
the Applicant will show sizing and configuration of the 
sanitary sewer pipe network within the spine road only. 
Each Rezone application will require that a Utility 
Master Plan be provided including an onsite lift station 
analysis which is planned to reduce the number of onsite 
lift stations.  
 

• Post-Development Conditions 
 
   b. Project wastewater generation for the proposed   
    development by land use classification.  These projections  
    are to be based on average County Data (e.g., 200 GPD per  
    equivalent dwelling unit, see Attachment “A” for additional 
    information), unless more specific data is available for the  
    development area. 
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Response: Assuming 200 gpd per edu for a maximum of 
5,000 units, the projected wastewater generation for the 
proposed development is 1 million gpd average daily 
flow. 
 

   c. If applicable, generally describe the volumes,   
    characteristics and pre-treatment techniques of any   
    industrial or other effluents prior to discharge from   
    proposed industrial-related use(s). 
 

Response: There are no anticipated industrial effluents 
proposed. 
 

   d. Provide in the tabular format given below the projected  
    wastewater generation at the end of each phase of   
    development and proposed wastewater treatment. 
 

Response: This project does not include a phasing plan. 
Please see the response to 3.b. above for information on 
wastewater generation.  
 

 
Space for Wastewater Generation And Treatment Table 
 
 
   e. If an on-site wastewater treatment and/or disposal   
    system(s) is to be used, describe for each system its   
    capacity, expected flows, level of treatment, location and  
    volume of effluent discharge, and any plans for eventual  
    phase-out of the on-site system. 
 
   f. If on-site spray irrigation is to be used, specify location and 
    approximate area of spray fields, current water table  
    conditions, proposed rate of application and back-up  
    system capacity.  Indicate the volume of sludge and the  
    proposed methods for its treatment and disposal. 
 
   g. Specify who will operate and maintain the on-site   
    wastewater treatment and/or disposal system(s) during and  
    after project development. 
 
 
   h. If an off-site wastewater treatment and disposal system(s) is 
    to be used, provide a letter of service availability and  
    capacity from the appropriate utility or utilities serving the  
    development area including: 
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    the present excess capacities of the wastewater treatment  
    and disposal facilities; 
 
    any other commitments that have been made for this excess 
    capacity; and 
 
    a statement of the utility’s ability to provide service at all  
    times during and after development.  (The utility must be  
    supplied with wastewater generation and on-site treatment  
    estimates given in paragraphs b, d, and e above). 
 
   i. For each phase of development, discuss any needed   
    improvements to both on-site and off-site wastewater  
    treatment and disposal capacities to meet project demands  
    (e.g., structural facility modifications). 
 
   j. Identify any planned measures to reduce the project’s  
    wastewater generation in addition to those specified under  
    the Energy Conservation Section E.8. of  Part II and the  
    appropriate Building Code. 
 
   k. Identify any proposed uses that are potential generators of  
    hazardous effluents.  Hazardous waste has been defined by  
    E.P.A. as any substance that exhibits ignitable, corrosive,  
    reactive and/or toxic properties.  Discuss provisions that  
    will be made for the treatment and disposal of these   
    hazardous effluents. 
 

Response: The summary of wastewater service above 
adequately addresses all of these items. 

 
 4. Solid Waste Management 
  (Refer to Maps C-4 and I-1) 

• Existing Conditions 
 
   a. Provide a general description of the solid waste   
    management system, including methods of collection and  
    disposal, existing within the development area.  Identify  
    any existing franchises within the development area. 
 

Response: Sarasota County utilizes Waste Management, 
Inc. of Florida for residential and commercial solid 
waste management needs.  Residential garbage, 
recyclable materials, and yard waste are all included in 
regular curbside collection procedures.  
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• Post-Development Conditions 
 
   b. Provide in the tabular format given below the projected  
    industrial and other special solid waste generation at the  
    completion of each phase of development.  Explain   
    methodology used in determining these figures. 
     

Response: There will not be any industrial solid waste 
generation at the completion of the proposed residential 
development. Provided below is the projected solid 
waste generation in tabular format including the 
methodology used to determine these figures.  

 
SOLID WASTE GENERATION TABLE 
 

Land Use Number of People1 Waste Generation Total lbs./day 

Residential 10,6502 6.08 lbs. per 
person per day 64,7523 

1 Number of People = 2.13 people per dwelling unit (du) (Source: University of 
Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research)  
2 5,000 maximum du X 2.13 = 10,650 people 
3 6.08 lbs. X 10,650 people = 64,752 lbs. per day 
 
 
   c. Identify any proposed uses that are potential generators of  
    hazardous waste.  Hazardous waste has been defined by  
    E.P.A. as any substance that exhibits ignitable, corrosive,  
    reactive and/or toxic properties.  Identify the proper on-site  
    handling and temporary storage procedures for any   
    hazardous waste that may be generated on site, in   
    accordance with local, regional, state and federal hazardous 
    waste programs.  Discuss provisions that will be made for  
    disposal of these hazardous materials. 
 

Response: Not applicable, there are no uses proposed 
that are potential generators of hazardous waste.  

 
   d. Indicate any measures (e.g., recycling) that will be taken to  
    reduce the project’s solid waste generation volumes. 
 

Response: The development will participate in 
residential curbside recycling and yard waste collection 
provided by Waste Management, Inc. of Florida. 
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Residents may access the County’s Solid Waste 
webpage at scgov.net/government/public-utilities-
water/solid-waste for educational information on 
recycling best practices.   

 
 5. Education 
  (Refer to Maps C-3, I-1 and I-2) 
 
 

• Site Selection 
 
   a. If any school facilities and/or sites within the project  
    boundaries are proposed to be dedicated to the Sarasota  
    County School Board, the Applicant shall meet the   
    representatives from the School Board and the County  
    Planning Department prior to submittal of the application to 
    discuss site suitability and any other relevant issues. 

 
Response: The Applicant will have further discussions 
with representatives from the School Board and the 
County Planning Department regarding the 
appropriateness and need for a site within the project.  

 
• Existing Conditions 

 
   b. Indicate what existing public schools would serve the  
    development area.  Identify any present excess student  
    capacities within these schools that would be available for  
    the proposed development. 
 

Response: The following public schools would serve the 
development area: Tatum Ridge Elementary School, 
McIntosh Middle School, and Booker High School. See 
Section 7: School Impact Analysis of this application 
package.  

 
• Post-Development Conditions 

 
   c. Based on the Demographic Information Table given in the  
    Economy Section (Question F.a.), estimate the number of  
    school-aged children by development phase that would be  
    attending public schools.  Provide this information in the  
    tabular format given below. 

 
Response: Please see Section 7: School Impact Analysis 
of this application package for information provided by 
School Board representatives. 
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Space for Public School Student Projections Table 
 
 
 
   d. Attach a letter from the Sarasota County School Board,  
    acknowledging approval of the public school age   
    population estimates given in paragraph c above, and  
    providing a statement of what capital improvements would  
    be necessary to accommodate these students for each phase 
    of development. 
 

Response: Please see Section 7: School Impact Analysis 
of this application package for information provided by 
School Board representatives. 
 

   e. Indicate any school facilities and/or sites within the project  
    boundaries which are proposed to be dedicated to the  
    Sarasota County School Board.  Describe the suitability of  
    each proposed site dedication to support a school based on  
    size and configuration criteria and other aspects including  
    environmental, drainage, transportation and land use  
    compatibility.  Discuss what measures will be taken to  
    reduce or eliminate any potential compatibility conflicts. 
 

Response: The Applicant will have further discussions 
with representatives from the School Board and the 
County Planning Department regarding the 
appropriateness for a site within the project. 

 
   f. Indicate any private and/or proprietary schools proposed  
    within the project boundaries.  Identify type of school,  
    student capacity, schedule of facility utilization, and service 
    area.  In addition, for each proposed school facility,   
    estimate the number and percentage of students drawn from 
    individual counties. 
 

Response: Per the DRC comments received at the pre-
app meeting (See Section 6 of this application package) 
this component will be addressed with future rezone(s). 

 
 6. Recreation 
 
  (Refer to Maps C-2, C-3, C-4, I-1 and I-2) 
 

• Site Selection 
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   a. If any park facilities and/or sites within the project   
    boundaries are proposed to be dedicated to the Sarasota  
    County, the Applicant shall meet with representatives from  
    the County Parks and Recreation Department and the  
    County Planning Department prior to submittal of the  
    application to discuss site suitability and any other relevant  
    issues. 
 

Response: A 40-acre park is proposed and shown on the 
LWR SE Master Plan.  

 
• Existing Conditions 

 
   b.  Inventory any existing passive and active recreation  
    facilities or open space areas within the development area.   
    Indicate whether public access to these areas is currently  
    provided. 
 

Response: There are no existing passive or active 
recreation facilities within the development area.  
 

   c. Indicate all existing off-site recreational areas (active and  
    passive) available to serve the development area.  For the  
    public recreational areas, identify the name of each area  
    and type (i.e., neighborhood, community, metropolitan, and 
    regional parks) as classified by Sarasota County’s   
    Comprehensive Plan and/or any other appropriate   
    comprehensive plan. 
 

Response: According to Sarasota County’s Park 
Locator interactive map, there are five existing parks 
within five miles of the project boundary, as follows: 
 

i. Old Miakka Preserve; Natural Areas, Basic 
ii. Rothenbach Park; Parks, Community 

iii. Tatum Ridge Soccer Complex; Athletics 
Facilities, Recreational 

iv. Myakka River State Park; State land 
v. Celery Fields Regional Stormwater Facility; 

Natural Areas, Destination 
 

These facilities may provide both active and passive 
recreational opportunities for the proposed 
development, including, but not limited to camping, 
picnicking, birding, trails, wildlife viewing, bicycling, 
and fishing.  
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• Post-Development Conditions 
 
   d. Estimate the project’s demand for each type of public  
    recreational area (i.e., neighborhood, community,   
    metropolitan, and regional parks) based on Sarasota County 
    and State recreation standards.  Discuss how the existing  
    and planned parks serving the development area would  
    meet the project’s demand. 

 
Response: The LWR SE Master Plan shows that the 
project will have a minimum of 43% to 50% Open 
Space, including a 40-acre park. Additionally, trails will 
be provided as a private amenity. Other recreational 
opportunities may be provided and described in greater 
detail with the future rezone(s).  
 

   e. Indicate the location and acreage of any recreational park  
    facilities and/or sites within the project boundaries which  
    are proposed to be dedicated to Sarasota County.  Describe  
    the suitability of each proposed site dedication to support a  
    recreational park based on environmental, drainage, land  
    use compatibility, and transportation aspects. 
     

Response: A 40-acre park is proposed for dedication to 
Sarasota County.  

 
   f. Indicate any proposed recreational areas within the   
    development that would not be dedicated to Sarasota  
    County.  Provide information on each of these recreational  
    areas as follows: 
 
    type of recreational area (active vs. passive); 
 
    acreage of the recreational area; 
 
    the development stage in which the recreational area would 
    become operational; 
 
    the entity or entities responsible for the operation and  
    maintenance of the recreational area; and 
  
    the users (residents vs. open to the general public). 
     

Response: Not Applicable. A 40-acre park is proposed 
for dedication to Sarasota County. Private amenities 
may be provided within individual communities to meet 
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residents’ needs and will be described in greater detail 
with the future rezone(s).  
 

 
   g. For each phase of development, discuss any recreational  
    area improvements needed to meet project demands. 
     

Response: A 40-acre park is proposed for dedication to 
Sarasota County. Private amenities may be provided 
within individual communities to meet residents’ needs 
and will be described in greater detail with the future 
rezone(s).  

 
   h. Discuss any effects the proposed development would have  
    on existing public access opportunities. 
 
    Response: Not applicable.  
 
 7. Emergency Services 
  (Refer to Maps C-3, C-4, D, I-1, and I-2) 
 
 

• Emergency Medical Services 
 
   a. Provide a letter of service availability and capacity from the 
    appropriate ambulance service for the proposed project.   
    This letter should contain a statement of the ambulance  
    service’s ability to provide service with adequate   
    emergency response times as the project is currently  
    phased.  (The ambulance service must be supplied with  
    copies of Maps C-3 and C-4 to perform this analysis). 
 

Response: Please see Section 9 of this application 
package for the letter of service availability and 
capacity from the appropriate ambulance service for 
the proposed project.  

 
• Fire Protection 

 
   b. Provide correspondence from the appropriate fire   
    protection agency indicating: (1) whether or not the present 
    facilities and manpower of the department are capable of  
    serving the project with adequate emergency response  
    times as the project is currently phased and (2) what  
    additional manpower and equipment and project would  
    require.  (The fire protection service must be supplied with  
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    copies of Maps C-3 and C-4 and information provided  
    under paragraph c and d below to perform this analysis). 
     

Response: Please See Section 9 of this application 
package for correspondence from the appropriate fire 
protection agency.  

 
   c. Identify any proposed on-site facilities or services (e.g.,  
    land dedication for fire station, private fire protection  
    service, built-in fire protection systems) that would be  
    utilized to complement public protection and safety   
    services.  Provide an estimated percentage of total service  
    that would be provided by private fire protection services. 
     

Response: The project proposes the dedication of land 
to provide on-site fire protection facilities.  

 
   d. Identify any proposed development that would create a  
    demand beyond present fire flow capabilities (sustained  
    and immediate).  Indicate what steps (e.g., sprinkler   
    system) would be taken to ensure adequate fire protection  
    for this development. 

 
Response: Per the DRC comments received at the pre-
app meeting (See Section 6 of this application package 
for the DRC Responses), this component will be 
addressed at the time of the rezone(s).  

 
• Police Protection 

 
   e. Identify any proposed on-site facilities of services (e.g.,  
    private security service, built-in alarm systems) that would  
    be utilized to complement public protection and safety  
    services.  Provide an estimated percentage of total service  
    that would be provided by private security protection  
    services. 
 

Response: At this time there are no proposed on-site 
facilities or services identified that would be utilized to 
complement public protection and safety services. The 
use of private security alarms may be utilized by the 
individual property owners.   

 
• Hurricane Evacuation 

 
   f. Provide a breakdown of proposed land uses to be located  
    within Category 1, 2, and/or 3 storm zones (see Map D). 
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Response: The subject property is not within a 
Category 1, 2, or 3 storm zone.  
 

   g. Estimate the number of anticipated project residents that  
    would need to be evacuated in a worst case Category 3  
    storm.  Explain the methodology used in determining this  
    estimate which includes the following information: 
 
    number of proposed mobile home units which require  
    100% evacuation; and 
 
    for each type of non-mobile residential units including any  
    transient accommodations, indicate an average occupancy  
    rate during hurricane season (June to November), and  
    number of first floor living units below the Category 3  
    storm elevation. 
 

Response: Not applicable. The subject property is not 
within a Category 3 storm zone. 
 

   h. Identify the routes proposed to be utilized for evacuation  
    purposes and proposed elevations of these roadways within 
    the project site.  Indicate the potential impact that   
    additional (project) traffic would have on evacuation times. 
 

Response: According to Sarasota County’s ‘Know Your 
Level’ Interactive map, the subject property is 
connected to one existing evacuation route, Fruitville 
Road. Additionally, the proposed thoroughfare, 
Bourneside Boulevard, will connect to University 
Parkway and Fruitville Road, each of which provide 
connectivity to I-75. The site is located in a non-
evacuation zone.  
 

   i. Estimate what percentage of the project’s evacuees (see  
    paragraph g above) would seek public emergency   
    evacuation shelter.  Estimate the amount of public shelter  
    space needed to accommodate these evacuees. 
 

Response: Not applicable. The subject property is not 
within a Category 1, 2, or 3 storm zone.  
 
 

   j. Show on Map I-1 the locations for the off-site public  
    shelters proposed to be utilized by the project’s evacuees  
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    and describe the remaining uncommitted capacities of these 
    off-site shelters. 
 

Response: Not Applicable. The subject property is not 
within a Category 1, 2, or 3 storm zone.  
 

   k. Indicate on Map I-2 any proposed on-site shelters.  In  
    addition, provide information for each on-site shelter as  
    follows: 
 
    the timing on construction for each shelter according to the  
    development phase plan; 
 
    the building area in square feet available for evacuation  
    shelter; 
 
    proposed first floor elevation for the shelter building; and 
 
    the availability of emergency facilities (water supply,  
    power generation, waste storage, etc.). 
 
    In addition, indicate what efforts will be made to advise  
    and educate project residents concerning hurricane   
    preparation, evacuation routes and shelter space both on  
    and off site.  SWFRPC staff will supply the Applicant,  
    upon request, information regarding SLOSH model results  
    relevant to the project site as well as the SWFRPC recent  
    Hurricane Evacuation Plan. 
    

Response: Not Applicable. The subject property is not 
within a Category 1, 2, or 3 storm zone.  

 
 
 8. Energy Conservation 
 

Response: Per discussions held with Sarasota County 
staff, this section is not applicable.  

 
   a. Indicate in the following table which energy conservation  
    measures that would be incorporated into the development,  
    where appropriate. 
 
 
Space for Energy Conservation Measures Table 
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   b. Provide a projected average daily demand for electric  
    power, gas, oil and other energy sources resulting from the  
    proposed development. 
 
   c. Identify any proposed energy conservation measures in  
    addition to those specified in the above table and the  
    appropriate Building Code which would be incorporated  
    into site planning, building design and/or deed restrictions  
    for this project. 
 
   d. Discuss what mechanisms (e.g., deed restrictions,   
    covenants) would be used to enforce the energy   
    conservation measures indicated in the table given in  
    paragraph s and paragraph c above.  Identify the entity or  
    entities that would be responsible for the enforcement of  
    these measures. 
 
 F. Economy 
    

Per discussions with Sarasota County staff, a narrative is the only 
requirement for this section (F) of the DOCC.  
 
The proposed project 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.). 

 
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 will continue to be 
supported and remain successful. 
 

 
• Demographic Information 

 
   a. Complete the following Demographic Information Table  
    for the proposed project and provide a brief summary of  
    methodology used. 
 
 
 
Space for Demographic Information Table 
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• Employment Information 

 
   b. Complete the following Employment Information Table  
    regarding anticipated permanent, full-time employment  
    within the development. 
     
 
Space For Employment Information Table 
 
 
   c. If known, indicate the total estimated annual payroll that  
    would be generated by the non-residential components of  
    the development. 
 
 

• Housing Information 
 
   d. Complete the following Housing Information Tables as  
    appropriate, regarding anticipated owner-occupied and  
    rental units. 
 
 
 
Space for Owner Occupied Housing Information Table 
 
Space for Rental Housing Information Table 
 
 
 

• Financial Information 
 
   e. Provide a projection of the estimated construction   
    expenditures by development phase.  Break down by type  
    (labor, materials, professional services, administrative,  
    overhead, etc.) and estimate what percent of these   
    expenditures will be spent within the region. 
 
   f. Provide an analysis of the estimated average annual ad  
    Valorem and school board tax yields from each phase of  
    development.  Indicate all assumptions and standards,  
    including assessed value, exemptions, millage rate, etc. 
 
   g. Indicate whether the development or any portion of the  
    development would receive assistance from federal, state or 
    other governmental funding programs.  If so, indicate the  
    agency (ies) and amount of assistance. 
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 G. Improvements Necessitated by the Project: 
 

Response: For improvements necessitated by the project, please see 
relevant sections of this application package as identified below:  

 
• Transportation: See Section 3 of this application package.  
• Water Supply: See relevant DOCC Section E Public Facilities 

above.  
• Wastewater Treatment: See relevant DOCC Section E Public 

Facilities above. 
• Solid Waste Management: See relevant DOCC Section E 

Public Facilities above. 
• Public Schools: See relevant DOCC Section E Public Facilities 

above. 
• Public Recreational Parks: See relevant DOCC Section E 

Public Facilities above. 
• Emergency Services: See relevant DOCC Section E Public 

Facilities above. 
 
   a. Complete the following Needed Improvements Summary  
    matrix by specifying any improvements needed prior to  
    initiating a phase of development or any other project  
    component such as number of CO’s issued.  For additional  
    explanation of needed improvements, refer to specific  
    Public Facilities Sections and Maps I-1 and I-2. 
 
 
 
Space for Needed Improvements Summary Matrix 
 
 
 
 
 H. Plan Summary and Analysis 
 
 
   a. Summarize in narrative form the major interrelationships  
    between the environment, drainage, open space, utilities,  
    transportation, land use, emergency services and   
    improvements necessitated by the project.  In addition,  
    identify the most important factors to be considered to  
    ensure that development within the project site would be  
    consistent with the Comprehensive Plans of the affected  
    governmental jurisdictions (i.e., State, regional planning  
    councils, counties and municipalities). 
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Response: Please see Section 1 of this application 
package for the project narrative and Comprehensive 
Plan consistency. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENT A  
 
Potable Water Demand Projections 
 
 
For Purposes of estimating future water demand using County data (200 gallons per 
equivalent dwelling unit), the following usage table should be used: 
 
EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNITS TABLE 
 
Single Family Residence       1.0 
Duplex (master meter)       1.9 
Apartment (master meter)         .9 
Mobile Home           .5 
Travel Trailer – per 2 lots         .5 
Motel/Hotel Room          .5 
Church, per 100 seats        1.2 
Gas Station, per restroom facility      1.0 
Self-Service Gas/Mini-Mart, per restroom facility    1.0 
Commercial Car Wash – recycled water              15.0 
Drive-Thru Car Wash        8.0 
Self-Service Car Wash, per bay      2.0 
Beauty/Barber Shop – per shampoo sink       .4 
Laundromat – per machine       1.1 
Retail, per 1,000 square feet         .3 
Office, per 1,000 square feet         .6 
Hospital, per bed          .6 
Nursing Home/A.C.L.F. with common dining area, per bed     .3 
A.C.L.F. – separate kitchen in each living unit, per unit     .9 
School – toilets only, per 35 students      1.0 
School – toilets and kitchen, per 35 students     1.3 
School – toilets, kitchen and gym, per 35 students    2.0 
Restaurant, per 10 seats       1.0 
Bar and Cocktail Lounge, per 10 seats       .6 
Fast Food/Drive-In Restaurant, per 10 seats     1.0 
Factory, Warehouse, per 10 employees       .4 
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Theater, per 75 seats          .6 
Banquet Room, per 15 seats         .5 
Convenience Store        1.0 
Light Industrial (within 1,500 square feet office space, remainder 
 Of space storage/work area), per 1,000 square feet   1.0 
Commercial Pool        1.0 
 
 
 
 
PART III. SPECIFIC USE INFORMATION 
 
 A. Airports 
  (Refer to Maps C-2, C-3, and C-4) 
 

Response: Not Applicable. 
 

• Existing Conditions 
 
   a. Describe any existing airport operation within the project  
    site which includes the following information: 
 
    airport classification; 
 
    size (square feet) of the existing terminal; 
 
    number of runways and lengths; 
 
    types of aircraft which presently use the facility; 
 
    type and annual tons of cargo; 
 
    number of annual enplaned passengers; and 
     
    if available, historical trends of the number of enplaned  
    passengers for each five-year interval of past airport  
    operation. 
 
   b. Provide a map showing the locations of the present flight  
    patterns, the existing aircraft noise contours (65,70, and 75  
    Ldn), and the existing land uses within these contours. 
 

• Post-Development Conditions 
 
   c. Describe the proposed airport facilities and services within  
    the project site (e.g., new structures, runways). 
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   d. Provide projections for each five year interval through the  
    useful life of the project as follows: 
 
    airport classification; 
 
    size (square feet) of the proposed terminal; 
    
    number of runways and lengths; 
  
    types of aircraft which would use the facility; 
 
    type and annual tons of cargo; 
 
    annual number of enplaned passengers; and 
 
    if available, estimate of the number of enplaned passengers  
    without the project. 
 
   e. Provide a map showing the locations of the projected flight  
    patterns, the projected (through the useful life of the  
    project) aircraft noise contours (65, 70, and 75 Ldn), and  
    the existing and future land uses within these contours.   
    Indicate on this map the authorities and/or jurisdictions  
    which exercise land development controls over land uses  
    encompassed within all projected noise contours. 
 
   f. Within the existing and projected 65 and higher Ldn  
    contours, discuss short-term and long-term noise control  
    and land use compatibility strategies and programs. 
 
   g. If available, attach a copy of the application and approval,  
    if any, required under the Federal Airport and Airway  
    Development Act of 1970, title 49, United States Code,  
    Section 1701 et. seq. which authorizes the proposed   
    project. 
 
 B. Attractions and Recreational Facilities 
 

Response: Not Applicable. 
 
   a. Project daily attendance (high, low and average estimates)  
    at the facility and specify season if applicable. 
 
   b. If any transportation systems and facilities are to be owned, 
    operated, or managed by the Applicant, specify how these  
    would interface with other systems and facilities in the  
    region. 
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 C. Electrical Transmission Lines 
 

Response: Not Applicable. 
 
   a. Identify the purpose of the proposed transmission line(s).   
    (For example:  to tie into a regional grid, upgrade or replace 
    an existing facility, provide service to new customers, etc.). 
 
   b. Provide a map showing the proposed transmission line  
    corridor(s) in relation to the existing transmission system in 
    the region.  Indicate on this map the total length, average  
    width for each proposed transmission corridor and acres  
    that need to be clear-cut.  In addition, show on this map the  
    general areas proposed for clear-cutting. 
 
   c. Identify alternative corridors which have been investigated  
    for this transmission line(s).  Specify reasons why these  
    corridors were discarded in favor of the proposed route(s).   
    State the reasons if plans do not call for the sharing of  
    existing transmission line corridors. 
 
   d. For each of the proposed transmission lines, indicate; 
 
    voltage and thermal/transfer capability (MW or MVA); 
 
    number of circuits; and 
     
    type and size of typical tower structure (attaché a sketch). 
 
   e. Describe any electromagnetic or electrostatic effects (TV  
    and radio interference, audible noise, production of ozone  
    and oxides of nitrogen, etc.) which would result from the  
    proposed transmission line(s). Identify what measures will  
    be taken to minimize these effects, if possible. 
 
   f. Describe any joint or multiple land uses that are proposed  
    within the transmission line corridor(s). 
 
   g. If the proposed transmission line corridor(s) will cross any  
    parks, recreation areas, national or state forests, wildlife  
    refuges or management areas, etc., describe the potential  
    impacts and steps which would be taken to alleviate these  
    potential impacts. 
 
   h. Describe maintenance procedures for the proposed   
    transmission line corridors(s) and any potential effects on  
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    wildlife, water quality, etc.  Identify what measures would  
    be taken to alleviate these potential impacts. 
  
 D. Hospitals 
  (refer to Maps C-2, C-3, and C-4) 
 

Response: Not Applicable. 
 

• Existing Conditions 
 
   a. Describe any existing medical facilities and services within 
    the project site which includes the following information: 
 
    design capacity; 
 
    service area (attach a map); and 
 
    types if medical services currently being provided (e.g.,  
    outpatient, emergency). 
 

• Post-Development Conditions 
 
   b. Describe the proposed medical facilities and services which 
    includes the following information: 
 
    design capacity; 
 
    service area (attach a map if different than existing   
    conditions); 
 
    types of medical services to be provided (e.g., outpatient,  
    emergency); 
 
    projected number of licensed beds by development phase;  
    and 
 
    other types of related facilities if the proposed facility is  
    part of a general medical complex. 
 
   c. If available, provide a copy of the application and approval, 
    if any, for a certificate of need under Section 381.494,  
    Florida Statutes, and any review comments from the  
    Areawide Health Planning Council of Health Services  
    Agency, and the Department of Health and Rehabilitative  
    Services. 
 
 E. Marine and Boat Storage Facilities 
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  (Refer to Maps C-2 and C-3) 
 

Response: Not Applicable. 
 

• Existing Conditions 
 
   a. Provide on a recent aerial photo a bathymetric survey of the 
    immediate area around the proposed marina and/or boat  
    storage facilities including any existing navigable channels. 
 
   b. Describe any existing boating facilities within the project  
    site (e.g., number of berths or slips, types and drafts of  
    boats using the on-site facilities). 
 

• Post-Development Conditions 
 
   c. Provide a conceptual layout of the proposed marina and/or  
    boat storage facilities which includes the following: 
 
    location and arrangement of docks; 
 
    number of wet storage facilities (e.g., berths, slips); 
 
    number of dry storage facilities (e.g., dry docks); 
 
    any supplemental anchorage areas to be designated beyond  
    the moorings provided in slips and dry storage; 
 
    types and drafts of boats which would use the proposed  
    facilities; 
 
    widths and depths of turning basins; 
 
    widths and depths of navigable channels to and from the  
    proposed boating facilities; 
 
    location and number of linear feet proposed for any   
    shoreline stabilization; and 
 
    any proposed ancillary marine facilities. 
 
   d. Discuss the requirements of the proposed project for any  
    dredging or filling during construction and any subsequent  
    maintenance dredging.  Specify plans for disposal of spoil,  
    including amount and location of disposal sites.  Attach  
    copies of applications or permits, if any, from local, state or 
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    federal agencies which allow the proposed dredge and fill  
    activities. 
 
   e. Describe the basin’s flushing system and how it would  
    provide adequate circulation for cleaning and periodic  
    change of water. 
 
   f. Indicate whether petroleum products would be handled on  
    site and what measures would be taken to reduce the risk of 
    spills.  If spills should occur (e.g., leakage from boats),  
    explain what procedures would be used for clean-up. 
 
   g. Discuss how domestic waste disposal from boats using the  
    proposed facilities would be handled. 
 
   h. Discuss any potential impacts to the West Indian Manatee  
    caused by increased boat traffic from the proposed project  
    and what measures would be taken to reduce these impacts. 
 
   i. Explain how the proposed development is consistent with  
    the following plans and criteria regarding marina siting: 
 
    Southwest Florida Regional Plan; 
 
    Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan; 
 
    Sarasota County Water and Navigation Control Authority  
    standards; and 
 
    State, regional and local recommendations for marina  
    siting. 
 
 F. Mining Operations 
 

Response: Not Applicable. 
 

• Existing Conditions 
 
   a. Indicate whether the project site is located in an area of  
    known mineral deposits.  If so, specify what mineral  
    deposits. 
 
   b. Describe any present or past mining operations which have  
    occurred within the project site. 
 

• Extractions and Processing 
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   c. Explain whether extraction of mineral resources is   
    proposed to occur on-site, including those cases where  
    extraction is ancillary to the operation of the project.   
    Provide a recent aerial photo showing areas proposed for  
    mineral extraction within the project site. 
 
   d. In regards to the proposed on-site mining operation,  
    provide the following information: 
 
    projected number of years for the proposed mining   
    operation; 
 
    proposed annual area in acres to be mined; 
 
    total area in acres to be disturbed by roads, overburden  
    deposit, processing, etc. associated with the mining   
    operation; 
 
    estimated annual extraction of minerals (in tons); and 
 
    estimated amounts of spoils and overburden (in tons)  
    generated on an annual basis. 
 
   e. Specify what steps would be taken to ensure maximum  
    effective extraction of mineral resources. 
 
   f. Indicate whether on-site processing of ore or minerals is  
    planned.  If so, describe the type and location of the   
    processing operation. 
 
   g. Discuss the water needs for the proposed mining operation  
    (including any on-site processing) in terms of daily   
    withdrawal, daily consumptive use and recycling. 
 
 
Questions that have been deleted: 
 
From Part II: ____________________________________________________________ 
 
From Part III: ____________________________________________________________ 
 
Additional criteria needed to address local planning processes: 
 
 
Needed methodology meetings (specify dates and meeting places, if known): 
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Notes:
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3. Imagery: Sarasota Couny Aerial 2021
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Map B - Aerial
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Map C-2 - Existing Land Use
Lakewood Ranch Southeast

April 2022

0 1,000 2,000

Feet

($$¯

U
:\

2
1

5
6

1
6

7
3

6
\

g
is

\
m

xd
\

C
2

_
E

xi
st

in
g

L
a

n
d

U
se

_
2

0
2

2
0

4
2

6
.m

x
d

  
  

  
R

e
v

is
e

d
: 

2
0

2
2

-0
4

-2
8

 B
y

: 
a

d
h

o
ff

m
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.

Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Easements

0100: Single Family Detached

5200: 	AG - Cropland Soil Capability Class 2

6200: 	AG- Grazing Land Soil Capability Class

9900: Acreage Not Ag

Notes:
1. Coordinate System:  NAD 1983 StatePlane Florida West FIPS 0902 Feet

2. Source data: Sarasota County GIS, SWFWMD GIS

3. Imagery: Sarasota Couny Aerial 2021
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Map C-3: LWR SE Master Plan 
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August 2022
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Map D - Topographic
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Map E - NRCS Soils
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4. Bradenton fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

7. Cassia fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

8. Delray fine sand, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes

10. EauGallie and Myakka fine sands, 0 to 2 percent slopes

12. Felda fine sand, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes

15. Floridana and Gator soils, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes

17. Gator-Gator, drained mucks, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes

21. Ft. Green fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

22. Holopaw fine sand, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes

25. Malabar fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

26. Manatee loamy fine sand, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes

30. Ona fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

31. Pineda-Pineda, wet, fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

32. Pits and Dumps

33. Pomello fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

38. Smyrna fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

40. Tavares fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes

41. Wabasso fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes

45. Tavares fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes

99. Water

Notes:
1. Coordinate System:  NAD 1983 StatePlane Florida West FIPS 0902 Feet

2. Source data: Sarasota County GIS, NRCS Soil

3. Imagery: Sarasota Couny Aerial 2021
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Map G-1 - Existing Drainage
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June 2022
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Notes:
1. Coordinate System: NAD 1983 StatePlane Florida West FIPS 0902 Feet

2. Source data: Stantec Field Staff

3. Imagery: Sarasota County 2018 4" Orthoimagery
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Lakewood Ranch Southeast Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) 
 

Preliminary Listed Species Assessment 
 

August 2022 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) is approximately 4119 
acres in size located in Sections 4, 9, 16, 19, and 20, Township 36 South, Range 19 and 20 East 
in northern Sarasota County. Habitats found within the project area primarily consist altered 
habitats including 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 hammock, and 
hardwood-coniferous mixed. Wetland and surface water habitats within the project area consist 
of agricultural ditches, excavated ponds, stream and lake swamps, exotic wetland hardwoods, 
and freshwater marshes. Please see the attached F1 Existing Conditions Map for the locations of 
habitats described below. 
 
METHODOLOGY 

The following methods were employed to assess the referenced parcel: 

• Field inspection of the site for evidence of wetlands, protected species, or other sensitive 
environmental features. 

• Recent and historical aerial photograph interpretation of the subject property. 
• Review of the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. 
• Review of the NRCS Web Soil Survey for Sarasota County, Florida and documentation of the 

soil characteristics on site. 
• Research of Sarasota County, and various State and Federal databases regarding protected 

wildlife species. 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
Wetland, upland, and other surface water habitats within the project area are categorized below 
using the Florida Department of Transportation “Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification 
System (FLUCCS)” as shown on the 'FLUCCS Habitat Map' (attached). 
 
Description of On-Site Habitats: 
 
A. Wetland and Other Surface Water Habitats 
 
FLUCCS Code 510, Streams and Waterways 
There are numerous agricultural ditches and canals are present throughout the project area. 
 
FLUCCS Code 534, Reservoirs 
There are numerous small (less than 1 acre) excavated agricultural ponds were scattered 
throughout the proposed project limits and classified as "other surface waters". The excavated 
ponds are mostly open water with vegetation being dominated by floating water lettuce (Pista 
statiotes). 
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FLUCCS Code 615, Stream and Lake Swamps 
This stream hardwood habitat consists of a mixed canopy of laurel oak (Quercus laurifolia), water 
oak (Quercus nigra), red maple (Acer rubrum), black gum (Nyssa silvatica), Carolina willow (Salix 
caroliniana), swamp bay (Persea palustris), and sweet bay (Magnolia virginiana). The understory 
and groundcover strata include buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), primrose willow 
(Ludwigia peruviana), saw-grass (Cladium jamaicense), Virginia chain fern (Woodwardia 
virginica), and shield fern (Thelypteris spp.). The hydrologic regime within the swamps range from 
seasonally flooded to saturated. 
 
FLUCCS Code 619, Exotic Wetland Hardwoods 
Several wetland areas are dominated by a monoculture of Brazilian pepper (Schinus 
terebinthifolius). 
 
FLUCCS Code 641 Freshwater Marsh 
Freshwater herbaceous wetlands are the most common wetlands throughout the property. These 
wetlands display a variety of historical disturbance (i.e., agricultural ditches. cattle grazing), which 
has resulted in the alteration of vegetation and hydroperiods from natural conditions. The least 
disturbed systems consist of desirable obligate wetland plants as the dominant species within the 
interior zones including pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata), duck potato (Sagittaria lancifolia), soft 
rush (Juncus effusus), smartweed (Polygonum spp.), waterhyssops (bacopa spp.), hairgrass 
(Eleocharis baldwinii), maidencane (Panicum hemitomon), buttonbush, St. John's wort 
(Hypericum spp.). yellow-eyed grass (Xyris spp.). and water pennywort (Hydrocotyle umbellata). 
These wetlands also contain tickseed (Coreopsis spp.), meadow beauty (Rhexia spp.), blue flag 
iris (Iris virginica), blue maidencane (Amphicarpum muhlenbergianum), bushy bluestem 
(Andropogon glomeratus), coinwort (Centella asiatica), primrose willow (Ludwigia peruviana), 
wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera), and salt bush (Baccharis halimifolia). The most disturbed systems 
are dominated by scrub/shrub vegetation including Carolina willow, primrose willow, and cattail 
(Typha spp.).  Generally, these areas historically functioned as herbaceous marsh, but due to 
historical disturbances associated with past agricultural and mining activities have converted to a 
more scrub/shrub character. 
These systems have hydroperiods ranging from semi-permanently flooded to seasonally flooded. 
 
B. Upland Habitats 
 
FLUCCS Code 110, Residential Low Density 
One single family home site located near the southwestern portion of the project. 
 
FLUCCS Code 200, Agricultural 
There is an area of land in the southern portion of the project area used to store agricultural 
equipment.  
 
 
 
FLUCCS Code 210, Crop and Pastureland  
There are areas in the southern portion of the project area on which crops and pasture grasses 
are grown in rotation with one another.  
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FLUCFCS Code 211, Improved Pasture 
Areas of improved pasture located throughout the project area. The vegetative composition within 
areas of improved pasture is characterized primarily by Bahia grass (Paspalum notatum) with 
lesser intermixed areas of limpo grass (Hemarthria altissima), dog fennel, broom sedge 
(Andropogon spp.), flat-topped sedge (Euthamia minor), thistle (Cirsium spp.), and tropical soda 
apple (Solanum capsicoides). Sprawling shrubs of blackberry (Rubus spp.) and isolated areas of 
cogon grass (lmperata cylindrica) form moderately dense thickets along fence rows, edges of 
wetlands, mesic hammocks, sloughs, and agricultural drainage ditches. 
 
FLUCCS Code 212, Unimproved Pastures 
These areas are currently being utilized for cattle grazing but are not managed sufficiently to be 
considered improved pasture.  Native canopy and understory vegetation are present along with 
pasture forages. 
 
FLUCCS 213, Woodland Pasture 
There is an area of woodland pasture in the northern portion of the project area. Vegetation in this 
area is dominated by Bahia grass with scattered live oaks and slash pine.  
FLUCCS Code 411, Pine Flatwoods 
There is a small area of pine flatwoods located in the southwestern portion of the project. The 
canopy within this habitat type contains slash pine  (Pinus elliottii), with a sub-canopy of live oak 
(Quercus virginiana), gallberry (Ilex glabra), winged sumac (Rhus copallina), and wax myrtle. The 
groundcover stratum is primarily covered by saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), with lesser areas of 
wiregrass (Aristida spp.), and pawpaw (Asimina spp.). 
 
FLUCCS Code 434, Hardwood Conifer Mixed Xeric Hammock 
Canopy species include an equal mix of live oak and slash pine. Understory vegetation is 
dominated by saw palmetto but also includes gallberry and beautyberry (Calicarpa americana). 
 
FLUCCS Code 425, Temperate Hardwoods  
There is one area of temperate hardwoods adjacent to Indian Creek in the southwestern portion 
of the project area. The habitat type contains a canopy of live oak and cabbage palm (Sabal 
palmetto) with understory dominated by beautyberry and Caesar weed (Urena lobata). This 
habitat type is similar to the FLUCCS 427 habitat, but more mesic in nature.  
 
FLUCCS Code 427, Live Oak 
There are several areas of live oak located throughout the project area. The habitat type contains 
a canopy of live oak understory dominated by saw palmetto. This habitat type is similar to the 
FLUCCS 425 habitat, but more xeric in nature.  
 
FLUCCS Code 814, Roads and Highways 
A small portion of paved roadway is in/adjacent to the project area.  
 
PROTECTED SPECIES 
 
Preliminary on-site evaluations and database searches for the presence of state or federally listed 
species within the project area have been completed. Subsequent to the online database searches, 
preliminary listed species surveys were conducted by scientists with Ardurra between April 2021 to 
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May 2022. Listed species surveyed for during these site visits include wood stork (Mycteria 
americana), Florida sandhill crane (Antigone canadensis pratensis), burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais 
couperi), Florida Bonneted Bat (Eumops floridanus), and gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus). The 
project is within the Core Foraging Area (CFA) of several wood stork nesting colonies, the closest of 
which being the Ayers Point rookery located approximately 13 miles northwest of the project area near 
the mouth of the Braden River. We found no evidence of Wood Stork or any other wading birds nesting 
in any of the onsite wetlands or other habitats. The nearest FWC documented bald eagle nest (SA063) 
is located 1.3 miles southwest of the project area. The project area is not located within any bald eagle 
management protection zones. The subject parcel is also within the USFWS consultation area for the 
Florida bonneted bat. No bonneted bats were observed roosting or foraging within any of the onsite 
habitats during the preliminary listed species survey. Several potentially occupied gopher tortoise 
burrows were observed during the preliminary listed species survey. Prior to development activities, a 
formal 100% survey of suitable habitat within the project area will be conducted to identify the locations 
of potentially occupied gopher tortoise burrows. If potentially occupied gopher tortoise burrows are 
identified during this survey, the applicants Authorized Gopher Tortoise Agent will obtain a Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) gopher tortoise relocation permit. The gopher tortoises 
will then be captured and relocated to an approved off-site long-term protection recipient area. Two 
(2) burrowing owl burrows were observed within the improved pasture habitat of the project area as 
shown on the attached Listed Wildlife Observation F-3 Map. Prior to construction, a Florida Burrowing 
Owl Incidental Take Permit will be obtained from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission (FWC) for any burrows onsite that will be impacted by the project and appropriate 
mitigation will be provided. No other protected species were observed nesting, denning, or utilizing the 
onsite habitats.  
 
\\kimley-horn.com\FL_SAR1\SAR_Environmental\242166000- Lakewood Ranch SE\DOCC\LWR SE DOCC Preliminary Listed Species Survey 081022.docx 
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Pre-FLUCCS Map
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LISTED WILDLIFE OBSERVATION MAP
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4.2  Baseline Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program  
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BASELINE SURFACE WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM 

LAKEWOOD RANCH SOUTHEAST 
MASTER DEVELOPMENT ORDER 

 
1.0 OVERVIEW 
 
The Baseline Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program for the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast Development will commence one year in advance of anticipated initiation of 
site development activities.  

2.0 MONITORING STATIONS/LOCATIONS: 

The project occupies approximately 4002.66± acres and includes three water bodies 
within two drainage basins. Cow Pen Slough, Howard Creek, and Indian Creek within 
the Sarasota Bay and Upper Myakka River drainage basins. 

The specific locations for the stations are identified on the attached exhibit for the 
monitoring program is anticipated to commence.   

3.0 MONITORING COMMENCEMENT and FREQUENCY: 

Surface water sampling will commence one year in advance of anticipated initiation of 
site development activities. The surface water sampling as outlined in the Baseline Water 
Quality Monitoring Program will cease once construction begins and the Ongoing 
Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program commences. 

Samples shall be collected monthly at the designated monitoring locations, as described 
under Section 2.0 above. The baseline monitoring program will be considered complete 
and sufficiently satisfied under FDEP’s data sufficiency provision, referenced in Chapter 
62-303.320(4) Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The provision indicates that at least 
10 independent samples be collected with at least one sample from three of the four 
calendar seasons from each WBID lying wholly or partially within the project.  
 
4.0 SAMPLE COLLECTION METHODS, ANALYSIS and QUALITY ASSURANCE 

 
Sample collection methods shall be consistent with Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection Standard Operating Procedures for Field Activities, DEP-SOP-001/01.Per the 
SOP, grab samples will be collected within the top 12 inches of the water column, 
however, skimming the surface will be avoided in order to minimize collection of surface 
scum or other unrepresentative contaminants.  

Analytical Parameters: 

1. Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (mg/l) MDL = 0.1 
2. Total Ammonia (mg/l) MDL = 0.02 
3. Total Nitrate + Nitrite (mg/l) MDL = 0.025 
4. Total Phosphorus (mg/l) MDL = 0.1 
5. Specific Conductance (umhos/cm) MDL = 100 
6. Fecal Coliform Bacteria (cfu/100ml) MDL = 100 
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7. Escherichia Coli Bacteria (cfu/100ml) MDL = 10 
8. Dissolved Oxygen Saturation (%) MDL = 2.0 
9. Turbidity (NTU) MDL = 2.0 
10. Water Temperature (F) MDL = 2.0 
11. BOD5 (mg/l) MDL = 2.0 
12. Chlorophyll A – Corr. for Pheo (mg/m3) MDL = 0.5 

       13.       Water Velocity (ft/sec) 
       14.       Water Depth (ft) 
       15.       Sample Depth (inches below surface) 
 
Laboratory analysis of samples will be performed by NELAP certified laboratories. Data 
shall not have qualifiers that prohibit the use of the data for evaluation of water quality 
conditions or regulatory compliance.  

5.0 REPORTING: 

Reporting of the monitoring results will be required as follows: 

1. The monitoring data from the previous year shall be reported to Sarasota County 
annually in April of each year in a single excel spreadsheet.  

2. Sarasota County will post the reported information on the Sarasota Water Atlas 
website 

3. A full set of water quality data for the previous year shall be uploaded to Florida’s 
Watershed Information Network (WIN) data system annually in April of each year 

4. Total Nitrogen shall be reported as the sum of TKN and Total Nitrate + Nitrite 

6.0 MODIFICATION OF THE WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM: 

The Baseline Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program may be revised upon request 
of the Sarasota County Stormwater Environmental Utility (or its successor) to reflect 
unforeseen changes to on-site and off-site conditions. The Owner shall continue 
sampling until a formal request has been submitted to the County and subsequently 
approved. 

7.0 INCORPORATION INTO MASTER DEVELOPMENT ORDER: 

The terms of this monitoring program will be incorporated into any Master Development 
Order approved by Sarasota County for the project as the monitoring program may be 
modified by Sarasota County and the developer at the time of adoption of the Master 
Development Order.  
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4.3  Alternative Greenway Buffer Plan  
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Lakewood Ranch Southeast Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) 
 

Alternative Greenway Buffer Plan 
 

August 2022 
 
 
I. Introduction 
 
The following greenway buffer plan is proposed in accordance with the requirements of the 
Sarasota County UDC, Article 14, Section 124-271(i)(2)(g). The project is proposing an alternative 
greenway buffer configuration that provides equivalent or greater net ecological benefit by 
ecologically enhancing greenway buffers that contain improved pasture and other agricultural 
lands. Improved habitats currently found within the onsite greenway include low density 
residential, improved pasture, woodland pasture, and shrub and brushland. Native upland 
habitats within the onsite greenway include pine flatwoods, temperate hammock, and hardwood-
coniferous mixed. Wetland and surface water habitats within the project area consist of excavated 
agricultural ditches/canals, stream and lake swamps, and freshwater marshes.  Please see the 
attached F1 Existing Conditions Map for the locations of habitats described below. 
 
 
II. Analysis of Existing Greenway Conditions  
 
Wetlands and upland habitats identified within the onsite greenway RMA are categorized below 
using nomenclature found in the most recent edition of the Florida Department of Transportation's 
Florida Land Use Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCCS). Please see the attached 
F3 Map and Preliminary Listed Species Assessment under a separate cover for details regarding 
preliminary listed species surveys conducted on the site.   
 
A. Wetland and Surface Water Habitats 
 
FLUCCS Code 615, Stream and Lake Swamps 
This stream hardwood habitat consists of a mixed canopy of laurel oak (Quercus laurifolia), water 
oak (Quercus nigra), red maple (Acer rubrum), black gum (Nyssa silvatica), Carolina willow (Salix 
caroliniana), swamp bay (Persea palustris), and sweet bay (Magnolia virginiana). The understory 
and groundcover strata include buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), primrose willow 
(Ludwigia peruviana), saw-grass (Cladium jamaicense), Virginia chain fern (Woodwardia 
virginica), and shield fern (Thelypteris spp.). The hydrologic regime within the swamps range from 
seasonally flooded to saturated. 
 
FLUCCS Code 641 Freshwater Marsh 
Freshwater herbaceous wetlands are the most common wetlands throughout the property. These 
wetlands display a variety of historical disturbance (i.e., agricultural ditches. cattle grazing), which 
has resulted in the alteration of vegetation and hydroperiods from natural conditions. The least 
disturbed systems consist of desirable obligate wetland plants as the dominant species within the 
interior zones including pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata), duck potato (Sagittaria lancifolia), soft 
rush (Juncus effusus), smartweed (Polygonum spp.), waterhyssops (bacopa spp.), hairgrass 
(Eleocharis baldwinii), maidencane (Panicum hemitomon), buttonbush, St. John's wort 
(Hypericum spp.). yellow-eyed grass (Xyris spp.). and water pennywort (Hydrocotyle umbellata). 
These wetlands also contain tickseed (Coreopsis spp.), meadow beauty (Rhexia spp.), blue flag 
iris (Iris virginica), blue maidencane (Amphicarpum muhlenbergianum), bushy bluestem 
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(Andropogon glomeratus), coinwort (Centella asiatica), primrose willow (Ludwigia puruviana), 
wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera), and salt bush (Baccharis halimifolia). The most disturbed systems 
are dominated by scrub/shrub vegetation including Carolina willow, primrose willow, and cattail 
(Typha spp.).  Generally, these areas historically functioned as herbaceous marsh, but due to 
historical disturbances associated with past agricultural and mining activities have converted to a 
more scrub/shrub character. These systems have hydroperiods ranging from semi-permanently 
flooded to seasonally flooded. 
 
FLUCCS Code 510, Streams and Waterways 
There are excavated stream and agricultural ditch systems present within the onsite greenway. 
These surface water features exhibit steeply incised banks and a sandy bottom.  
 
B. Native Upland Habitats 
 
FLUCCS Code 411, Pine Flatwoods 
There is a small area of pine flatwoods located in the southwestern portion of the project. The 
canopy within this habitat type contains slash pine  (Pinus elliottii), with a sub-canopy of live oak 
(Quercus virginiana), gallberry (Ilex glabra), winged sumac (Rhus copallina), and wax myrtle. The 
groundcover stratum is primarily covered by saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), with lesser areas of 
wiregrass (Aristida spp.), and pawpaw (Asimina spp.). 
 
FLUCCS Code 434, Hardwood Conifer Mixed Xeric Hammock 
Canopy species include an equal mix of live oak and slash pine. Understory vegetation is 
dominated by saw palmetto but also includes gallberry and beautyberry (Calicarpa americana). 
 
FLUCCS Code 425, Temperate Hardwoods  
There is one area of temperate hardwoods adjacent to Indian Creek in the southwestern portion 
of the project area. The habitat type contains a canopy of live oak and cabbage palm (Sabal 
palmetto) with understory dominated by beautyberry and Caesar weed (Urena lobata). This 
habitat type is similar to the FLUCCS 427 habitat, but more mesic in nature.  
 
C. Transitional Areas 
 
FLUCCS Code 110, Residential Low Density 
One single family home site located near the southwestern portion of the project. 
 
FLUCFCS Code 211, Improved Pasture 
Areas of improved pasture located throughout the project area. The vegetative composition within 
areas of improved pasture is characterized primarily by Bahia grass (Paspalum notatum) with 
lesser intermixed areas of limpo grass (Hemarthria altissima), dog fennel, broom sedge 
(Andropogon spp.), flat-topped sedge (Euthamia minor), thistle (Cirsium spp.), and tropical soda 
apple (Solanum capsicoides). Sprawling shrubs of blackberry (Rubus spp.) and isolated areas of 
cogon grass (lmperata cylindrica) form moderately dense thickets along fence rows, edges of 
wetlands, mesic hammocks, sloughs, and agricultural drainage ditches. 
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FLUCCS 213, Woodland Pasture 
There is an area of woodland pasture in the northern portion of the project area. Vegetation in this 
area is dominated by Bahia grass with scattered live oaks and slash pine.  
 
III. Proposed Ecological Enhancement  
 
Agricultural areas within the proposed Alternative Greenway Buffer will be planted to create a 
riparian forest where it does not currently exist as shown on the attached F1 Map. Created riparian 
forest shall be compatible with adjacent habitat cover and historical conditions and will contain 
overstory and understory vegetative cover similar to that found in pine flatwoods, xeric hammock, 
mesic hammock or other native forest habitat types. Planting densities for trees and shrubs will 
depend on the species and their potential height to meet the goal of habitat creation within 20 
years of planting. The proposed planted riparian forest will increase connectivity between native 
habitats and expand the wildlife corridors that connect native habitats within the greenway and 
offsite preservation and conservation areas, and undeveloped land. A Resource Management 
Plan, including proposed habitat management practices, restoration and enhancement activities, 
planting plans, passive recreational activities, and maintenance will be provided with the 
Bourneside Boulevard Construction Plan submittal or Project Area rezone application. The final 
configuration of the riparian forest will be determined at the site and development stage of the 
development process.  
 
V. Restricted Activities within Greenway RMA  
 
Borrow pits shall not be located in that portion of Greenway buffer that is within 300 feet of named 
creeks and flow-ways and wetlands connected to those creeks and flow-ways. Stormwater ponds 
shall make up no more than 40 percent of that portion of Greenway buffer that is within 300 feet 
of named creeks and flow-ways and wetlands connected to those creeks and flow-ways. 
 
\\kimley-horn.com\FL_SAR1\SAR_Environmental\242166000- Lakewood Ranch SE\DOCC\LWR SE DOCC Alternative Greenway Buffer Plan 081022.docx 
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NATIVE HABITAT PRESERVATION AND ALTERATION MAP
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CONCEPTUAL WILDLIFE CORRIDOR MAP
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supplied in electronic format. The recipient accepts
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Stantec, its officers, employees, consultants and

agents, from any and all claims arising in any way
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SECTION 6:  

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE 
RESPONSES  
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Memo 

To: Sarasota County Planning and 
Development Services 

  

From: Katie LaBarr, AICP 

Stantec 

Project/File: 215616736 Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

Application No.: 22-116179 PA 

Date: May 27, 2022 

 

Reference: Development Review Committee (DRC) - Response to Comments 

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Pre-Application meeting occurred on 4/7/2022. We are in receipt of the 
Preapplication Conference Report – Staff Comments. Please find our responses to comments below 
sectioned by discipline and written in bold.  

Air and Water Quality  

1. Please note, per the Unified Development Code Section 124‐272(f)(3) 2050 PLAN REGULATIONS, 
states that the large developments, more than one Village or Hamlet, that seek development approval 
of a Master Development Order through the Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) process has a 
water quality monitoring plan requirement. 

Response: A water quality monitoring plan is included as a part of this application, please see Section 4: 
Environmental of this application package.  

2. Please also note, some of the subject properties have been used for agricultural operations (row 
crops, sod, and/or citrus fields). Please review the requirements of Article 9, Section 124‐174(a)(1‐2) 
of the Unified Development Code regarding historic uses of the site for agricultural reasons. These 
requirements will be due at the time of a new Site and Development submittal. 

UDC Section 124‐174(a)(1‐2) 

“(1) Provide the results of any Environmental Assessments or Audits of the property, along with a 
narrative of the measures needed to remediate if required by Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP). 

(2) Soil or ground water sampling shall be required at the time of first development order submittal for 
sites where historical uses include, agricultural operations (fields and groves, cattle operations [cattle 
dipping vats or pens where animals were concentrated for the purposes of applying chemical treatments], 
chemical mixing areas, fuel storage and dispensing areas), golf courses, railroad rights‐ of‐way, landfills, 
junkyards, or for facilities regulated as hazardous waste generators under the Resource Conservation 
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Reference: Development Review Committee (DRC) - Response to Comments 
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Recovery Act (RCRA). The Applicant and County shall coordinate with the FDEP where contamination 
exceeding applicable FDEP standards is identified on site.” 

Response: Thank you for your comment. It is noted that these requirements will be due at the time of a 
new Site and Development submittal.  

 

Environmental Protection Division (EDP) 

Items to be address within a Development of Critical Concern formal application for EPD are found below. 
Please contact Planning and Environmental Protection to set up a methodology meeting/s should they be 
needed. 

1. The formal application will need to include an environmental report prepared by an appropriate 
professional. The report should contain the following: 

a. A complete color native habitat map based on Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms 
Classification System nomenclature (FLUCFCS) and overlaid on a recent aerial photograph, 

b. Preliminary listed species information, 

c. Information on how the proposed petition will be consistent with native habitat protection 
policies, ENV Policy 1.1.1 and ENV Policy 1.2.1 of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Response: An environmental report has been prepared by Chris Kennedy with Ardurra. Please see 
Section 4 of this application package.   

2. Please contact staff (Bryan Beard – 941-915-7717) for a site visit to confirm on site habitats before 
submittal of a formal application. 

Response: A site visit has been conducted to confirm on-site habitats.  

3. During the review of the submitted petition, Environmental Protection Division staff will inspect the 
site for the presence of Grand Trees, in accordance with the County’s Tree Code, Chapter 54, Article 
XVIII – Section-54-586(2)(c), development applications shall be designed to protect Grand Trees. Any 
existing Grand Trees (including their dripline) will need to be shown on concept plans as protected. 
Please contact Darren Semones (941-840-2411) for the Grand Tree assessment before an application 
is submitted. 

Response: Any existing Grand Trees (including their dripline) are shown as protected.  

4. The proposed zoning designation has a 50% open space requirement and will need to satisfy this 
requirement first with Native Habitats consistent with UDC Article 9, Sec. 124-173. 
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Response: The proposed project will be subject to alternative requirements associated with the 
proposed VTZ RMA and will comply with those requirements of 43%-50% Open Space. This requirement 
will be satisfied first with Native Habitats consistent with the UDC.  

5. Site needs to verify whether Watercourses (UDC Article 13, Section 124-251) exist on-site. Existing 
Watercourses shall show a 50-ft buffer, from top of banks on each side of the watercourse, on the 
DCP. 

Response: Please see Section 4: Environmental of this application package regarding watercourses.  

6. Include the proposed Restrictive Covenant spelling out uses allowed. 

Response: The proposed Restrictive Covenant, spelling out uses allowed, will be provided at time of 
rezone or another phase of development such as plat approval.  

7. Include the location of the Greenway on-site and any proposed Alternative Greenway Buffer. 

Response: The location of the Greenway on-site and any proposed Alternative Greenway Buffer is 
shown on the LWR SE Master Plan (See Section 5 of this application package).  

8. Include the proposed Greenbelt/s located on the DCP. 

Response: The proposed Greenbelt/s are included on the LWR SE Master Plan (See Section 5 of this 
application package).  

9. Identify proposed Wildlife Corridors/Crossings showing them on the DCP, along with examples of 
types of crossings expected to be constructed. 

Response: The proposed Wildlife Corridors/Crossings are shown on Map F-4 Conceptual Wildlife 
Corridor Plan (See Section 4 of this application package). The proposed project is committed to 
providing 43% - 50% open space that is logically connected throughout the site.  Examples of the types 
of crossings expected to be constructed may include but are not limited to wildlife crossing signs and 
rumble strips. Specific details will be provided at the time of rezone(s).   

10. Identify all proposed Native Habitat Preservation Areas, Impacts and proposed mitigation (AKA: F-2 
Map). 

Response: All proposed Native Habitat Preservation Areas, impacts, and proposed mitigation are 
included in Section 4: Environmental of this application package and included in Map F-2.  

11. Provide a Resource Management Plan for all preservation and mitigation within the DOCC. 

Response: A Resource Management Plan for all preservation and mitigation is included within this 
application (See Section 4: Environmental of this application package).  
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Fire/EMS 

Fire / EMS has no objection to the DOCC Application. 

The proposed plan appears to show one access point in the northwest corner of this project at University 
Pkwy and three in close proximity to one another at Fruitville Road. With the narrow vertical shape of this 
property, and considering there are many more residences in the uppermost part of the parcel, please 
plan for a minimum of two full access points onto University and two onto Fruitville. 

Additional comments regarding development will be provided at PS/DS submittal. 

Response: Thank you, it is noted that Fire/EMS has no objection to this application. Bourneside 
Boulevard is proposed as a four-lane arterial roadway. Multiple access points are proposed along 
Bourneside Boulevard. Details regarding individual site access will be provided with future rezone 
applications.   

Florida Department of Health in Sarasota County 

1. Approved Well and OSTDS (septic) abandonment permit applications with Florida Department of 
Health in Sarasota County are required to be submitted concurrent with demolition permit. 

Response: It is noted that Approved Well and OSTDS (septic) abandonment permit applications with 
Florida Department of Health in Sarasota County are required to be submitted concurrent with 
demolition permit. 

 

Historical Resources 

1. The proposed DOCC and Master Development Plan application will have no effect on the historical 
review process under Chapter 66. 

Response: Thank you for your comment.  

 

Land Development Services 

1. Please include this letter with responses to comments with your formal plan submittal. 

Response: The Applicant has included this letter with responses to comments with the formal 
application.  
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2. Please note that during Site and Development review, you must submit requests for address 
assignment and/or street name approval to the Sarasota County Address Coordinator. Construction 
authorization will not be granted until this process has been completed. Contact: Tara Dickerson, 
Address Coordinator/Public Safety Communications, tdickers@scgov.net, 6050 Porter Way, Sarasota, 
FL 34232, Office 941/861‐5510, Fax 941/861‐5577. 

Response: This requirement is noted and will be addressed at the time of site and development review.  

3. Please provide a boundary and topographic survey of the site which has been prepared with a current 
title search for easements, encumbrances and encroachments (Article 12, Section 124‐230.a.4 of the 
UDC). 

Response: Article 12, Section 124‐230 of the UDC includes standards for application requirements for 
subdivision plans or site development plans. A boundary and topographic survey will be included at 
time of site and development review.  

4. Please include any applicable Rezone Petition and/or Special Exception stipulations on the plans. To 
obtain a copy of a rezone petition or special exception, please contact the Planning Services “Planner 
of the day” at 861‐5244. (Article 12, Section 124‐231.a.20 of the UDC) 

Response:  Article 12, Section 124‐231 of the UDC includes subdivision plan or site development plan 
requirements. This comment will be addressed at the time of site and development review.  

5. Please provide a preliminary plat type plan with the subdivision submittal outlining right‐of‐way and 
easement lines, lot lines, tract areas, private roadways, etc. without infrastructure superimposed on 
the plan. (Article 12, Section 124‐230.a.5 of the UDC) 

Response: Article 12, Section 124‐230 of the UDC includes standards for application requirements for 
subdivision plans or site development plans. This comment will be addressed at the time of site and 
development review.  

6. Please include a note on the plans stating the requirements for "lot line easements" (8’ front, 8’ rear, 
5’ side, 20’ or more for water/sewer if off travelway, i.e. through a tract, etc.) as called for in the first 
paragraph of Appendix B11. (Article 12, Section 124-230.a.5.e of the UDC) (Article 18, Appendix B11) 

Response: This comment will be addressed at the time of site and development review.  

7. Structures cannot be placed within easements absent permission or a subordination agreement from 
the easement beneficiary. If the easement is to be released or vacated, please provide final 
documentation once completed prior to construction authorization. (Article 13, Section 124‐255.c.4.d 
of the UDC) 

Response: This comment will be addressed at the time of site and development review.  
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8. Please provide a typical roadway section which is consistent with Appendix F of the UDC. 

9. Response: This comment will be addressed at the time of site and development review.  

10. If phasing is considered or proposed for this development, please provide a phasing plan including 
clearly delineated phases. Each phase must be independent from a functional infrastructure 
perspective. (Article 12, Section 124‐231.a.18 of the UDC) 

Response: This comment will be addressed at the time of site and development review.  

11. If a temporary sales facility or model homes are anticipated, please include it on the site and 
development plans. 

Response: This comment will be addressed at the time of site and development review.  

12. Please comply with all Unified Development Code (UDC) submittal standards outlined in Article 12, 
Section 124‐230 for Site and Development Plan submittals. 

Response: This comment will be addressed at the time of site and development review.  

 

Landscape 

1. No comment at this stage. 

Response: It is noted that Landscape has no comment at this stage.  

 

Parks, Recreation and Natural Resources 

1. Please meet with the Parks, Recreation and Natural Resources Department to discuss the opportunity 
of establishing a 100–150-acre regional public park, potentially containing athletic facilities, 
playgrounds, picnic facilities, trails, etc., in this development. 

Response: The Applicant has met with the Parks, Recreation and Natural Resources Department. The 
project proposes a 90-acre park for dedication to Sarasota County.  

 

Planning 

DOCC 
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The following assessments are statements of purpose (Section I.E. a through f) (pg. 3) in the DOCC 
Questionnaire), and serve as the basic data source in preparation of the Planning Department’s report and 
recommendation to both the County Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners. The 
assessments will analyze the potential impacts that could be created by the project, for each of the 
following: 

1. Development Of Critical Concern (DOCC) 

a) Whether the development will have a favorable impact on the environment and natural 
resources of Sarasota County, 

b) Whether the development of the subject property will have a favorable fiscal impact of 
the subject property on the budget of Sarasota County, 

c) Whether the development will efficiently use water, sewer, solid waste disposal, and 
public felicities, 

d) The analysis as to whether the development will efficiently use public transportation 
facilities will be analyzed at the time of the VPD rezone, 

e) Whether the development will favorably affect the ability of people to find adequate 
housing reasonable accessible of their places of employment, and 

f) Whether the development complies with the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan and 
other applicable land development regulations. 

a. Methodology meetings 

Individual Methodology statements have been prepared by discipline. 

b. Applicable questions contained in the DOCC questionnaire:  

Land Use 

1. Question #II.C.1.a. (pg. 9) will be provided in narrative form. Provide the proposed intensity 
(number of total units) and densities (developed area), as well as the conceptual location of 
uses. Demonstrate that all lands included in the MDO are under unified legal control of the 
Applicant. 

2. Question #IIC.1.b. will be provided in narrative form. In addition, a map will be provided 
demonstrating the land uses within 500 feet of the project boundaries (see Map B). 

3. Question #IIC.1.c. will be provided in narrative form. 

DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast 22-134868 GR 
Rcv'd 9/7/2022

A-189



April 13, 2022 
Sarasota County Planning and Development Services 
Page 8 of 16  

Reference: Development Review Committee (DRC) - Response to Comments 

 
 

  
U:\215616736\planning\report\Formal APP\7. DRC Responses\DOCC Pre-App Responses\DRC Responses to Pre-App Comments - LWR SE 
_20220818.docx 
 

4. Question #IIC.1.d. (see Section 3 below, relative to the MDO and 2050 plan requirements). 

5. Question #IIC.1.e. will be provided in narrative form. 

6. Question #IIC.1.f. will be addressed at the time of the rezone(s). 

7. Question #IIC.2.a. does not apply any longer in Sarasota County. 

8. Question #IIC.2.b.and c. (see Fiscal Neutrality report). 

9. Question #IIC.3.a. and b. – N/A – no commercial uses proposed. 

10. Question #IIC.4 – N/A – no office uses proposed. 

11. Question #IIC.5 – N/A – no Industrial uses proposed. 

12. Provide a Fiscal Neutrality analysis, as required by Section 11.2.14 of the Zoning Ordinance 

13. Provide a Fiscal Neutrality analysis, as required by Section 11.2.14 of the Zoning Ordinance 

Schools 

14. Question #II.E.5.a. 

15. Question #II.E.5.c. will address, in tabular form the estimated number of school-aged children 
that will be attending public schools. This information will be as provided by School Board 
representatives. 

16. Question #II.E.5.d. - the application will include a letter from the Sarasota County School 
Board, acknowledging approval of the school age population estimates given and provide a 
statement of what improvements, if any, would be necessary to accommodate these students 
for the development. 

17. Question #II.E.5.e. will be addressed per the requirements in 2050 and fiscal neutrality. Any 
required elementary school will be located in a developable area on a parcel that is suitable to 
support a school based on the size and configuration criteria and other aspects relating to 
environment, drainage, transportation and land use compatibility. The applicant will 
acknowledge in its application the current requirement in the 2050 regulations with regard to 
public elementary schools. Our analysis will also discuss, with the district’s input, whether 
there is additional acreage needed to satisfy the need generated by the project at full build-
out. 

18. Question #II.E.5.f. will be addressed at the rezone. 
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Emergency Services/Fire Protection 

19. Question #II.E.7.a. and b. - the application will provide correspondence from the appropriate 
agency addressing the current ability to provide adequate service to the subject property. 

20. Question #7.d. will be addressed at the rezone. 

Response: Please see Section 2: DOCC of this application package that addresses the above required and 
applicable questions.  

2. MAPS 

a. Map A - General Location map – illustrates the location of the proposed 
development within the County; 

b. Map B - Aerial – illustrates the types of land uses within 500 feet of the boundaries 
c. Map C-1 - Existing Zoning – illustrates existing zoning within 500 feet of the boundaries 
d. Map C-2 – Existing Land Use – illustrates existing on-site land uses 
e. Map C-3 - Master Development Plan – illustrates proposed land uses (Developed 

Area/Open Space) 
f. Map C-4 – a conceptual Phasing Plan that will provide a conceptual 

demonstration of how the project spatially build-out from west to east, and 
north to south. 

g. Map D - Topographic Conditions – map with one-foot contour intervals 
h. Map E – Soils – showing locations of soil types 
i. F-1 Map – Preliminary Existing Native Habitat Map 
j. F-2 Map – Conceptual Native Habitat Preservation, Alteration and Mitigation Areas Map 
k. F-3 Map – Listed Wildlife Incidental Observations Map 
l. F-4 Map – Conceptual Wildlife Corridor Plan Map 
m. G-1 Map – Existing Drainage Map 
n. Archeological Site Potential Map 
o. Mobility Plan 
p. TDR Plan 
q. Open Space Plan areas will be illustrated on the Conceptual Master Land Use Plan 
r. Public Facilities Plan 
s. Existing Utility Facilities 

 
Response: The required and applicable maps are included as a part of this application package. Please 
see Section 2 of this application package.  
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Standard Planning Comments: 
 
1. A neighborhood workshop is required as stated in the Sarasota County Unified 

Development Code (UDC) Article 5 Section 124-39(c)(2). The neighborhood workshop 
request form and related documents are available online @ 
https://www.scgov.net/government/planning-and-development-services/pds- 
documents/-folder-467#docan7346_11284_6990. 

 
Response: A neighborhood workshop was held on April 7th, 2022. Please See Section 10 
of this application package.  

2. Submit Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application and DOCC Application. 
Applications forms and instructions are available online @ 
https://www.scgov.net/government/planning-and-development- services/pds-
documents/-folder-464#docan7346_11284_6990. 

Response: A Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application was submitted on May 5th, 
2022. A DOCC Application is included as a part of this application package.  

3. Provide signature(s) of the current owner(s) or appropriate signature authority and 
disclosure on the Ownership Disclosure forms. Provide contract purchaser information 
and signature(s). 

Response: This formal application package includes signature(s) of the current owner(s) 
or appropriate signature authority, disclosure on the Ownership Disclosure forms, and 
contract purchaser information and signature(s) (See Section 11). 

4. Applicants may request an appointment to review the application materials before submittal. 

Response: Thank you, it is noted that Applicants may request an appointment to review the application 
materials before submittal. 

5. Submit complete application as follows: 

• One (1) paper copy with Section divides 

• Electronically (PDF and Word files) 

• Entire application as one document, except for Neighborhood Workshop 

• Individual files, as deemed necessary 

• Ensure the legal description is provided as a stand-alone file in Microsoft Word 

Response: The Applicant will submit the formal application as required.  
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6. Schedule an appointment to submit application and provide electronic file sharing in advance of the 
meeting by calling the Planning office at 941-861-5244 or emailing planner@scgov.net. Applications 
cannot be accepted without an appointment. 

Response: Thank you, your comment is acknowledged.  

7. All pages within an application and any corresponding appendices must be electronically-oriented to a 
horizontal page position, meaning that all pages submitted are to be facing straight-forward in a 
horizontal, or Western printing fashion, which will allow any viewer to keep their head oriented in a 
normal fashion for reading purposes. Any submissions containing pages not aligning with the above 
criteria will be returned to the applicant for correction. 

Response: Thank you, your comment is acknowledged.  

 

Public Utilities 

1. Project will be processed as a DOCC and will need to comply with all requirements proffered by Public 
Utilities during the DOCC process, including the preparation of a Utility Master Plan for the overall 
project development area. 

Response: This application package complies with all requirements proffered by Public Utilities during 
the DOCC process, including the preparation of a Utility Master Plan for the overall project development 
area. 

 

Sarasota County Area Transit 

1. Sarasota County Area Transit (SCAT) does not provide fixed route bus service to the proposed 
development. Nearest bus service is at the University Town Center, SCAT Transfer Station, located on 
N. Cattlemen Road at DeSoto Road. 

Response: Thank you for your comment.  

2. See https://www.scgov.net/government/scat‐bus‐service/schedules‐and‐route‐maps for route 
information and schedules. 

Response: Thank you for your comment.  

 

Stormwater 
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1. Please acknowledge that the proposed project is located in the following FEMA Flood Hazard Area. 
Zone X (unshaded) designated as areas of minimal flood hazard or areas outside of the 0.2 % annual 
chance flood (500-year). 

Response: The Applicant acknowledges that the proposed project is located in the following FEMA Flood 
Hazard Area: Zone X (unshaded) designated as areas of minimal flood hazard or areas outside of the 0.2 
% annual chance flood (500-year). 

2. The proposed project is approximately 43% located in the Cow Pen Slough Drainage Basin within the 
Dona Bay Watershed and approximately 57% located in the Upper Myakka River/Howard Creek 
Drainage Basin within the Charlotte Harbor Watershed. Please acknowledge. 

Response: The Applicant acknowledges that the proposed project is approximately 43% located in the 
Cow Pen Slough Drainage Basin within the Dona Bay Watershed and approximately 57% located in the 
Upper Myakka River/Howard Creek Drainage Basin within the Charlotte Harbor Watershed. 

3. Please acknowledge that this site is located in the following community flood hazard areas (CFHA). 
Zone AE designated as areas in the 100-year (1% annual chance flood), BFE determined (varies from 
40 feet to 64 feet NAVD88) (approximately 18% of site within the 100-year floodplain). 

Response: The Applicant acknowledge that this site is located in the following community flood hazard 
areas (CFHA): Zone AE designated as areas in the 100-year (1% annual chance flood), BFE determined 
(varies from 40 feet to 64 feet NAVD88) (approximately 18% of site within the 100-year floodplain). 

4. Per the Sarasota County DOCC Questionnaire, please continue working and meeting with Stormwater 
staff to develop a methodology statement that summarizes / defines the existing drainage conditions 
including any potential flooding and erosion problems for the Project. The detailed methodology 
statement should also describe / define the proposed drainage system for the Project and summarize 
how the stormwater management requirements for the site will be met for attenuation, water quality 
treatment, and if applicable, floodplain compensation. Please acknowledge in the narrative that at the 
time of Site Development Review, a completed stormwater report with stormwater calculations and 
required supportive documentation will be provided to demonstrate that the proposed development 
(including existing development, if applicable) and associated stormwater management system is 
consistent with the requirements in the Sarasota County Unified Development Code (UDC), Article 13, 
Section 124-252 and the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan (Chapter 12 – Watershed 
Management). Please include discussion of any proposed LID Techniques being proposed for the 
development and how they are consistent with the Sarasota County Low Impact Development (LID) 
Guidance Document (Updated May 2015) in your detailed drainage narrative if applicable. The 
drainage narrative should also explain / define any Floodplain protection measures required for the 
Project. 

Response: Please see Section 2 of this application package.  
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5. Please provide acknowledgement in the drainage methodology and narrative that the project will be 
consistent with the following elements of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan: 

Public Utilities Element, Chapter 12 – Watershed Management: 

a. Water Policy 1.2.2 relating to treatment of stormwater discharge 

b. Water Policy 1.3.1 relating to bringing facilities up to adopted level of service standards 

c. Water Policy 1.3.2 relating to level of service requirements for water quality and quantity 

d. Water Policy 1.3.5 relating to maintenance of outfalls for discharge of drainage  

      Future Land Use Element, Chapter 7: 

e. Future Land Use Policy 1.2.5 relating to floodplain encroachment and compensation 

Response: Please see Section 2 of this application package.  

6. Please be aware that Article 13, Section 124-252.(a)(2)a. of the UDC states: “A master stormwater 
management system, including attenuation and treatment facilities, will be required for all properties 
that are the subject of the same Rezoning or Special Exception application. The master stormwater 
management system shall fully accommodate and benefit all lots, parcels or tracts within the rezoned 
property. The master stormwater management system shall be approved prior to or concurrent with 
the first site and development plan for each PUD rezone.” At time of first site development submittal, 
stormwater staff will anticipate greater detail on timing/phasing for each development area (i.e., 
neighborhood) and each corresponding stormwater management system, including any required 
floodplain compensation. Consistency with the latest updated County Watershed models, along with 
providing additional site-specific information regarding impervious and pervious surfaces, shall be 
required during the Site Development Plan/Master Stormwater Management System Plan process. 
Please acknowledge this requirement in the drainage narrative. 

Response: Thank you for your comment, this requirement is acknowledged and discussed in more detail 
in Section 2 of this application package in the Drainage Section.  

7. The site will need to be incorporated into Sarasota County’s representative Watershed Model (either 
Dona Bay or Upper Myakka River, or both) at the time of Site Development Review showing no 
adverse impacts for the 100-year/24-hour storm per Article 13, Section 124-252 of the Unified 
Development Code and Sarasota County Stormwater Manual. Please include acknowledgement of 
these requirements in the detailed drainage narrative and methodology statement. 

Response: Thank you for your comment, these requirements are acknowledged.  
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8. Please acknowledge that at the time of the MDO, a Map G-1 (Existing Drainage) indicating basin / sub- 
basin boundaries, drainage flow directions, drainage easements, discharge points, natural creeks, 
manmade canals, other water bodies, floodplains and floodways will be provided. 

Response: Map G-1 (Existing Drainage) is provided within this application package.  

9. Please acknowledge that at the time of each PUD rezone, a proposed drainage map (Map G-2) will 
need to be provided. These maps should include basin/subbasin boundaries, drainage flow directions, 
general areas for water retention/detention, discharge points (historic inflow & outflow points), 
drainage easements (if any), natural creeks, manmade lakes and canals, onsite drainage structures, 
and floodplains as determined by the Sarasota County Stormwater Division by use of the Sarasota 
County’s representative Watershed Model (Dona Bay and/or Upper Myakka River, or both) and by 
FEMA. 

Response: The Applicant acknowledges that at the time of each PUD rezone, a proposed drainage map 
(Map G-2) will need to be provided.  

10. For any County identified Greenway Resource Management Areas (RMA) on the subject site which is 
overlapping/adjoining to County 100-year floodplain designated as “AE”, please include discussion of 
this in the drainage narrative. Consistent with UDC, Article 14, Section 124-271, 2050 Plan Regulations 
for Greenway Resource Management Area Designation, Greenway RMA boundaries may be adjusted 
based upon the presence of overlapping or adjoining County 100-year floodplain designated as “AE.” 
Please revise the Development Concept Plan to include any Greenway RMA limits including the 
overlapping or adjoining County 100-year floodplain designated as “AE” as necessary. Stormwater 
staff is available to meet with you to discuss the location of floodplains designated as “AE.” Please 
coordinate with stormwater and planning staff as needed. 

Response: See Section 2 of this application package for the drainage narrative.  

11. Please provide all proposed PUD waivers and modifications (variances) with justifications related to 
this petition for Stormwater Division’s review and comment. 

Response: This comment will be addressed at the time of the rezone(s).   

12. SWFWMD should be contacted for a permit. 

Response: Noted, thank you for your comment.   

13. Please provide a written response to all Stormwater Pre-Application comments provided here and 
provide a drainage narrative and revised DCP addressing all relative comments listed above at time of 
Completeness Review submittal. Please be aware that submitting for Completeness Review without a 
written response to these Stormwater comments and without a narrative and revised DCP will result in 
an “Incomplete” review and may cause additional delays with this rezone petition. 
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April 13, 2022 
Sarasota County Planning and Development Services 
Page 15 of 16  

Reference: Development Review Committee (DRC) - Response to Comments 
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Response: The Applicant has provided a written response to all Stormwater Pre-Application comments 
provided here and provided a drainage narrative and LWR SE Master Plan addressing all relative 
comments listed above. Please also see the Master Development Oder that is a part of this application.   

Transportation Planning 

1. The proposed development is estimated to generate over 100 PM peak hour trips. Therefore, an 
operational traffic analysis is required. Please contact Transportation Planning at 941-861-0925 to set 
up a methodology meeting before conducting the analysis. 

Response: An operational traffic analysis is included as a part of this application package (See Section 3). 
A transportation methodology meeting was conducted on 4/25/2022 prior to conducting the analysis. 

2. The DOCC application requires the following transportation-related items: conceptual trails system, 
conceptual number of villages, conceptual transportation plan, location of major roads, access 
management plan, conceptual village center locations and land uses. (Article 14, Section 124-272, f3) 

Response: The DOCC application requirements have been included as a part of this application package.  

3. A DOCC questionnaire needs to also be provided as basis for the DOCC. (Article 14, Section 124-272, 
h.2.a) 

Response: A DOCC questionnaire has been provided as basis for the DOCC (See Section 2 of this 
application package.  

4. Please indicate future interconnectivity to the east with East-West Roadway B will be made on the 
development concept plan. 

Response: Future interconnectivity to the east with East-West Roadway B is indicated on the LWR SE 
Master Plan (See Section 5).  

5. Site improvements involving road and driveway connections along University Parkway must be 
coordinated with Manatee County. 

Response: Noted, thank you for your comment.  

 

 

Zoning 

1. No comments. 
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April 13, 2022 
Sarasota County Planning and Development Services 
Page 16 of 16  

Reference: Development Review Committee (DRC) - Response to Comments 
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Response: It is noted that Zoning has no comments, thank you.  

Best regards, 

STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC. 

Katie LaBarr AICP 
Senior Associate, Community Development 
Phone: (941) 907-6900 
Mobile: 941-374-2854 
katie.labarr@stantec.com 
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SECTION 7: 

SCHOOL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
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THE SCHOOL BOARD OF SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

SCHOOL IMPACT ANALYSIS APPLICATION 
LETTER OF RECEIPT 

 
TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW STAFF: 
 
The School District has received a residential development application to be reviewed 
for school concurrency. The project has been assigned the following school 
concurrency application number: 
 

SCHOOL CONCURRENCY APPLICATION NUMBER:  22-053 
 
 
 
DATE OF RECEIPT 

 
May 25, 2022 (Expires May 25, 2024) 

 
DELIVERY METHOD 

 
FEDEX  

 
REVIEWING GOVERNMENT 

 
Sarasota County 

 
PROJECT NAME 

 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast – DOCC & VTZ Master 
Plan  – 5,000 SF DU 

 
PROJECT LOCATION 

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

 
OWNER/AGENT 

 
Katie LaBarr, AICP, Stantec, Agent 

 
OWNER/AGENT PLEASE NOTE:  
 
This letter of receipt must be included as part of the development review package for 
submittal to the appropriate local governmental agency for all residential development, 
including comprehensive plan amendments, rezones and subdivision plats. School 
concurrency capacity is not reserved nor guaranteed for comprehensive plan 
amendments or rezones.  A School Concurrency Determination will be required at 
the time of the submittal for the final site plan or plat.  All subdivision plats for this 
project must be approved within two years of the original date of the letter or a new letter 
of receipt will need to be issued by school district staff.  
Upon receipt of notice from the appropriate local government’s Case Planner, a letter of 
the final results of the School Impact Analysis for comprehensive plan amendments or 
rezones shall be provided to the local government planner within the time frames set by 
each local government for their respective development review processes. 
 
For information regarding the school concurrency review process, please contact the 
School District’s Planning Department at 941-927-9000 extension 69052. 
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 Diane Cominotti  
Director 
Planning Department 

Office: 941-927-9000 ext. 69052 
Mobile: 941-313-5212 

Email:diane.cominotti@sarasotacountyschools.net   
www.sarasotacountyschools.net 

 
 

 

TO: Hannah Sowinski, Planner II, Sarasota County Planning and Development Services 
 
FROM:  Diane Cominotti, Director, Sarasota County Schools Planning Department 
 
DATE:  June 20, 2022 
 
RE: School Capacity Determination for Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC & VTZ Master Plan 
 

 
The application submitted indicates the project is proposing 5,000 single-family units. 
 
The Sarasota County School District Planning Department has developed the following 
methodology to determine the impact the proposed project would have on school capacity in 
the affected attendance zones within the limits of the project. 
 
The methodology includes these factors: 
 

• The current enrollment of the zoned schools in the proposed project area based on the 
October 40-day enrollment counts in use at the time of project submittal. 

• The five-year projected enrollments for the zoned schools in the proposed project area 
adopted annually in the Sarasota School District Annual Budget. 

• The permanent FISH capacity of each zoned school in the proposed project area, as 
shown in the Florida Department of Education’s EFIS database. 

• The impact of reserved capacity for vested development on the zoned schools in the 
proposed project area. 

• The impact of the build-out of the residential units for the proposed project on the 
zoned schools within the project area. 

 
The zoned schools within the proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast project area include: 
 

• Tatum Ridge Elementary 
• McIntosh Middle 
• Booker High  
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The table below details the projected growth from the development and associated additional 
capacity needed to accommodate that growth. 
 

Student Type 

Total 
Projected 
Students 

School 
Standard 
Size 

New School 
Need 

Elementary Students 1082 970 1.1 
Middle School Students 487 1350 0.36 
High School Students 834 1600 0.5 

 
 
The School District of Sarasota County has secured a ~20-acre site for a future elementary 
school within the Waterside DRI and ~61-acre site for a future school within the Lakewood 
Ranch Corporate Park. Our analysis indicates that these school sites satisfy the school capacity 
needs generated by the Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC & VTZ Master Plan. This project is 
subject to School Concurrency review at each site plan or plat for the proposed residential 
units. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any additional questions. 
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SECTION 8: 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
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500 South Bronough Street  •  Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250  •  www.flheritage.com/preservation/sitefile 
850.245.6440 ph    |    850.245.6439 fax    |    SiteFile@dos.state.fl.us 

 
 

 
 

 
This record search is for informational purposes only and does NOT constitute a 
project review. This search only identifies resources recorded at the Florida Master 
Site File and does NOT provide project approval from the Division of Historical 

Resources. Contact the Compliance and Review Section of the Division of Historical 
Resources at CompliancePermits@dos.MyFlorida.com for project review information. 
 
 
 
April 27, 2022  
 
Adina Hoffman  
Urban Planner 
Direct: 941-907-6900 ext 298 
Adina.Hoffman@stantec.com 
 
In response to your request on April 26, 2022, the Florida Master Site File lists five archeological sites, 
two standing structures and three resource groups recorded for 4,117± acre property located generally 
south of University Parkway and north of Fruitville Road, within Sarasota County, Florida. 
 
When interpreting the results of our search, please consider the following information: 
 
• This search area may contain unrecorded archaeological sites, historical structures 

or other resources even if previously surveyed for cultural resources. 
 

• Because vandalism and looting are common at Florida sites, we ask that you limit 
the distribution of location information on archaeological sites. 

 

• While many of our records document historically significant resources, the 
documentation of a resource at the Florida Master Site File does not necessarily 
mean the resource is historically significant. 

 

• Federal, state and local laws require formal environmental review for most 
projects.  This search DOES NOT constitute such a review. If your project falls 
under these laws, you should contact the Compliance and Review Section of the 
Division of Historical Resources at CompliancePermits@dos.MyFlorida.com. 

 
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions regarding the results of this search. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Eman M. Vovsi, Ph.D. 
Florida Master Site File 
Eman.Vovsi@DOS.MyFlorida.com 
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SECTION 9: 

WILLINGNESS TO SERVE LETTERS 
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SECTION 11: 

FORMS 
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11.1  Billable Fee Agreement Form 
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11.2  Owner Disclosure and Affidavit Forms 
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SECTION 12: 

SKETCH & LEGAL 
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APPENDIX A: PROPOSED 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
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A.1  Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application Form 
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1 

APPLICATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Planning and Development Services Department 

1660 Ringling Blvd., 1st Floor 
Sarasota, FL 34236 

Telephone:  941-861-5244 Fax:  941-861-5593 E-mail: planner@scgov.net 

FORMAL REQUEST 
I hereby request the Sarasota County Commission to amend  The Sarasota County 
Comprehensive Plan by revising: 

The Future Land Use Map by changing from __________________ to ___________________ . 

Other Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application Type: _______________(Attach Narrative) 

For Future Land Use Map amendments, please attach a legible map that depicts an area that 
includes the subject property, the surrounding area for a distance of not less than 2,000 feet from 
the boundaries of the subject property, and one or more major thoroughfares. All parcel 
boundaries should be shown. The Future Land Use Map designations should be indicated. The 
property that is the subject of the amendment should be outlined on the map and the requested 
change should be noted in the legend. If a new Commercial Center or Commercial Highway 
Interchange designation is being requested, whose boundaries will have to be defined through 
the Critical Area Planning Program, the applicant shall show the applicable Future Land Use 
Map symbol rather than a specific boundary delineation. 

_____ Small Scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment (proposing a Future Land Use Map change 
only, for a parcel 10 acres or less in size) 

_____ Large Scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment (> 10 acres in size) 
_____ Maps in the Future Land Use Series (listed in Future Land Use Policy 1.1.2.) 

Please attach an annotated copy of the map(s) as adopted. 
_____ Goals, Objectives, Policies and/or 
_____ Guiding Principles and/or 
_____ Provisions for Evaluating Developments in Native Habitats   

Please attach a page(s) showing the proposed text revisions with additions underlined and 
deletions shown struck through.  ____________

Please be sure to refer to page 7 for County Charter language governing Board approval of 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

PAYMENT OF FEES 
All expenses of advertising, notice, staff review, and processing shall be paid by the Petitioner 
under the County’s billable fee system pursuant to Resolution No. 18-057.  The Billable Fee 
Payment Agreement, is included in this application form, and must be submitted with the 
application. 

Revised 3/15/2019
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_____________________________________________________________________

FUTURE LAND USE MAP REVISIONS 
If a Future Land Use Map revision is being requested, please answer the questions in this section.  

If a Commercial Center or Commercial Highway Interchange designation is being requested, 
whose boundaries will have to be defined through the Critical Area Planning Program, the 
applicant shall use the maximum area permitted by the designation for all market demand and 
impact calculations. Do not include a concept plan with your application. 

Existing Land Use 
1. What is the acreage of the property proposed for redesignation?________________  (Not

applicable to new Commercial Center and Commercial Highway Interchange designation
requests)

2. Are there any buildings on the property? _____ YES _____ NO
a. If YES, please describe briefly:

3. Please attach a description of the land uses on all surrounding properties. An aerial
photograph should be submitted to accompany the description.  The boundaries of the
amendment area should be indicated on the photograph. If the owner of the subject parcel(s)
also own parcels adjacent to the subject parcel, please indicate the location of these parcels.
In the case of a request for a proposed new Commercial Center or Commercial Highway
Interchange designation, existing land uses should be described for a distance of at least
1,000 feet from the intersection, but no parcel boundaries should be indicated.

4. If there are native habitats on the property, please indicate the native habitat areas, as
categorized on the Land Cover Map in the Comprehensive Plan, on an aerial photograph. If
an environmental assessment has been done please attach the report to this application.

Availability of Public Facilities 
5. Is the property located within the Urban Service Boundary? _______YES  ________NO

a. If no, would the proposed designation require an extension of the Urban Service
Boundary?

_______YES ________NO 

Please be sure to refer to page 7 for County Charter language governing Board approval of 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

6. Is the property located within a Future Urban Service Boundary? ______YES  ______NO

Wastewater Facilities 
7. What is the estimated maximum wastewater flow per day that would be generated if the

property were developed under the proposed designation as compared with the present
designation?  Please answer in gallons per day and show calculations.

2 

Revised 3/15/2019

See Attached 'Adjacent Uses' Exhibit and Attached Narrative

            See Attached 'FLUCCS' Exhibit 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________

8. Is the property within a wastewater service area? _______YES  ________NO
(if yes, please answer the following questions)

a. Which wastewater service area? ______________________________________
b. Is there adequate capacity at the wastewater treatment facility to serve the flow

calculated for the proposed designation? _______YES  ________NO
c. Would a line extension be needed to serve the property? _______YES  ________NO
d. If yes, please describe the route of the proposed line extension.

e. Is the line extension described above listed in the County’s most recently adopted
Five Year Schedule of Capital Improvements? _______YES  ________NO

f. If the answer to 8e is NO, is the needed line extension listed in Table 10-4: Future
Capital Improvements - in the Comprehensive Plan? _____YES  ______NO

Potable Water Facilities 
9. What is the estimated maximum demand for potable water that would be generated if the

property were developed under the proposed designation as compared with the present
designation?  Please answer in gallons per day and show calculations.

10. Is the property within a potable water service area as shown on Map 12-8: Potable Water
Service Areas in the Comprehensive Plan. _______YES ________NO
(if yes, please answer the following questions)

a. Would a line extension be needed to serve the property? _______YES ________NO
b. If yes, please describe the proposed route.

c. Is the line extension described above listed in the County’s most recently adopted Five
Year Schedule of Capital Improvements? _______YES ________NO

3 

Revised 3/15/2019

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

DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast 22-134868 GR 
Rcv'd 9/7/2022

A-236



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

   

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

Stormwater 
11. In which drainage basin is the property located?____________________________________.

12. Has a Basin Master Plan been approved by the County for that basin? _____YES _____NO
a. If YES, does the Basin Master Plan show that the drainage system that would be impacted

meets current minimum adopted level of service criteria?_____YES  _____NO
b. If NO, please describe the nature of the deficiencies.

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

c. If there are deficiencies are the improvements needed to correct the problem listed in the
County’s most recently adopted Five Year Schedule of Capital Improvements?
_____YES ______NO

13. Is any portion of the property within a 100 Year Floodplain as shown on the applicable Basin
Master Plan?  (If a Basin Master Plan has not been approved, use a County approved study, if
applicable, or the flood maps of the Federal Emergency Management Agency.)

MAP SOURCE _____YES  ______NO 

a. If YES, please indicate the approximate percentage of the total area that lies within the
100 Year Flood Plain as depicted on the map resource cited above.  ____

14. Is any portion of the property located within a Hurricane Vulnerability Zone?

MAP SOURCE _____YES  ______NO 

Note: Hurricane Vulnerability Maps may be found at all County public libraries.  For more 

information, contact Sarasota County Emergency Management Services at 861-5000. 

a. If YES, please indicate the approximate percentage of the property that is located within
the hurricane vulnerability zone or in the case of more than one zone, the percentage in
each zone.

4 
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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%
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___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Transportation 
15. Please calculate the traffic generation potential of the maximum allowable intensity/density

of the proposed designation as compared with the present designation. The assumptions used
in this determination should be shown.

a. Please describe the traffic impact area.

b. Can the additional traffic impact of the requested designation change be supported by the
County’s  Thoroughfare Plan?

_____ NO (if NO, please answer 15c) _____ YES (if YES, please answer 15d)

c. If NO, identify any additional roadway improvements that would be needed that are not
included in the most recently adopted Five Year Schedule of Capital Improvements, or
Table 14-2: Facilities with Unfunded Capital Improvements - or Map 10-8: Year 2040
Future Thoroughfare Plan in the Comprehensive Plan.

d. If YES, identify the additional roadway improvements, if any, that are in the Year 2040
Future Thoroughfare Plan that would need to be made to support the proposed
designation.

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

Plans Affecting the Area 
16. Please check any other County approved plans that affect the property.

Critical Area Plans (please cite ordinance number) _____________________________________ 
Development of Regional Impact (please name) _______________________________________ 
Myakka River Protection Plan Community Plan _______________________________________ 
Other (please name) _____________________________________________________________ 

Neighborhood Workshop 
17. Please indicate the date and location of the workshop conducted by the Petitioner.

Date___________________________ Location__________________________________ 

Attach a copy of the Neighborhood Workshop newspaper advertisement, summary 

minutes of the workshop and attendance sheet. 

PLAN COMPATIBILITY 
18. Provide a narrative describing the justification for this request using the applicable

Supportive Material, including how the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the Future Land
Use Chapter and those of any other affected chapters are met or futhered. (Attach additional
page(s) if needed.)

6 
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COUNTY CHARTER LANGUAGE PERTAINING TO 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 

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. (Added 11/6/2007.) 

2.2A(2) Provided further, that from and after the effective date of this sub-section 

2.2A(2), any ordinance amending Sarasota County's Comprehensive Plan which either: 
(1) adds lands lying outside the Urban Service Area Boundary to the Urban Service Area;
(2) establishes new Future Land Use Overlay Districts which increase the allowable land use density or
intensity on lands lying outside the Urban Service Area Boundary; or,
(3) adds lands outside the Urban Service Area Boundary to either the Settlement Area Overlay or the
Affordable Housing Overlay, shall be fiscally neutral and shall require the unanimous affirmative vote
of the full membership of the Board of County Commissioners.  July 2012 Edition 9

"Urban Service Area" shall mean that area delineated on that certain map titled "Future Land Use Map 
of Sarasota County," on file in the official records of the Clerk to the Board of County Commissioners. 

This sub-section 2.2A(2) shall not apply to amendments to the goals, objectives, and policies of the 
Sarasota 2050 Resource Management Areas or to the Land Use Maps approved as part of Sarasota 
2050. 

This sub-section 2.2A(2) shall not apply to comprehensive plan amendments that were approved for 
transmittal to the Department of Community Affairs prior to January 1, 2008. 

Any proposed ordinance amending Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan eliminating the Urban 
Service Area Boundary from Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan shall be subject to voter approval 
at a referendum election called for that purpose. (Pursuant to Section 163.3167(8), Florida Statutes, the 
requirement of a referendum for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment is prohibited.) 

No Charter amendment adopted after the effective date of this sub-section 2.2A(2) that deals with the 
extent of or process for altering the Urban Service Area in Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan 
shall become effective unless that amendment explicitly provides for the repeal of this sub-section 
2.2A(2). (Added sub-section 2.2A(2) 5/6/2008) 

Link to County Charter 

7 
Revised 3/15/2019

DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast 22-134868 GR 
Rcv'd 9/7/2022

A-240

http://cms6ftp.visioninternet.com/sarasotaclerkfl/BR/SarasotaCountyCharterJan2019/index.html


 

 

   

 

  

  

   

  

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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  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 
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A.2  Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 
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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.  
 
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 
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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. 
 

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 
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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 
 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 
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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 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. 
• 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 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 
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 
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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. 

 
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 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 
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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. 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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A.3  Comprehensive Plan Large-Scale Map Amendment 
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City of North Port

City of
Venice

City of
Sarasota

Town of
Longboat

Key

Stantec Consulting Services Inc.

6900 Professional Pkwy E.

Sarasota, FL 34240

tel 941.907.6900

fax 941.907.6910

Map 8-1: RMA-1 
Resource Management Areas

June 2022

0 10,000 20,000

Feet

($$¯

U
:\

2
1

5
6

1
6

7
3

6
\

g
is

\
m

xd
\

M
a

p
8

-5
_
R

M
A

-1
_
2

0
2

2
0

4
2

7
.m

xd
  

  
  

R
e

v
is

e
d

: 
2

0
2

2
-0

6
-0

1
 B

y
: 

a
d

h
o

ff
m

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:
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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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2. Source data: Sarasota County GIS

3. Imagery: ESRI Basemap
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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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2. Source data: Sarasota County GIS
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10.1  Legal Proof of Ad Publication  
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10.2  Copy of the Mailing List & Buffer Map  
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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 
 

DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast  22-134868 GR
Rcv'd 5/31/2022

B-8



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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10.3  Copy of Letter Mailed to Surrounding Property Owners  
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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
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UNIVERSITY PARKWAY
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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
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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

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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10.4  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

3 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

DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast  22-134868 GR 
Rcv'd 5/31/2022

B-36



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 Zoning: 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: Comprehensi e Plan Amendment

Public Workshop Meeting

April 7, 2022
Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

RMA: Hamlet, Greenwa
RMA: Village Transition Zone, Greenwa

(Countr side Line shi ted eastward)

Comprehensi e Plan Lage-Scale Map Amendment
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Proposed Re uest: Comprehensi e Plan Amendment

Public Workshop Meeting

April 7, 2022
Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0

RMA: HamletRMA: Village Transition 
Zone

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 

Comprehensi e 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: Comprehensi e Plan Amendment

Public Workshop Meeting

April 7, 2022
Lakewood Ranch Southeast

Con erence ID:  7 0Comprehensi e 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  

Incenti i 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: De elopment 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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De elopment 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

De elopment 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

3 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

3 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

3 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
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10.5  Attendee Report   
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10.6  Summary of Workshop 
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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.
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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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______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Fiscal Neutrality Analysis 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
1.0 Introduction and Summary of Results 

 
1.1 Background 

 
Schroeder-Manatee Ranch (“SMR”) is planning and permitting an expansion of 
Lakewood Ranch in Sarasota County, Lakewood Ranch Southeast (“Project”).  
Part of the permitting process requires submission of a Fiscal Neutrality Report 
pursuant to §11 Sarasota Code (“Report”).  The County has adopted very specific 
requirements for the Fiscal Neutrality Report specified in a 2015 report by AECOM.  
Sarasota County’s planning department informs that the AECOM methodology is 
to be used for this analysis. 

 
1.2 Assignment 
 
SMR retained Fishkind Litigation Services, Inc. (“FLS”) to produce the Report 
quantifying the fiscal impact of the Project.  SMR provided the development 
program and expected product pricing for the real estate products planned for the 
Project.  FLS conducted the analysis consistent with the required fiscal impact 
methodology specified in the AECOM report. 

 
1.3 Summary of Results 

 
The Project will have very significant, positive, fiscal impacts on Sarasota County 
and for the Sarasota County School District as summarized below.  The initial small 
negative operating impact in 2025 results from the lag between the time a 
residential unit is occupied and the time that its ad valorem value is recognized in 
the County’s property tax base.  However, the Project’s rapid absorption and 
strong pricing produces a cumulative operating surplus of almost $17.6 million by 
2030 growing to over $280 million by 2050.  The Project will pay County impact 
fees which offset 100% of the County’s cost to provide infrastructure.  In addition, 
the Project will construct extensive offsite infrastructure in the County valued at 
nearly $7 million in 2025 and totaling over $118 million by 2040.   
 
The Project also pays school impact fees and property taxes to support the School 
District’s capital costs.  The revenues exceed the costs by a substantial margin 
beginning in 2025 of over $2.4 million and rising to a cumulative total of over $45.7 
million by 2035.  School operating revenues are supported by the Project and 
controlled by State law assuring a balance between District operating costs and 
District operating revenues.   
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2.0 Methodology 

 
2.1 Overview 
 
Sarasota County requires submission of a Fiscal Neutrality Report pursuant to §11 
Sarasota Code in support of permitting for the Project.  The County prescribes that 
the analysis is conducted according to the 2015 report by AECOM.  AECOM 
outlines several methodologies to conduct the fiscal impact analysis including the 
per capita approach.1  AECOM notes that the per capita methodology the most 
used type of analysis. The per capita approach estimates the cost of providing 
services on a per unit basis.  The unit varies depending upon how the services are 
used and can include: per person, per employee, and per visitor.  Similarly, most 
County revenues are appropriately estimated on a per capita basis again 
depending upon the revenues are generated.   
 
FLS uses all these factors depending upon the expenditure or revenue category 
involved.  For example, law enforcement and public safety are provided to all 
residents, visitors, and employees.  FLS measures residents, visitors, and 
employees on a full-time equivalent (“FTE”) basis.  However, not all expenditures 
or all revenues are generated by residents, visitors, and employees.  State revenue 
sharing funds are provided through a population-based formula, so for this revenue 
item FLS only uses population.  FLS’s application of the per capita method for both 
revenues and expenditures is consistent with AECOM. 
 
FLS uses all categories of revenue and expenditures included in Sarasota 
County’s budget (but not all fund types as discussed above).  The FY2021 budget 
reported to the State includes 129 revenue line items and 57 expenditure 
categories.  Not all revenues and expenditures relate to the fund types included in 

1 AECOM (2015), page 2. 

Table 1

Lakewood Ranch

Summary of Fiscal Impacts

Cumulative Net Fiscal Impacts

Year
County 

Operations County Capital
School District 

Capital
2025 (465,637.09)          $6,720,117 $2,435,862

2030 $17,606,294 $16,364,380 $34,396,050

2035 $73,258,642 $66,893,832 $45,748,991

2040 $136,927,582 $91,425,290 $45,748,991

2045 $205,991,627 $91,425,290 $45,748,991

2050 $280,725,982 $91,425,290 $45,748,991
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our analysis.  As discussed above, except for ad valorem tax revenues, each 
category of revenue and expenditure is included and analyzed using the modified 
per capita approach.  It is impractical to discuss each category.  However, FLS has 
included our fiscal impact analysis model in excel with this report to provide a full 
and detailed submission of our calculations.   
 
Ad valorem revenues are calculated directly based on the development program, 
product pricing, and estimates for homestead exemptions and assessment ratios.  
All other revenues are estimated via the per capita, unit, approach with the unit 
varying as required. 
 
Capital impacts are measured by the formulae for impact fees.  Sarasota County 
sets its impact fees at 100% of capital costs.  Therefore, all capital impacts are 
fully offset by the payment of the impact fees.  
 
In the case of the Project, the developer will also pay for a large portion of offsite 
roadway costs in addition to paying impact fees.  It is expected that some impact 
fee credits will be earned by the Project for oversizing of offsite infrastructure, but 
in no case would the credits total more than the offsite expenditures. 
 
The fiscal impact analysis for the Sarasota County School District focuses on 
capital impacts because the operating revenues are almost completely controlled 
by State Law.  District operating revenues depend in large part on the Florida 
Education Funding Program (“FEFP”) which provides State funding to the districts 
on a weighted, per student, basis.  Districts can provide only small additional 
supplements.  Capital costs depend upon the number and type of students 
generated by the Project, the cost per student station, transportation costs, and 
land costs.  Revenues are generated by school impact fees, State funds (PECO), 
and the District’s 1.5 mill capital levy. 
 
2.2 Operating Revenues 

 
Except for ad valorem revenues, which are discussed in more detail below, 
operating revenues were calculated using the modified per capita method based 
on the County’s adopted budget for FY2021 as reported to the State of Florida, 
Division of Banking.  Consistent with the AECOM parameters, FLS included the 
following fund types: (a) general fund; (b) special revenue fund; (c) debt service 
fund; (d) permanent fund; (e) internal service; (f) pension; and (g) component.  FLS 
excluded the following fund types: (a) debt service; (b) capital projects; and (c) 
enterprise. 
 
The debt service fund relates to prior commitments and is not directly impacted by 
future growth or the Project.  While the Project will contribute to this fund, the 
impact is relatively small.  The impact of the Project on capital funds is calculated 
separately, so this fund is excluded to avoid double counting.  The enterprise fund 
is also excluded, because enterprise funds are designed to be self-funding.  
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Ad valorem taxes generated by the Project are a function of: (a) the development 
program for the Project; (b) its projected pricing and absorption; (c) the County’s 
adopted millage rates for general revenue and mosquito control totaling 3.2742 
mills; (d) an 85% assessment ratio; (e) 90% homestead assumption for single-
family homes; and (f) 60% homestead assumption for multifamily units (rental and 
ownership).   These assumptions are more conservative than the AECOM 
estimates.  Concerning timing, FLS takes a stricter and more conservative 
approach then AECOM.  FLS recognizes that there is a 1-year lag between the 
time a residential unit is occupied and consuming services and the time that 
property is included in the tax roll and paying ad valorem taxes.   
 

 
2.3 Operating Expenses 

 
Operating expenses are correctly calculated by fund type using the modified per 
capita approach.  As noted above, the per capita units are carefully tailored to the 
type of expenditure.  We have included impacts from residents and employees 
measured on an FTE basis and included FTE visitors who also consume these 
services.   
 
2.4 Capital Revenues 

 
The categories of capital revenues/expenses that are evaluated in a fiscal 
neutrality report include: roads, parks, library, EMS, fire, general government, 
justice, and law enforcement.  These are all calculated based on the County’s 
impact fee schedule.  Impact fees are set at 100% of costs, so the payment of 
impact fees offsets 100% of the impacts of the Project on the County’s capital 
facilities.  In addition, the Project generates capital revenues from the 5-cent local 
option gas tax, and intergovernmental capital revenue, all calculated using a 
residential and employment per capita method.   

 
2.4 Capital Expenses 

 
As noted previously, the County sets its impact fees at 100% of the cost to provide 
these facilities to new developments, like the Project.  Therefore, no separate 
analysis of the impact of the Project on the County’s capital expenses is necessary.   

 
2.5 Fiscal Impact Analysis for the Sarasota County School District 

 
Fiscal impact analysis includes both operating and capital budgets.  In Florida 
school district funding is tightly controlled by the State as summarized below based 
on information from Florida’s Department of Education.2  Essentially, the State 
controls the amount of spending per student based on the Florida Education 
Finance Program (“FEFP”).   

2 Florida Department of Education (FY2021-22), “Funding for Florida School Districts”. 
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Article IX, section 1 of the Florida Constitution commits Florida to provide to fund 
kindergarten through grade 12 education, as follows: "The education of children is 
a fundamental value of the people of the State of Florida. It is, therefore, a 
paramount duty of the state to make adequate provision for the education of all 
children residing within its borders. Adequate provision shall be made by law for a 
uniform, efficient, safe, secure, and high-quality system of free public schools that 
allows students to obtain a high-quality education ... " 
 
In 1973, the Florida Legislature enacted FEFP making State policy to equalize 
funding to guarantee to each student in the Florida public education system the 
availability of programs and services appropriate to his or her educational needs 
that are substantially equal to those available to any similar student 
notwithstanding geographic differences and varying local economic factors.  To 
equalize educational opportunities, the FEFP formula recognizes: (1) varying local 
property tax bases; (2) varying education program costs; (3) varying costs of living; 
and (4) varying costs for equivalent educational programs due to sparsity and 
dispersion of the student population.  As a result, there is little that a District or a 
Developer can do to augment or to detract from the operational funding for a school 
district.   
 
The FEFP is the primary mechanism for funding the operating costs of Florida 
school districts. A key feature of the FEFP is that it bases financial support for 
education upon the individual student participating in a particular educational 
program rather than upon locally generated revenues; the number of teachers; or 
classrooms. FEFP funds are primarily generated by multiplying the number of full-
time equivalent (FTE) students in each of the funded education programs by cost 
factors to obtain weighted FTE students. Weighted FTE students are then 
multiplied by a base student allocation (“BSA”) and by a district cost differential 
(DCD) to determine the base funding from state and local FEFP funds. Program 
cost factors are determined by the Florida Legislature and represent relative cost 
differences among the FEFP programs.  
 
In FY 2019-2020 school districts received 39% their financial support from State 
sources (primarily through FEFP), 50% from local sources coming from the 
Required Local Effort (“RLE”) portion of the FEFP and 11% from federal sources.  
RLE is the State-prescribed amount of ad valorem taxes levied to fund the majority 
of FEFP funds.  Each district's share of the state total required local effort is 
determined by a statutory procedure.  Counties with large tax bases, like Sarasota, 
are net doners to FEFP, because they pay more in then is received back.   

 
 School district may set discretionary tax levies limited to the following types: 
 

(1) Current operation - The Florida Legislature set the maximum discretionary 
current operating millage for the 2021-22 fiscal year at 0.748 mills.   
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(2) Capital outlay and maintenance - School boards may levy up to 1.5 mills 
as prescribed in s. 1011.71(2), F.S. 

 
However, any violation of these expenditure provisions results in an equal 
dollar reduction of FEFP funds in the year following an audit citation. 

 
 Given these facts, FLS focused the fiscal impact assessment for the district on the 

capital budget.  Operating revenues are strictly controlled, and districts manage 
their operating expenditures based on their budgets.   

 
 The school district reports that the State exerts substantial control over the district’s 

capital improvement program by statute and rule.  Facility requirements are 
specified in Chapter 1013, Florida Statutes and Section 1013.35 sets forth the 
state-mandated Plan must provide a "financially feasible district facilities work 
program" for the next five-year period.  The District's current Educational Plant 
Survey was approved by FDOE in June, 2021 and verifies which of the District's 
intended capital projects are "survey approved" and therefore eligible to be funded 
by state revenues.3 

 
 Since 1997, the state of Florida has used the cost per student station unit of 

analysis to quantify construction costs related to traditional kindergarten through 
grade 12 school facilities. Maximum cost thresholds have been established to 
ensure equivalency of costs and standards related to construction for Florida’s 
school population.  District’s must adhere to these limits to qualify for State 
construction funding. 

 
Florida’s Department of Education estimates the costs per student station.  Their 
2020 report (the latest available) has the following estimates.4 

 

 
 
 FLS used the DOE RSMeans Average Modeled Cost Per Student Station as our 

base.  Since these data were estimated as of 2019, FLS escalated them at 3% per 
year.  As of 2023, FLS projects the following student station costs: 

 
 Elementary $26,420 
     Middle  $28,487 
     High  $35,417  

3 Sarasota County School District (2021), “2021-22 Five-year Capital Improvement Plan” 
4 Florida Department of Education (January 1, 2020), “Review and Adjustment for Florida’s Cost per 
Student Station” 
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 The State’s cost estimates include: (a) the student station, (b) furniture and 

equipment, and (c) architectural and engineering fees.  However, they exclude 
land costs.  FLS estimates land costs at 20% of the student station cost. 

 
 FLS projected the students by grade level based on the school district’s FY 2022 

budget and the number of households in the County.  School capital costs are the 
product of student generation from the Project and the cost per student station 
adjusted for land.   

 
 Capital revenues generated by the Project flow from three main sources: (a) school 

impact fees, (b) State funds under PECO; and (c) the District’s 1.5 mill capital levy.  
Impact fees are one-time levies applied to each unit in the Project.  PECO funds 
are estimated based on the projected number of students from the Project.  The 
1.5 mill capital levy is imposed each year.  FLS capitalized the incremental capital 
revenue generated by each year of Project development over a 30-year period at 
5%.   

 
2.6 Sensitivity Analysis 

 
Results are so overwhelmingly positive that they remain positive under any set of 
reasonable assumption.  This is the result of the pricing and absorption projected 
for the Project.  These characteristics are discussed below in the market study 
section. 
 
Nevertheless, FLS conducted sensitivity analysis by reducing the absorption 
pace by 25% and the pricing by 10%. 

 
2.7 Affordable Housing 

 
Sarasota County Zoning Regulations Article 11.2.14. b.3.states that, "Fiscal 
Neutrality analyses may include incentives to provide affordable housing."  SMR 
is not requesting any incentives for affordable housing.  However, the Project plan 
provides for 10% of its dwelling units to meet the County’s affordability criteria. 
 
The affordable housing component of the product mix is 500 units or 10% of the 
total residential housing and consists of the following: 
 

  Units Percentage 

Multi Family Condos 200 40% 

Single Family Townhomes (20') 200 40% 

Single Family Bungalows (36') 100 20% 

Total  500 100% 
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2.8 Market Study 
 
Lakewood Ranch is a master-planned community located in Manatee and Sarasota 
Counties, with four eastbound exits off Interstate 75:  University Parkway, State Road 70, 
State Road 64, and Fruitville Road. The 33,000+-acre/50 square mile community is part 
of Schroeder-Manatee Ranch (SMR), a working ranch since the early 1900s.  SMR 
transitioned into community development in February of 1994 and, today, Lakewood 
Ranch is the bestselling master-planned community for all ages in the United States (per 
MPC rankings by RCLCO and John Burns) for the fourth year in a row.   
 
Lakewood Ranch’s location, strong sense of community, scenic features and amenities, 
and schools and services have formed the basis of its success.  As of April 2022, 39,300 
for-sale and multifamily units—the entirety of Lakewood Ranch’s existing residential 
entitlements--have been sold to builders.  More than 23,500 households call Lakewood 
Ranch home, and this results in a current population of approximately 57,300 based upon 
various Census reports.  In 2021 Lakewood Ranch sold a record 2,582 new homes and, 
according to Zonda (formerly Metrostudy), Lakewood Ranch led the North Port-Sarasota-
Manatee region with 2,638 annual housing starts, a quarter of all housing starts in the 
region, and more than three times the runner-up community. 
 
Lakewood Ranch is the region’s economic development hub with approximately 5.6 
million square feet of non-residential mixed-use space constructed since 1997.  This non-
residential space includes two major office parks, Lakewood Ranch Hospital, three hotels, 
six grocery store anchored shopping centers, Main Street, The Greens, and the newly 
opened-Waterside Place Town Center.  Over 1,600 large and small businesses call 
Lakewood Ranch home and over 16,000 people are employed on-site.   
 
Recreational opportunities within Lakewood Ranch are anchored by 150 miles of trails, 6 
community parks, and the Lakewood Ranch Golf & Country Club (consisting of 54 holes 
of golf, two clubhouses, tennis center, fitness center and related amenities).  In addition, 
there are 18-hole golf courses at both the Ritz Carlton Golf Club and the Legacy Golf 
Club.  Lakewood Ranch is also home to the 180-acre Sarasota Polo Club and the Premier 
Sports Campus (Home of the Nike International Friendlies) where 22 sports fields support 
a variety of field related events drawing up to 200,000 visitors each year. 
 
Lakewood Ranch is the area’s only true “lifestyle community”.  This lifestyle is supported 
by a strong social fabric, with over 85 resident operated clubs, the area’s newest and best 
schools (from pre-K to medical, dental and pharmacy schools) and a wide variety of 
places to worship.   
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Source:  LWR Communities, LLC 

 
 
Lakewood Ranch is consistently one of the best-selling, master planned, communities in 
the country.  Last year Lakewood Ranch sold 2,574 units second only to The Villages 
according to the authoritative survey by RCLCO.5  Lakewood Ranch has a strong 
following among national and regional homebuilders.  These homebuilders have 
contracted to purchase all of the proposed real estate products planned for the Project.  
Therefore, the pricing and absorption for the real estate products in the Project as 
demonstrated in the Subdivision Rankings (Source: Zonda/Metrostudy, Q1 2022) is 
achievable.  
 

5 RCLCO (Year-end 2021), “The 50 Top Selling Master-Planned Communities”. 
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3.0 Development Program 
 

The development program, absorption, and pricing are provided in detail in Tables 
2 and 3, and in Appendix Tables 1 and 2.  The program consists of 200 multifamily 
units and 4,800 single family units.  The absorption of the residential units and their 
average sales prices are consistent with the historical data for Lakewood Ranch.  
Finally, as noted above, all of the proposed real estate products are sold to national 
and regional homebuilders.   

 
The composition for the residential product design for the target audience consists 
of following. 
 

Residential 

Product Design Units Percentage 

Luxury 940 19% 

Family/Empty Nester/Retiree 2,244 45% 

Age Restricted 316 6% 

Affordable/Community 500 10% 

Active Adult 1,000 20% 

Total 5,000 100% 
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The composition for the residential housing types for the target audience consists 
of following. 
 

Residential 
Product Type Units Percentage 

Multi Family 200 4% 

SF Attached 966 19% 

SF 40 ft wide lot 1,118 22% 

SF 50 ft wide lot 1,170 23% 

SF 60 ft wide lot 396 8% 

SF greater than 60 ft wide lot 1,150 23% 

Total 5,000 100% 
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Table 2

Lakewood Ranch

Development Program
Category Product Units

Multi Family Condos 200                               Affordable/Community

Single Family SFD (44') 300                               Active Adult

Single Family SFD (52') 450                               Active Adult

Single Family SFD (62') 250                               Active Adult

1,000                           Subtotal

Single Family Townhomes (24') 100                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

Single Family SFD (40') 250                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

Single Family SFD (50') 580                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

Single Family SFD (62') 250                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

1,080                           Subtotal

Single Family Townhomes (20') 200                               Affordable/Community

Single Family Bungalows (36') 100                               Affordable/Community

Single Family Paired Villas (36') 164                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

464                               Subtotal

Single Family SFD (50') 140                               Age Restricted

Single Family SFD (60') 176                               Age Restricted

316                               Subtotal

SFD (62') 168                               Luxury

Single Family SFD (76') 219                               Luxury

Single Family SFD (90') 85                                 Luxury

Single Family SFD (66') 42                                 Luxury

Single Family SFD (76') 71                                 Luxury

585                               Subtotal

Single Family 65                                 Luxury

Single Family Townhome 204                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

Single Family Paired Villa 198                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

402                               Subtotal

Single Family SFD (33') 139                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

Single Family SFD (40') 141                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

Single Family SFD (45') 128                               Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

Single Family SFD (60') 90                                 Family/Empty Nester/Retiree

498                               Subtotal

Single Family SFD (45') 160                               Luxury

Single Family SFD (60') 130                               Luxury

290                               Subtotal

5,000                           Total

Target Audience
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4.0 Fiscal Impact – Operating Revenues and Expenses – Table 4, Appendix 

Tables A, B, and C. 
 
 Using the methodology described in Section 2, the fiscal impacts of the Project on 

the County’s operating budget are summarized below in Table 3.  The Project 
produces a small fiscal deficit in its first year, 2025, because of the lag between 
the time a residential unit is occupied and when its value is included in the County’s 
taxable value base determine by the property appraiser.  The lag is approximately 
1 year.  However, this initial deficit is quickly reversed as additional development 
occurs.  By 2030 the net fiscal impact is almost $8 million with a cumulative total 
of nearly $20 million.  Fiscal surpluses mount quickly as the development 
progresses.   

 
 

Table 3

Lakewood Ranch

Property Valuation

Category Units Square Feet

Average Property  

Value Per Unit

Average Property 

Value  Per Category

Multi Family 200                           1,250 + 400,000$                       80,000,000$               

Single Family 1,000                       3,000-3,500 757,500$                       757,500,000               

Single Family 100                           2,500-2,999 400,000$                       40,000,000                 

Single Family 1,080                       3,000-3,500 669,241$                       722,780,000               

Single Family 464                           2,500-2,999 404,819$                       187,836,000               

Single Family 316                           3,000-3,500 684,582$                       216,328,000               

Single Family 585                           3,501 + 953,744$                       557,940,000               

Single Family 65                             3,501 + 2,000,000$                   130,000,000               

Single Family 402                           2,500-2,999 359,701$                       144,600,000               

Single Family 498                           3,000-3,500 530,763$                       264,320,000               

Single Family 290                           3,501 + 989,655$                       287,000,000               

Total 5,000                       3,388,304,000$         

Table 4

Lakewood Ranch

Fiscal Impact - Operating Revenue and Expenditures

Year Total  Taxable  Value Ad Valorem
Total Operating 

Revenue
Total Operating 

Expenditure
Net Fiscal 

Impact

Cumulative 
Net Fiscal 

Impact
2025 141,235,953                              462,435                    2,989,641                   3,455,278                                          (465,637)               (465,637)                 

2030 2,239,483,172                          7,332,516                25,621,122                18,334,395                                        7,286,727             17,606,294            

2035 3,134,959,183                          10,264,483              33,030,869                20,921,224                                        12,109,645           73,258,642            

2040 3,294,873,608                          10,788,075              34,078,053                20,921,224                                        13,156,829           136,927,582          

2045 3,462,945,275                          11,338,375              35,178,653                20,921,224                                        14,257,430           205,991,627          

2050 3,639,590,287                          11,916,747              36,335,395                20,921,224                                        15,414,172           280,725,982          
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 The strong growth in net fiscal surpluses is driven by the gains in total taxable 

values as development momentum builds.  Appendix Table A displays the growth 
in taxable value generated by the Project.  Taxable value rises from almost $141 
million in 2026 to more than $2.9 billion by 2033 when the Project is fully developed 
and sold.   
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Appendix Table A

Lakewood Ranch

Taxable Property Values

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
Residential Development
Multi Family-200 Unit -                        21,020,201         42,460,806         64,328,121         86,628,536         87,494,822             88,369,770               89,253,468               

Single Family-1000 Units 37,391,504         112,037,409       203,429,722       312,048,479       422,819,268       568,523,306           661,530,575             668,145,881             

Single Family-100 Units -                        6,200,959            18,788,907         31,627,993         31,944,273         32,263,716             32,586,353               32,912,216               

Single Family-1080 Units 26,166,011         81,485,319         154,590,864       229,150,372       316,530,800       405,635,922           496,491,494             589,123,613             

Single Family-464 Units 6,847,294            18,861,182         34,924,621         51,307,444         68,014,430         85,050,426             107,376,163             130,139,909             

Single Family-316 Units 6,145,645            25,392,689         48,443,607         71,953,005         101,741,549       132,118,669           163,093,157             189,282,953             

Single Family-585 Units 20,309,522         61,537,851         103,588,716       167,399,365       240,929,536       311,644,469           379,437,813             448,555,861             

Single Family-65 Units 5,213,426            21,062,241         37,227,512         53,713,981         70,526,457         87,669,811             105,148,980             121,105,799             

Single Family-402 Units 6,886,624            24,344,216         45,662,794         67,405,310         89,578,109         108,568,668           122,447,363             123,671,836             

Single Family-498 Units 11,267,209         39,829,583         74,708,919         110,281,857       146,558,784       177,629,246           218,276,739             250,659,439             

Single Family-290 Units 21,008,718         63,656,417         107,154,969       151,517,126       196,755,810       242,884,117           269,472,567             272,167,293             

Total  Taxable  Value 141,235,953       475,428,068       870,981,437       1,310,733,052   1,772,027,554   2,239,483,172       2,644,230,974         2,915,018,267         

Appendix Table B

Lakewood Ranch

Development Impact Summary

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

Residential Units -                             -                         -                       241                        828                        1,531                    2,283                    3,035                    3,758                    4,385                        4,784                          5,000                          

Resident Households -                             -                         -                       210                        720                        1,331                    1,985                    2,638                    3,267                    3,812                        4,159                          4,347                          

Peak Population -                             -                         -                       241                        828                        1,531                    2,283                    3,035                    3,758                    4,385                        4,784                          5,000                          

  Resident Population -                             -                         -                       537                        1,832                    3,385                    5,047                    6,710                    8,322                    9,720                        10,610                        11,092                        

0 2,022                        2,023                     2,024                   2,025                    2,026                    2,027                    2,028                    2,029                    2,030                    2,031                        2,032                          2,033                          

 Total Operating Revenues Generated -                             -                         -                       605,757               2,989,641            6,928,647            11,392,634         16,146,048         20,984,061         25,621,122             29,274,465               31,590,608               

 Total Operating Expenditures Generated -                             -                         -                       1,013,700            3,455,278            6,384,779            9,520,384            12,655,989         15,697,091         18,334,395             20,012,679               20,921,224               

    Net Fiscal Impact of Operations -                             -                         -                       (407,943)              (465,637)              543,869               1,872,250            3,490,059            5,286,970            7,286,727                9,261,786                  10,669,384               

5 Years 10 Years 20 Years 30 Years

 Net Present Value of Operating Impact (567,755)                  7,379,684            11,688,471        16,970,828         

  Operating Impact at 5% Interest 30 Years

  Total Impact Fee Capital Revenue -                             14,645,099          14,645,099        21,025,296         24,320,360         25,493,317         26,016,633         22,046,074         7,272,609            6,342,599                4,108,305                  2,251,695                  

C-17



 
 Appendix Table C shown below, presents the key assumptions employed in 

calculating the taxable values shown previously.  Our assumptions related to the 
assessment ratio and percentage of homes expected to take advantage of the 
homestead exemption are more conservative than those of AECOM making our 
analysis more conservative than if we had adopted the AECOM assumptions for 
these parameters.   

 
 Using data from Census On-the-Map we determined that there were 86,210 

County residents who also work in the County.  Since we also included all 
employees, FLS weighted resident-employees by 0.7619 to avoid double counting.  
Non-working residents are weighted at 1.0 FTE.  Seasonal residents are at 0.34 
reflecting seasonal demands on County services. 

 
 Persons per household and total households are from Florida Population Studies.   
 
 

 
 
 Table 4 summarizes the results of the fiscal analysis for the County’s operating 

budget.  The detailed analysis (Appendix Table D) is presented through 2033 
which is projected buildout. 

 

Appendix Table C

Lakewood Ranch

Fiscal Impact Assumptions

Taxable Assessment Ratio 85%

Homestead Exemption $50,000
% Single-Family  with Homestead 90%
% Multifamily with Homestead 60%
Occupancy Rate 89%
Permanent Resident Percent 98%
Note Homestead Guide is 71% vs more conversative 90%

Millage

GENERAL REVENUE 3.2232 Mills
MOSQUITO CONTROL 0.0510 Mills

Total 3.2742 Mills
Equivalent Full-Time

Factor Equivalent
Population-Working Residents 86,210              76.71% 66,134
Population-Non-Working Residents 355,298           100.00% 355,298
Population- Seasonal -                    34.62% 0
  Total Population (peak season) 441,508           421,432       
Population (total) 441,508           
(ESRI, 2021)

Employment (total) 174,193

  Persons per Household - Single Family * 2.23
  Persons per Household - Multifamily 2.23

Total Households 189,228 *  (Fl Population Studies, 2020)
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Appendix Table D
Lakewood Ranch
Fiscal Impact Detail  Operating Revenue and Expenses

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
Revenues
Ad Valorem Taxes -                 462,435          1,556,647       2,851,767         4,291,602         5,801,973          7,332,516         8,657,741          9,544,353          
Tourist Development Taxes 34,317            116,972          216,145          322,295            428,445            531,395             620,676            677,492             708,249             
County Ninth-Cent Voted Fuel Tax 2,086              7,110             13,138           19,590             26,042             32,300               37,727             41,180               43,050               
First Local Option Fuel Tax (1 to 6 Cents Local Option Fuel Tax) 7,319              24,949           46,102           68,742             91,383             113,342             132,384            144,503             151,063             
Second Local Option Fuel Tax (1 to 5 Cents Local Option Fuel Tax) - County Proceeds 5,340              18,200           33,631           50,148             66,665             82,684               96,575             105,416             110,201             
Local Government Infrastructure Surtax 53,120            181,065          334,578          498,892            663,205            822,567             960,768            1,048,714          1,096,324          
Local Communications Services Taxes 9,142              31,160           57,578           85,855             114,132            141,557             165,341            180,475             188,669             
Local Business Tax (Chapter 205, F.S.) 726                2,474             4,572             6,817               9,062               11,240               13,128             14,330               14,980               
Building Permits (Buildling Permit Fees) 16,012            54,580           100,854          150,385            199,915            247,952             289,611            316,121             330,473             
Permits - Other 1,157              3,943             7,286             10,864             14,443             17,913               20,922             22,838               23,874               
Franchise Fee - Electricity 20,252            69,030           127,555          190,199            252,842            313,597             366,285            399,814             417,965             
Impact Fees - Residential - Public Safety 7,396              25,209           46,582           69,458             92,335             114,522             133,763            146,007             152,636             
Impact Fees - Commercial - Public Safety 2,122              7,233             13,365           19,928             26,492             32,857               38,378             41,891               43,792               
Impact Fees - Residential - Transportation 14,070            47,958           88,618           132,139            175,660            217,870             254,475            277,769             290,379             
Impact Fees - Commercial - Transportation 2,544              8,672             16,024           23,893             31,763             39,395               46,014             50,226               52,506               
Impact Fees - Residential - Culture / Recreation 15,435            52,611           97,217           144,961            192,705            239,010             279,167            304,721             318,555             
Impact Fees - Residential - Other 2,333              7,952             14,694           21,910             29,126             36,125               42,195             46,057               48,148               
Impact Fees - Commercial - Other 594                2,024             3,740             5,577               7,414               9,195                10,740             11,724               12,256               
Special Assessments - Charges for Public Services 51,042            173,980          321,487          479,371            637,255            790,381             923,175            1,007,680          1,053,427          
Inspection Fee 1                    4                   8                   12                    16                    19                     22                    25                     26                     
Vessel Registration Fee 266                907                1,676             2,500               3,323               4,122                4,814               5,255                5,493                
Other Fees and Special Assessments 119                406                750                1,118               1,486               1,843                2,153               2,350                2,457                
Federal Grant - Public Safety 39,781            135,598          250,562          373,615            496,668            616,012             719,509            785,371             821,026             
Federal Grant - Transportation - Mass Transit 2,274              7,752             14,324           21,358             28,393             35,215               41,132             44,897               46,935               
Federal Grant - Economic Environment (321)               (1,093)            (2,020)            (3,012)              (4,004)              (4,966)               (5,801)              (6,332)               (6,619)               
Federal Grant - Human Services - Other Human Services 405                1,379             2,548             3,800               5,051               6,265                7,318               7,988                8,350                
Federal Grant - Other Federal Grants 443                1,509             2,788             4,157               5,526               6,854                8,005               8,738                9,135                
State Grant - Public Safety 177                604                1,117             1,665               2,213               2,745                3,207               3,500                3,659                
State Grant - Physical Environment - Other Physical Environment 972                3,313             6,121             9,128               12,134             15,050               17,578             19,187               20,058               
State Grant - Economic Environment 197                671                1,240             1,848               2,457               3,048                3,560               3,885                4,062                
State Grant - Culture / Recreation 261                888                1,642             2,448               3,254               4,036                4,714               5,145                5,379                
State Grant - Court-Related Grants - County Article V Trust Fund 1,905              6,493             11,998           17,891             23,783             29,498               34,454             37,608               39,316               
State Shared Revenues - General Government - Insurance License Tax 150                511                945                1,408               1,872               2,322                2,712               2,960                3,095                
State Shared Revenues - General Government - Mobile Home License Tax 224                763                1,409             2,102               2,794               3,465                4,047               4,418                4,618                
State Shared Revenues - General Government - Alcoholic Beverage License Tax 304                1,037             1,917             2,859               3,800               4,713                5,505               6,009                6,282                
State Shared Revenues - General Government - Cardroom Tax 77                  262                483                721                  958                  1,188                1,388               1,515                1,584                
State Shared Revenues - General Government - Local Government Half-Cent Sales Tax Program 48,316            164,690          304,320          453,773            603,227            748,176             873,878            953,871             997,175             
State Shared Revenues - General Government - Other General Government 15,432            52,600           97,196           144,930            192,663            238,958             279,106            304,655             318,486             
State Shared Revenues - Public Safety - Enhanced 911 Fee 2,801              9,547             17,641           26,304             34,968             43,370               50,657             55,294               57,804               
State Shared Revenues - Transportation - Other Transportation 6,767              23,065           42,621           63,552             84,483             104,783             122,388            133,591             139,656             
State Shared Revenues - Culture / Recreation 175                598                1,105             1,647               2,190               2,716                3,172               3,463                3,620                
Grants from Other Local Units - Public Safety 2,142              7,300             13,489           20,114             26,738             33,163               38,735             42,280               44,200               
Grants from Other Local Units - Physical Environment 10                  33                  60                  90                    119                  148                   173                  189                   198                   
Grants from Other Local Units - Culture / Recreation 1,385              4,722             8,725             13,010             17,294             21,450               25,054             27,347               28,589               
General Government - Recording Fees 5,194              17,703           32,712           48,777             64,843             80,424               93,936             102,534             107,189             
General Government - Public Records Modernization Trust Fund 2,225              7,583             14,012           20,893             27,774             34,448               40,235             43,918               45,912               
General Government - County Portion ($2) of $4 Additional Service Charge 1,747              5,953             11,001           16,403             21,805             27,045               31,589             34,480               36,046               
General Government - Internal Service Fund Fees and Charges 146,077          497,914          920,063          1,371,911         1,823,760         2,261,990          2,642,032         2,883,877          3,014,801          
General Government - Administrative Service Fees 33                  111                205                305                  406                  503                   588                  642                   671                   
General Government - Fees Remitted to County from Tax Collector 9,675              32,978           60,937           90,864             120,791            149,816             174,987            191,004             199,676             
General Government - Fees Remitted to County from Sheriff 4,787              16,316           30,149           44,955             59,762             74,122               86,575             94,500               98,790               
General Government - Fees Remitted to County from Property Appraiser 1,189              4,053             7,489             11,167             14,845             18,412               21,506             23,474               24,540               
General Government - Other General Government Charges and Fees 25,468            86,810           160,410          239,189            317,968            394,372             460,631            502,796             525,622             
Public Safety - Law Enforcement Services 670                2,282             4,217             6,288               8,359               10,368               12,110             13,219               13,819               
Public Safety - Fire Protection 253                862                1,593             2,376               3,159               3,918                4,576               4,995                5,221                
Public Safety - Emergency Management Service Fees / Charges 63                  215                397                592                  787                  976                   1,140               1,244                1,300                
Public Safety - Protective Inspection Fees 5,275              17,980           33,225           49,542             65,859             81,684               95,408             104,141             108,869             
Public Safety - Ambulance Fees 15,153            51,650           95,441           142,313            189,185            234,644             274,067            299,155             312,736             
Public Safety - Other Public Safety Charges and Fees 80                  274                506                754                  1,002               1,243                1,452               1,585                1,657                
Physical Environment - Water / Sewer Combination Utility 31                  107                198                295                  392                  486                   567                  619                   647                   
Physical Environment - Conservation and Resource Management 672                2,290             4,232             6,310               8,388               10,404               12,152             13,264               13,866               
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Appendix Table D

Lakewood Ranch

Fiscal Impact Detail  Operating Revenue and Expenses

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

Physical Environment - Other Physical Environment Charges 25                  84                  155                231                  308                  382                   446                  487                   509                   
Transportation - Other Transportation Charges 1,351              4,604             8,507             12,685             16,863             20,915               24,429             26,665               27,876               
Economic Environment - Housing 38                  130                240                357                  475                  589                   688                  751                   785                   
Economic Environment - Other Economic Environment Charges 4                    15                  27                  40                    53                    66                     77                    84                     88                     
Human Services - Animal Control and Shelter Fees 1,013              3,453             6,380             9,514               12,647             15,686               18,321             19,998               20,906               
Human Services - Other Human Services Charges 1,240              4,228             7,813             11,650             15,487             19,209               22,436             24,490               25,602               
Culture / Recreation - Libraries 60                  205                379                565                  752                  932                   1,089               1,188                1,242                
Culture / Recreation - Parks and Recreation 1,087              3,705             6,847             10,209             13,572             16,833               19,661             21,461               22,435               
Culture / Recreation - Special Events 248                846                1,564             2,332               3,100               3,845                4,492               4,903                5,125                
Culture / Recreation - Special Recreation Facilities 857                2,920             5,395             8,045               10,695             13,265               15,493             16,911               17,679               
Court-Related Revenues - County Court Criminal - Filing Fees 0                    2                   3                   4                     6                     7                       8                     9                       10                     
Court-Related Revenues - County Court Criminal - Service Charges 25                  86                  160                238                  316                  392                   458                  500                   523                   
Court-Related Revenues - County Court Criminal - Court Costs 32                  110                204                304                  404                  501                   585                  639                   668                   
Court-Related Revenues - County Court Criminal - Non-Local Fines and Forfeitures 52                  178                329                491                  652                  809                   945                  1,031                1,078                
Court-Related Revenues - Circuit Court Criminal - Filing Fees 0                    1                   2                   2                     3                     4                       4                     5                       5                       
Court-Related Revenues - Circuit Court Criminal - Service Charges 24                  81                  149                222                  295                  366                   427                  467                   488                   
Court-Related Revenues - Circuit Court Criminal - Non-Local Fines and Forfeitures 380                1,294             2,391             3,565               4,739               5,878                6,866               7,494                7,835                
Court-Related Revenues - County Court Civil - Filing Fees 1,806              6,155             11,373           16,959             22,544             27,961               32,659             35,649               37,267               
Court-Related Revenues - County Court Civil - Service Charges 1                    3                   6                   9                     12                    15                     18                    20                     21                     
Court-Related Revenues - Circuit Court Civil - Filing Fees 1,087              3,705             6,846             10,208             13,570             16,830               19,658             21,458               22,432               
Court-Related Revenues - Circuit Court Civil - Service Charges 670                2,284             4,220             6,293               8,365               10,375               12,118             13,227               13,828               
Court-Related Revenues - Circuit Court Civil - Fees and Service Charges -                 462,435          1,556,647       2,851,767         4,291,602         5,801,973          7,332,516         8,657,741          9,544,353          
Court-Related Revenues - Traffic Court - Filing Fees 1                    4                   7                   10                    13                    17                     19                    21                     22                     
Court-Related Revenues - Traffic Court - Service Charges 341                1,161             2,145             3,198               4,252               5,274                6,160               6,723                7,029                
Court-Related Revenues - Traffic Court - Court Costs 92                  314                580                865                  1,150               1,426                1,666               1,818                1,901                
Court-Related Revenues - Traffic Court - Non-Local Fines and Forfeitures 1,049              3,577             6,610             9,856               13,103             16,251               18,981             20,719               21,659               
Court-Related Revenues - Juvenile Court - Service Charges 0                    0                   0                   1                     1                     1                       1                     1                       1                       
Court-Related Revenues - Probate Court - Filing Fees 673                2,294             4,239             6,321               8,403               10,422               12,174             13,288               13,891               
Court-Related Revenues - Probate Court - Service Charges 35                  119                219                327                  434                  538                   629                  686                   718                   
Court-Related Revenues - Restricted Board Revenue - Court Innovations / Local Requirements 74                  253                468                698                  928                  1,151                1,345               1,468                1,534                
Court-Related Revenues - Restricted Board Revenue - Legal Aid 74                  253                468                698                  928                  1,151                1,345               1,468                1,534                
Court-Related Revenues - Restricted Board Revenue - Law Library 74                  253                468                698                  928                  1,151                1,345               1,468                1,534                
Court-Related Revenues - Restricted Board Revenue - Juvenile Alternative Programs 74                  253                468                698                  928                  1,151                1,345               1,468                1,534                
Court-Related Revenues - Restricted Board Revenue - State Court Facility Surcharge ($30) 1,133              3,863             7,139             10,644             14,150             17,550               20,499             22,375               23,391               
Court-Related Revenues - Restricted Board Revenue - Traffic Surcharge 184                628                1,161             1,731               2,301               2,853                3,333               3,638                3,803                
Court-Related Revenues - Restricted Board Revenue - Domestic Violence Surcharge 30                  101                186                278                  369                  458                   535                  584                   610                   
Other Charges for Services (Not Court-Related) 1,845              6,288             11,619           17,325             23,031             28,565               33,364             36,418               38,072               
Court-Ordered Judgments and Fines - As Decided by County Court Criminal 735                2,506             4,631             6,905               9,180               11,385               13,298             14,516               15,175               
Court-Ordered Judgments and Fines - As Decided by Circuit Court Criminal 153                523                966                1,440               1,914               2,374                2,773               3,026                3,164                
Court-Ordered Judgments and Fines - As Decided by Traffic Court 1,329              4,531             8,373             12,486             16,598             20,586               24,045             26,246               27,438               

Total Revenues 605,757          2,989,641       6,928,647       11,392,634       16,146,048       20,984,061        25,621,122       29,274,465        31,590,608        
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Appendix Table D

Lakewood Ranch

Fiscal Impact Detail  Operating Revenue and Expenses

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
Expenditures
Legislative 953                3,247             6,001             8,948               11,895             14,753               17,232             18,809               19,663               
Executive 10,742            36,616           67,661           100,889            134,118            166,345             194,293            212,078             221,706             
Financial and Administrative 51,231            174,624          322,675          481,143            639,611            793,303             926,587            1,011,405          1,057,321          
Legal Counsel 3,773              12,861           23,765           35,437             47,108             58,428               68,244             74,491               77,873               
Comprehensive Planning 2,876              9,802             18,113           27,009             35,904             44,532               52,014             56,775               59,352               
Debt Service Payments 104                354                654                975                  1,297               1,608                1,879               2,050                2,144                
Other General Government Services 16,599            56,578           104,546          155,889            207,233            257,028             300,212            327,693             342,570             
Law Enforcement 122,319          416,935          770,426          1,148,787         1,527,147         1,894,105          2,212,338         2,414,850          2,524,480          
EMS 47,245            161,039          297,573          443,713            589,853            731,588             854,504            932,723             975,067             
Detention and/or Correction 39,508            134,667          248,841          371,049            493,256            611,781             714,568            779,977             815,387             
Protective Inspections 17,037            58,072           107,307          160,007            212,706            263,817             308,141            336,348             351,618             
Emergency and Disaster Relief Services 94,639            322,586          596,085          888,826            1,181,567         1,465,485          1,711,704         1,868,390          1,953,212          
Ambulance and Rescue Services 55,885            190,489          351,991          524,856            697,721            865,377             1,010,770         1,103,294          1,153,382          
Medical Examiners 3,996              13,620           25,168           37,528             49,888             61,876               72,271             78,887               82,468               
Other Public Safety 3,215              10,958           20,249           30,193             40,137             49,782               58,146             63,468               66,350               
Water-Sewer Combination Services 75                  255                471                703                  934                  1,158                1,353               1,477                1,544                
Conservation and Resource Management 8,817              30,054           55,535           82,809             110,082            136,534             159,473            174,071             181,974             
Other Physical Environment 0                    0                   1                   1                     2                     2                       2                     3                       3                       
Road and Street Facilities 28,528            97,241           179,685          267,930            356,174            441,759             515,980            563,212             588,781             
Other Transportation Systems / Services 15                  50                  92                  137                  182                  226                   264                  288                   302                   
Industry Development 5,938              20,240           37,400           55,767             74,134             91,947               107,396            117,226             122,548             
Veteran's Services 807                2,750             5,082             7,577               10,073             12,493               14,592             15,928               16,651               
Housing and Urban Development 1,546              5,270             9,738             14,521             19,304             23,942               27,965             30,525               31,910               
Other Economic Environment 668                2,276             4,206             6,272               8,337               10,341               12,078             13,184               13,782               
Health Services 5,933              20,225           37,372           55,726             74,079             91,880               107,317            117,140             122,458             
Mental Health Services 744                2,536             4,686             6,987               9,288               11,520               13,455             14,687               15,354               
Public Assistance Services 368                1,256             2,320             3,459               4,599               5,704                6,662               7,272                7,602                
Developmental Disabilities Services 99                  338                625                932                  1,239               1,537                1,795               1,959                2,048                
Other Human Services 17,675            60,248           111,327          166,001            220,675            273,700             319,685            348,949             364,790             
Libraries 14,578            49,689           91,817           136,909            182,000            225,733             263,659            287,794             300,859             
Parks and Recreation 30,066            102,483          189,372          282,374            375,376            465,574             543,797            593,574             620,522             
Cultural Services 2,095              7,141             13,195           19,675             26,155             32,440               37,890             41,359               43,236               
Other Culture / Recreation 580                1,976             3,651             5,444               7,237               8,976                10,485             11,444               11,964               
Inter-fund Group Transfers Out 296,312          1,010,003       1,866,317       2,782,878         3,699,438         4,588,374          5,359,277         5,849,852          6,115,426          
Proprietary - Other Non-Operating Disbursements 109,253          372,399          688,131          1,026,077         1,364,023         1,691,783          1,976,024         2,156,904          2,254,824          
General Administration - Court Administration 1,322              4,505             8,325             12,413             16,502             20,467               23,906             26,094               27,279               
General Administration - State Attorney Administration 1,309              4,463             8,248             12,298             16,349             20,277               23,684             25,852               27,026               
General Administration - Public Defender Administration 1,442              4,914             9,081             13,540             18,000             22,325               26,076             28,463               29,755               
General Administration - Clerk of Court Administration 9,055              30,864           57,032           85,041             113,049            140,214             163,772            178,763             186,878             
Circuit Court - Criminal - Drug Court 1,395              4,755             8,786             13,101             17,416             21,600               25,229             27,539               28,789               
Circuit Court - Criminal - Pre-Trial Release 1,636              5,577             10,305           15,366             20,427             25,336               29,593             32,301               33,768               
Circuit Court - Civil - Clerk of Court Administration 0                    1                   3                   4                     5                     7                       8                     8                       9                       
Circuit Court - Family - Clerk of Court Administration 0                    0                   0                   1                     1                     1                       1                     1                       1                       
Circuit Court - Juvenile - Guardian Ad Litem 287                979                1,808             2,696               3,584               4,446                5,193               5,668                5,925                
Circuit Court - Probate - Clerk of Court Administration 0                    0                   0                   1                     1                     1                       1                     1                       1                       
General Court-Related Operations - Courthouse Facilities 1,762              6,005             11,097           16,547             21,996             27,282               31,866             34,782               36,362               
General Court-Related Operations - Information Systems 959                3,268             6,039             9,004               11,970             14,846               17,340             18,928               19,787               
General Court-Related Operations - Public Law Library 74                  253                468                698                  928                  1,151                1,345               1,468                1,534                
General Court-Related Operations - Legal Aid 151                515                952                1,420               1,888               2,341                2,734               2,985                3,120                
County Court - Criminal - Clerk of Court Administration 0                    0                   0                   1                     1                     1                       1                     1                       1                       
County Court - Civil - Clerk of Court Administration 0                    0                   0                   1                     1                     1                       1                     2                       2                       
County Court - Civil - Alternative Dispute Resolution 84                  286                529                789                  1,048               1,300                1,519               1,658                1,733                
County Court - Traffic - Clerk of Court Administration 4                    14                  26                  38                    51                    63                     74                    80                     84                     
Total Expenditures 1,013,700       3,455,278       6,384,779       9,520,384         12,655,989       15,697,091        18,334,395       20,012,679        20,921,224        

Net Fiscal Impact (407,943)         (465,637)         543,869          1,872,250         3,490,059         5,286,970          7,286,727         9,261,786          10,669,384        
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5.0 Fiscal Impact Capital Revenues and Capital Expenses – Table 5, Appendix Table E. 
 

The categories of capital revenues/expenses that are evaluated include roads, parks, library, fire, EMS, general 
government justices and law enforcement. The capital revenue sources are impact fee and developer’s contributions 
The impact fee rates are applied 100% to each unit permitted with the rate charged determined by the unit square 
footage. Lakewood Ranch is contributing more than $118 million for the construction of roads, infrastructure, and 
parks of which $35 million benefit offsite roads. The impact fees for the Project (Appendix Table 5) are calculated 
using the Impact and Mobility fee rates effective for permits applied after April 2017.  All rates are applied 100% for 
determining impact fees. For this Project the required capital improvements are funded 100% by the developer’s 
contributions and impact fees.  Therefore, Sarasota County will not incur any capital expenses for this Project. 
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Table 5

Lakewood Ranch

Fiscal Impact - Capital Revenue and Expenditures

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 Total
Capital Revenues
Mobility -                14,645,099   14,645,099     15,846,490 17,475,425 18,036,925 18,290,854         18,297,551 3,591,449                 3,108,676   1,986,955   1,092,433   127,016,957  

  Law Enforcement -                -                  -                    77,527         184,040       220,842       236,825               237,765       233,241                     201,998       128,617       68,714         1,589,570      

  Fire -                -                  -                    68,165         164,677       200,669       216,300               217,220       212,795                     189,258       125,786       67,202         1,462,072      

  EMS -                -                  -                    46,156         109,594       131,526       141,032               141,552       138,832                     120,247       76,561         40,942         946,442          

  Parks -                -                  -                    4,665,281   5,618,127   5,973,552   6,127,717            2,143,868   2,099,861                 1,867,690   1,241,256   663,545       30,400,896    

  Library -                -                  -                    150,006       360,886       440,657       479,386               481,595       480,017                     407,467       264,354       166,639       3,231,006      

 General Government -                -                  -                    171,670       407,611       489,146       524,518               526,523       516,414                     447,263       284,777       152,220       3,520,144      

 Justice -                -                  -                    277,700       659,343       791,242       848,460               851,691       835,361                     723,504       460,662       246,245       5,694,209      

    Total Capital Revenue -                14,645,099   14,645,099     21,025,296 24,320,360 25,493,317 26,016,633         22,046,074 7,272,609                 6,342,599   4,108,305   2,251,695   173,861,295  

Impact fees 2,665,376   6,342,085   7,646,940   8,227,473            8,252,666   8,107,970                 7,066,104   4,568,967   2,497,941   55,375,521    

Developer Contribution -                14,645,099   14,645,099     18,637,619 18,637,619 18,637,619 18,637,619         14,645,099 -                              -                -                -                118,485,774  

    Total Capital Revenue -                14,645,099   14,645,099     21,302,995 24,979,704 26,284,560 26,865,092         22,897,765 8,107,970                 7,066,104   4,568,967   2,497,941   173,861,295  

ROAD EXPENDITURES

BOURNESIDE BLVD UNIVERSITY TO FRUIVILLE ASSOCIATED WITH BOURNESIDE BLVD

25,172 LF $50,529,452 16,929,484               

OFFSITE FRUITVILLE RD BOURNESIDE EXTENSION TO LORRAINE RD ASSOCIATED WITH FRUITVILLE RD

$4,483,009 10,131,000               

OFFSITE UNIVERSITY PKWY LORRAINE TO BOURNESIDE PARKS EXPENDITURES

$6,720,117 PARKS & TRAILS 2,679,105                 

OFFSITE BOURNESIDE BLVD UNIVERSITY TO MASTERS AVE

$2,778,324 INFRASTRUCTURE

OFFSITE BOURNESIDE BLVD MASTERS AVE TO SR 70 LAKE PARK ESTATES 13,290,976               

$2,382,930

OFFSITE LORRAINE RD FRUITVILLE RD TO BEE RIDGE EXT PLANT TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 118,485,774             

$8,561,377

SUBTOTAL $75,455,209

DEVELOPER'S CONTRIBUTION TO CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

UTILITIES EXPENDITURES
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Appendix Table E

Lakewood Ranch

Impact Fees

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 Total
Mobility Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      159,306                 159,306             159,306                   159,306               -                      -                         -                         -                           637,222                 

Single Family-1000 Units 290,431             571,181                 687,354             803,526                   803,526               1,045,552         638,949                -                         -                           4,840,520              

Single Family-100 Units -                      96,810                   193,621             193,621                   -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           484,052                 

Single Family-900 Units 232,345             484,052                 629,268             629,268                   726,078               726,078             726,078                726,078                348,517                  5,227,762              

Single Family-378 Units 106,491             183,940                 242,026             242,026                   242,026               242,026             314,634                314,634                358,198                  2,246,001              

Single Family-238 Units 53,246                164,578                 193,621             193,621                   242,026               242,026             242,026                198,461                -                           1,529,604              

Single Family-585 Units 137,756             275,513                 275,513             413,269                   468,371               440,820             413,269                413,269                385,718                  3,223,496              

Single Family-65 Units 16,531                49,592                   49,592                49,592                     49,592                 49,592               49,592                   44,082                  -                           358,166                 

Single Family-402 Units 116,172             290,431                 348,517             348,517                   348,517               290,431             203,302                -                         -                           1,945,889              

Single Family-498 Units 116,172             290,431                 348,517             348,517                   348,517               290,431             377,561                290,431                -                           2,410,579              

Single Family-290 Units 132,246             264,492                 264,492             264,492                   264,492               264,492             143,267                -                         -                           1,597,973              

Total Mobility Impact Fee Revenue 1,201,391          2,830,326             3,391,826          3,645,755               3,652,452           3,591,449         3,108,676             1,986,955            1,092,433               24,501,264           

Law Enforcement Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      11,657                   11,657                11,657                     11,657                 -                      -                         -                         -                           46,626                    

Single Family-1000 Units 19,571                38,489                   46,318                54,146                     54,146                 70,455               43,056                   -                         -                           326,180                 

Single Family-100 Units -                      6,053                      12,106                12,106                     -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           30,266                    

Single Family-900 Units 15,657                32,618                   42,403                42,403                     48,927                 48,927               48,927                   48,927                  23,485                     352,274                 

Single Family-378 Units 6,659                  11,501                   15,133                15,133                     15,133                 15,133               19,673                   19,673                  22,397                     140,434                 

Single Family-238 Units 3,588                  11,090                   13,047                13,047                     16,309                 16,309               16,309                   13,373                  -                           103,073                 

Single Family-585 Units 8,155                  16,309                   16,309                24,464                     27,725                 26,094               24,464                   24,464                  22,833                     190,815                 

Single Family-65 Units 979                      2,936                      2,936                  2,936                       2,936                   2,936                  2,936                     2,609                    -                           21,202                    

Single Family-402 Units 7,264                  18,160                   21,792                21,792                     21,792                 18,160               12,712                   -                         -                           121,669                 

Single Family-498 Units 7,828                  19,571                   23,485                23,485                     23,485                 19,571               25,442                   19,571                  -                           162,438                 

Single Family-290 Units 7,828                  15,657                   15,657                15,657                     15,657                 15,657               8,481                     -                         -                           94,592                    

   Total Law Enforcement Impact Fees 77,527                184,040                 220,842             236,825                   237,765               233,241             201,998                128,617                68,714                     1,589,570              
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Appendix Table E

Lakewood Ranch

Impact Fees

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 Total

Fire Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      11,400                   11,400                11,400                     11,400                 -                      -                         -                         -                           45,600                    

Single Family-1000 Units 19,140                37,642                   45,298                52,954                     52,954                 68,904               42,108                   -                         -                           319,000                 

Single Family-100 Units -                      5,920                      11,840                11,840                     -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           29,600                    

Single Family-900 Units 15,312                31,900                   41,470                41,470                     47,850                 47,850               47,850                   47,850                  22,968                     344,520                 

Single Family-378 Units 6,512                  11,248                   14,800                14,800                     14,800                 14,800               19,240                   19,240                  21,904                     137,344                 

Single Family-238 Units 3,509                  10,846                   12,760                12,760                     15,950                 15,950               15,950                   13,079                  -                           100,804                 

Single Family-585 Units 7,975                  15,950                   15,950                23,925                     27,115                 25,520               23,925                   23,925                  22,330                     186,615                 

Single Family-65 Units 957                      2,871                      2,871                  2,871                       2,871                   2,871                  2,871                     2,552                    -                           20,735                    

Single Family-402 Units 7,104                  17,760                   21,312                21,312                     21,312                 17,760               12,432                   -                         -                           118,992                 

Single Family-498 Units 7,656                  19,140                   22,968                22,968                     22,968                 19,140               24,882                   19,140                  -                           158,862                 

Single Family-290 Units 7,656                  15,312                   15,312                15,312                     15,312                 15,312               8,294                     -                         -                           92,510                    

   Total Fire Impact Fees 68,165                164,677                 200,669             216,300                   217,220               212,795             189,258                125,786                67,202                     1,462,072              

EMS Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      6,950                      6,950                  6,950                       6,950                   -                      -                         -                         -                           27,800                    

Single Family-1000 Units 11,640                22,892                   27,548                32,204                     32,204                 41,904               25,608                   -                         -                           194,000                 

Single Family-100 Units -                      3,620                      7,240                  7,240                       -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           18,100                    

Single Family-900 Units 9,312                  19,400                   25,220                25,220                     29,100                 29,100               29,100                   29,100                  13,968                     209,520                 

Single Family-378 Units 3,982                  6,878                      9,050                  9,050                       9,050                   9,050                  11,765                   11,765                  13,394                     83,984                    

Single Family-238 Units 2,134                  6,596                      7,760                  7,760                       9,700                   9,700                  9,700                     7,954                    -                           61,304                    

Single Family-585 Units 4,850                  9,700                      9,700                  14,550                     16,490                 15,520               14,550                   14,550                  13,580                     113,490                 

Single Family-65 Units 582                      1,746                      1,746                  1,746                       1,746                   1,746                  1,746                     1,552                    -                           12,610                    

Single Family-402 Units 4,344                  10,860                   13,032                13,032                     13,032                 10,860               7,602                     -                         -                           72,762                    

Single Family-498 Units 4,656                  11,640                   13,968                13,968                     13,968                 11,640               15,132                   11,640                  -                           96,612                    

Single Family-290 Units 4,656                  9,312                      9,312                  9,312                       9,312                   9,312                  5,044                     -                         -                           56,260                    

   Total EMS Impact Fees 46,156                109,594                 131,526             141,032                   141,552               138,832             120,247                76,561                  40,942                     946,442                 
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Appendix Table E

Lakewood Ranch

Impact Fees

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 Total

Parks Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      112,680                 112,680             112,680                   112,680               -                      -                         -                         -                           450,718                 

Single Family-1000 Units 188,774             371,255                 446,765             522,274                   522,274               679,586             415,302                -                         -                           3,146,230              

Single Family-100 Units -                      58,589                   117,178             117,178                   -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           292,946                 

Single Family-900 Units 151,019             314,623                 409,010             409,010                   471,935               471,935             471,935                471,935                226,529                  3,397,928              

Single Family-378 Units 64,448                111,319                 146,473             146,473                   146,473               146,473             190,415                190,415                216,780                  1,359,269              

Single Family-238 Units 34,609                106,972                 125,849             125,849                   157,312               157,312             157,312                128,995                -                           994,209                 

Single Family-585 Units 78,656                157,312                 157,312             235,967                   267,430               251,698             235,967                235,967                220,236                  1,840,545              

Single Family-65 Units 9,439                  28,316                   28,316                28,316                     28,316                 28,316               28,316                   25,170                  -                           204,505                 

Single Family-402 Units 70,307                175,768                 210,921             210,921                   210,921               175,768             123,037                -                         -                           1,177,643              

Single Family-498 Units 75,510                188,774                 226,529             226,529                   226,529               188,774             245,406                188,774                -                           1,566,823              

Single Family-290 Units 75,510                151,019                 151,019             151,019                   151,019               151,019             81,802                   -                         -                           912,407                 

   Total Parks Impact Fees 672,760             1,625,607             1,981,032          2,135,197               2,143,868           2,099,861         1,867,690             1,241,256            663,545                  14,430,815           

Library Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      28,324                   28,324                28,324                     28,324                 -                      -                         -                         -                           113,294                 

Single Family-1000 Units 47,423                93,266                   112,235             131,205                   131,205               170,724             104,331                -                         -                           790,390                 

Single Family-100 Units -                      14,704                   29,407                29,407                     -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           73,518                    

Single Family-900 Units 37,939                79,039                   102,751             102,751                   118,559               118,559             118,559                118,559                56,908                     853,621                 

Single Family-378 Units 16,174                27,937                   36,759                36,759                     36,759                 36,759               47,787                   47,787                  54,403                     341,124                 

Single Family-238 Units 8,694                  26,873                   31,616                31,616                     39,520                 39,520               39,520                   32,406                  -                           249,763                 

Single Family-585 Units 19,760                39,520                   39,520                59,279                     67,183                 63,231               59,279                   59,279                  55,327                     462,378                 

Single Family-65 Units 2,371                  7,114                      7,114                  7,114                       7,114                   7,114                  7,114                     6,323                    -                           51,375                    

Single Family-402 Units 17,644                44,111                   52,933                52,933                     52,933                 44,111               30,878                   -                         -                           295,542                 

Single Family-498 Units 18,969                47,423                   56,908                56,908                     56,908                 47,423               61,650                   47,423                  -                           393,614                 

Single Family-290 Units 150,006             360,886                 440,657             479,386                   481,595               480,017             407,467                264,354                166,639                  3,231,006              

   Total Library Impact Fees 150,006             360,886                 440,657             479,386                   481,595               480,017             407,467                264,354                166,639                  3,231,006              

C-26



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix Table E

Lakewood Ranch

Impact Fees

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 Total

General Government Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      25,870                   25,870                25,870                     25,870                 -                      -                         -                         -                           103,478                 

Single Family-1000 Units 43,313                85,183                   102,508             119,834                   119,834               155,928             95,289                   -                         -                           721,890                 

Single Family-100 Units -                      13,436                   26,871                26,871                     -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           67,178                    

Single Family-900 Units 34,651                72,189                   93,846                93,846                     108,284               108,284             108,284                108,284                51,976                     779,641                 

Single Family-378 Units 14,779                25,528                   33,589                33,589                     33,589                 33,589               43,666                   43,666                  49,712                     311,706                 

Single Family-238 Units 7,941                  24,544                   28,876                28,876                     36,095                 36,095               36,095                   29,597                  -                           228,117                 

Single Family-585 Units 18,047                36,095                   36,095                54,142                     61,361                 57,751               54,142                   54,142                  50,532                     422,306                 

Single Family-65 Units 2,166                  6,497                      6,497                  6,497                       6,497                   6,497                  6,497                     5,775                    -                           46,923                    

Single Family-402 Units 16,123                40,307                   48,368                48,368                     48,368                 40,307               28,215                   -                         -                           270,056                 

Single Family-498 Units 17,325                43,313                   51,976                51,976                     51,976                 43,313               56,307                   43,313                  -                           359,501                 

Single Family-290 Units 17,325                34,651                   34,651                34,651                     34,651                 34,651               18,769                   -                         -                           209,348                 

   Total Buildings Impact Fees 171,670             407,611                 489,146             524,518                   526,523               516,414             447,263                284,777                152,220                  3,520,144              

Justice Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      41,821                   41,821                41,821                     41,821                 -                      -                         -                         -                           167,282                 

Single Family-1000 Units 70,062                137,789                 165,813             193,838                   193,838               252,223             154,136                -                         -                           1,167,700              

Single Family-100 Units -                      21,738                   43,477                43,477                     -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           108,692                 

Single Family-900 Units 56,050                116,770                 151,801             151,801                   175,155               175,155             175,155                175,155                84,074                     1,261,116              

Single Family-378 Units 23,912                41,303                   54,346                54,346                     54,346                 54,346               70,650                   70,650                  80,432                     504,331                 

Single Family-238 Units 12,845                39,702                   46,708                46,708                     58,385                 58,385               58,385                   47,876                  -                           368,993                 

Single Family-585 Units 29,193                58,385                   58,385                87,578                     99,255                 93,416               87,578                   87,578                  81,739                     683,105                 

Single Family-65 Units 3,503                  10,509                   10,509                10,509                     10,509                 10,509               10,509                   9,342                    -                           75,901                    

Single Family-402 Units 26,086                65,215                   78,258                78,258                     78,258                 65,215               45,651                   -                         -                           436,942                 

Single Family-498 Units 28,025                70,062                   84,074                84,074                     84,074                 70,062               91,081                   70,062                  -                           581,515                 

Single Family-290 Units 28,025                56,050                   56,050                56,050                     56,050                 56,050               30,360                   -                         -                           338,633                 

   Total Buildings Impact Fees 277,700             659,343                 791,242             848,460                   851,691               835,361             723,504                460,662                246,245                  5,694,209              
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Appendix Table E

Lakewood Ranch

Impact Fees

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 Total

Education Impact Fee Revenue
Multi Family-200 Unit -                      28,331                   28,331                28,331                     28,331                 -                      -                         -                         -                           113,322                 

Single Family-1000 Units 123,139             242,174                 291,429             340,685                   340,685               443,301             270,906                -                         -                           2,052,320              

Single Family-100 Units -                      41,046                   82,093                82,093                     -                        -                      -                         -                         -                           205,232                 

Single Family-900 Units 98,511                205,232                 266,802             266,802                   307,848               307,848             307,848                307,848                147,767                  2,216,506              

Single Family-378 Units 45,151                77,988                   102,616             102,616                   102,616               102,616             133,401                133,401                151,872                  952,276                 

Single Family-238 Units 22,576                69,779                   82,093                82,093                     102,616               102,616             102,616                84,145                  -                           648,533                 

Single Family-585 Units 51,308                102,616                 102,616             153,924                   174,447               164,186             153,924                153,924                143,662                  1,200,607              

Single Family-65 Units 6,157                  18,471                   18,471                18,471                     18,471                 18,471               18,471                   16,419                  -                           133,401                 

Single Family-402 Units 49,256                123,139                 147,767             147,767                   147,767               123,139             86,197                   -                         -                           825,033                 

Single Family-498 Units 49,256                123,139                 147,767             147,767                   147,767               123,139             160,081                123,139                -                           1,022,055              

Single Family-290 Units 49,256                98,511                   98,511                98,511                     98,511                 98,511               53,360                   -                         -                           595,173                 

   Total Buildings Impact Fees 494,609             1,130,426             1,368,495          1,469,059               1,469,059           1,483,827         1,286,805             818,876                443,301                  9,964,458              
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6.0 Fiscal Impact School District – Table 6, Appendix Table F 
 

Table 5 presents the fiscal impact on the Sarasota district for elementary, middle, and high schools.  This Project 
satisfies the fiscal impact neutrality standard.  Revenues generated by the Project exceed the costs needed to provide 
the student stations required by the Project’s school enrollment.  

 

 
 
 

 Table 6 summarizes the key assumptions used to calculate the impacts of the Project on the District’s capital 
budget. 

 

Table 6

Lakewood Ranch

Fiscal Impact - School District

Capital Revenues 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 Total

Residential Development Property Value

Multi Family-200 Unit -                          20,812,080           21,020,201           21,230,403           21,442,707           -                          -                          -                          -                          84,505,391               

Single Family-1000 Units 46,827,180           93,014,389           113,051,896        133,480,851        134,815,660        177,177,014        109,357,590        -                          -                          807,724,582            

Single Family-100 Units -                          8,324,832             16,816,161           16,984,322           -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          42,125,315               

Single Family-1080 Units 33,096,931           69,641,460           91,439,237           92,353,629           107,627,499        108,703,774        109,790,811        110,888,719        53,758,851           777,300,911            

Single Family-464 Units 9,175,878             16,007,737           21,273,440           21,486,174           21,701,036           21,918,047           28,778,395           29,066,179           33,421,634           202,828,521            

Single Family-316 Units 7,758,584             24,220,888           28,780,114           29,067,915           36,698,243           37,065,226           37,435,878           31,004,394           -                          232,031,242            

Single Family-585 Units 24,566,074           49,623,470           50,119,705           75,931,353           86,916,089           82,621,411           78,232,149           79,014,470           74,484,307           601,509,029            

Single Family-65 Units 6,181,806             18,730,872           18,918,181           19,107,363           19,298,436           19,491,421           19,686,335           17,673,954           -                          139,088,368            

Single Family-402 Units 8,894,419             22,458,409           27,219,592           27,491,788           27,766,705           23,370,310           16,522,809           -                          -                          153,724,033            

Single Family-498 Units 13,124,297           33,138,850           40,164,286           40,565,929           40,971,588           34,484,420           45,278,043           35,177,557           -                          282,904,968            

Single Family-290 Units 24,471,425           49,432,279           49,926,602           50,425,868           50,930,126           51,439,428           28,141,653           -                          -                          304,767,380            

Total 174,096,596        405,405,267        478,729,414        528,125,595        548,168,089        556,271,050        473,223,665        302,825,273        161,664,793        3,628,509,741         

Residential Units 241                         587                         703                         752                         752                         723                         627                         399                         216                         

Elementary School Students 26                           64                           77                           82                           82                           79                           69                           44                           24                           

Middle School Students 11                           26                           31                           33                           33                           32                           28                           18                           10                           

High School Students 20                           48                           58                           62                           62                           59                           52                           33                           18                           

  Total Students (FTE) 57                           138                         166                         177                         177                         170                         148                         94                           51                           

  Ad Valorem -Education  Capital Improvement 261,145                 608,108                 718,094                 792,188                 822,252                 834,407                 709,835                 454,238                 242,497                 

  State Sources - Capital Projects 6,103                     14,865                   17,803                   19,043                   19,043                   18,309                   15,878                   10,104                   5,470                     

Total   Ad Valorem - Capital Improvement & State Sources 267,248                 622,973                 735,897                 811,232                 841,296                 852,716                 725,713                 464,342                 247,967                 

Prevent Value at 5% for 30 Years 4,108,255             9,576,620             11,312,535           12,470,620           12,932,774           13,108,328           11,155,994           7,138,075             3,811,862             

Education Impact Fees 494,609                 1,130,426             1,368,495             1,469,059             1,469,059             1,483,827             1,286,805             818,876                 443,301                 

Total Capital Revenues 4,602,864             10,707,046           12,681,030           13,939,680           14,401,833           14,592,155           12,442,798           7,956,951             4,255,163             

Capital Expenditures

Land Cost Per Student
Elementary School Students 147,709                 369,485                 454,891                 499,736                 512,729                 505,773                 450,020                 293,822                 163,197                 

Middle School Students 64,006                   160,107                 197,115                 216,547                 222,177                 219,163                 195,004                 127,320                 70,717                   

High School Students 148,604                 371,725                 457,648                 502,765                 515,837                 508,838                 452,748                 295,603                 164,186                 

  Total Students (FTE) 360,318                 901,317                 1,109,654             1,219,047             1,250,743             1,233,775             1,097,773             716,746                 398,101                 

Capital Cost Per Student Station  *
Elementary School Students 738,543                 1,847,427             2,274,456             2,498,679             2,563,645             2,528,865             2,250,102             1,469,112             815,987                 

Middle School Students 320,028                 800,533                 985,574                 1,082,735             1,110,886             1,095,816             975,021                 636,600                 353,586                 

High School Students 743,019                 1,858,624             2,288,241             2,513,823             2,579,183             2,544,192             2,263,740             1,478,016             820,932                 

  Total 1,801,589             4,506,583             5,548,271             6,095,237             6,253,714             6,168,873             5,488,863             3,583,729             1,990,505             

Capital Transportation Per Student
Vehicle & School Bus 5,094                     12,408                   14,860                   15,896                   15,896                   15,283                   13,254                   8,434                     4,566                     

Total Capital Expenditures 2,167,002             5,420,307             6,672,786             7,330,181             7,520,353             7,417,930             6,599,890             4,308,909             2,393,172             
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Appendix Table F

Lakewood Ranch

Fiscal Impact Assumptions School District
Millage Rates
School Board Operating 5.2090              Mills
School Board Capital 1.5000              Mills
Total 6.7090              Mills

Students
  Total Students 44,617              Source 2
    Elementary School 46.46% Source 2
    Middle School 18.67% Source 2
    High School 34.87% Source 2

-                    
    Students per Household - Single Family 0.2358              Source 2
    Students per Household - Multifamily 0.2358              Source 2

State Source of Funds 4,791,939$      Source 2
Per Student 107$                 Source 2
(Capital Project Fund Five -Year Fiscal Forecast)

Capital Cost Per Student Station  *
Adjusted 3% annually 2022

    Elementary 25,601$           Source 1
    Middle 27,604$           Source 1
    High 34,318$           Source 1

Land Costs % of Student Station 20%
Capital 

Vehicle & School Bus Replacement 4,000,000        Source 2
Per Student 90$                   

(Capital Project Fund Five -Year Fiscal Forecast)

Source
1) Florida Department of Education : Review & 
Adjustments for Florida Cost Per Student Station
2) Sarasota County Scholls :2021-2022 Adopted 
Annual Budget
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7.0 Sensitivity Analysis 
 

 
 A sensitivity analysis is required as part of the fiscal impact assessment.  As noted above, this requirement is not 

particularly appropriate for this analysis.  Unlike most real estate developments, all the real estate products planned 
for the Project have been sold to national and regional homebuilders.  Therefore, the usual uncertainties that impact 
projections for absorption and product pricing do not apply in this situation. 

 
 Nevertheless, FLS conducted a sensitivity analysis by reducing product pricing by 10% and slowing the absorption 

by 25%.  The results are summarized below.  The Project maintains its performance generating very substantial 
fiscal surpluses after its initial launch in 2025.  The results are marginally weaker than the base case.  This is because 
product pricing remains high enough to generate substantial growth in the tax base.  Slower sales absorption reduces 
the timing for revenue receipts, but it also lowers costs.  This sensitivity analysis is consistent with the traffic study 
submitted by SMR for the development. 
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Hannah Sowinski

From: Hannah Sowinski
Sent: Monday, September 5, 2022 2:49 PM
To: Hannah Sowinski
Subject: FW: LWR SE MDO 

 
 

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>  
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:19 PM 
To: Hannah Sowinski <hsowinski@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: LWR SE MDO  
 
 
 

From: Kimberli Radtke <kradtke@scgov.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 8:33 AM 
To: Nancy Finman <nfinman@scgov.net>; Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>; Matthew Osterhoudt 
<mosterho@scgov.net> 
Cc: Karen Fratangelo <kfratang@scgov.net>; Steven Botelho <sbotelho@scgov.net> 
Subject: Re: LWR SE MDO  
 
Michele/Matt, 
 
Please see below. Nancy and Karen were able to confirm the below areas of the model. Please let us know if you have 
any other questions or concerns. Thanks! 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: Nancy Finman <nfinman@scgov.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 8:21 AM 
To: Kimberli Radtke <kradtke@scgov.net> 
Cc: Karen Fratangelo <kfratang@scgov.net>; Steven Botelho <sbotelho@scgov.net> 
Subject: Re: LWR SE MDO  
  
Hi Kim: 
 
With this latest version, we can confirm that the millage rate, population data and revenue/expenditure input 
data are valid. Could you please pass this along to Michele and/or Matt? 
 
Thank you! 
Nancy 

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 4:38 PM 
To: Nancy Finman <nfinman@scgov.net>; Karen Fratangelo <kfratang@scgov.net> 
Cc: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net>; Kimberli Radtke <kradtke@scgov.net>; Steven Botelho 
<sbotelho@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: LWR SE MDO  

C-32



2

  
All, 
  
Attached please find an updated model and report based on the seasonal population amended changes to correct the 
BEBR County populations for a final review. 
  
Michele 
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September 5, 2022 
 
 
Katie LaBarr, AICP 
Stantec 
6920 Professional Parkway 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
 
RE: Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC  
 
Dear Mrs. LaBarr: 
 
After a Formal review of this Application, please find below comments from departments that 
have deemed the above referenced petition as COMPLETE.  
Comments are listed below along with contact names and numbers: 
FIRE MARSHALL (Michael Frantz) 861-2292 Mfrantz@scgov.net 
Fire & EMS has no objection to the Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) and Village 
Transition Zone Master Plan.    
Stipulation: 
The requirements for additional fully functional access points for each subphase greater than 100 
dwelling units has been identified under Section 11: Transportation of the Master Development 
Order.  However, as previously noted in DRC comments from the Pre-Application dated April 7, 
2022, at least two fully functional access points are needed on both University Parkway to the 
north, and on Fruitville Road to the south.  Access points within subphases will still need to connect 
with a major thoroughfare to facilitate adequate outlets for residents from the overall development. 
 
HEALTH (Mathew Miller) 861-6133 Matthew.Miller@flhealth.gov 
No Comments. 
 
HISTORICAL (Steven Koski) 861-6882 Skoski@scgov.net 
1. The DOCC and Master Plan submittal will have no effect on any historical resources. 
2. All applications will be subject to review by SC Historical Resources under Chapter 66, SC 
Code, Sec. 73. 
 
ZONING (James Ehrmann) 500-4990 jehrmann@scgov.net  
Proposed language for comprehensive plan amendment within the DOCC application does not 
match proposed language for comprehensive plan amendment in the CPA amendment. Please 
ensure these documents are the same for consistency. For example, on page 398/423 of the PDF 
for the DOCC application, does not match page 63/274 of the PDF for the CPA application. For 
example, specifically in the DOCC document it states on page 398, "...existing financing 
mechanism in the form of a stewardship district capable of making a financial commitment", while 
in the CPA document it states on page 63, "...existing financing mechanism in the form of a 
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stewardship district or community development district capable of making a financial 
commitment." Please ensure the documents are entirely consistent. 
 
CURRENT PLANNING (Hannah Sowinski) 861-5207 Hsowinski@scgov.net 

1. Expected Cooperation of Fruitville Road was added as Exhibit D 
2. “Should development incentives yield more units than are built…” language was 

previously agreed upon to be removed. Will be taken out of DOCC. Appeared on pages 16 
and 40. 

3. Staff proposed edits will be incorporated into Draft MDO and sent back to agent/applicant 
for review and discussion.  

 
AIR AND WATER QUALITY (Mallory Meadows) 929-6302 Mmeadows@scgov.net 
Please see memo below.   
 
RESOURCE PROTECTION (Bryan Beard) 915-7717 Bbeard@scgov.net 
Please see memo below.  
 
STORM WATER (Benjamin Choroser) 861-6707 bchoroser@scgov.net 
Please see memo below.  
 
TRANSPORTATION (Marquis Bing) 861-0766 Mbing@scgov.net 
Please see memo below.  
 
UTILITIES (Brian Fagan) 861-0918 Bpfagan@scgov.net 
Please see memo below.  
 
PARKS AND RECREATION (Mike Sosadeeter) 350-3205 Msosadee@scgov.net 
Please see memo below.  
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Air and Water Quality 
Review Memo 

 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC 

Application No.: 22 134868 GR 

 
Reviewer Notes: Formal Review  
 
 
Background: 
The applicant proposes a Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) for 4,120 acres of land to allow for a 
proposed large-scale development. The parcels are currently being used for agricultural uses (row crops, sod 
fields, tree farms, cattle ranching) and single-family home residences.  
 
Analysis:   
Some of the subject parcels have historically and currently been used for agricultural purposes and/or fertilizer 
applications. Article 9, Section 124-174(a)(1-2) of the Unified Development Code has requirements for site’s 
uses that are not ideal for development or redevelopment due to legacy conditions that could result in adverse 
impacts to human health and the environment. These requirements will be due at the time of a Site and 
Development submittal.  
 
Per the Unified Development Code Section 124-272(f)(3) a Water Quality Monitoring Plan is required for 
developments that go through the Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) process. A Baseline and On-going 
Water Quality Monitoring Plan is included in Exhibit “E” of the Master Development Order.  
 
Staff reviewed available records and found nothing to currently imply the presence of pollution-related 
environmental issues on any parcels. Potential sources of pollution onsite and/or generated during development 
will be addressed through the review of subsequent environmental assessments, soil or groundwater sampling, 
water quality monitoring reviews and building / Site Development permits. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Analysis: 
 
At the time of site development, the applicant must demonstrate consistency with the following policies in the 
comprehensive plan: 
 

To: 
 
From: 
 
Location: 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed 

 Action: 
 

 
Date: 

Hannah Sowinski, Sarasota County Planning 
 
Mallory Lutz, Environmental Protection/Air and Water Quality 
 
PIDs: 0179010020, 0515010010, 0515010001, 0514020001, 0514010001, 0512030001, 
0517120001, 0517010002, 0519020001, 0519010001, 0521030001, 0535030006, 0537010001, 
0536020001, 0225001000, 0541010001, 0543010010, and 0545002010; Fruitville Road; Sarasota 
County 
 
 
DOCC 
 
 
 
August 30, 2022 
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Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC 
22 134868 GR  
Page 2 of 2 
 
 

• ENV Policy 1.4.1 – The county shall work to reduce pollution entering the environment and to 
restore contaminated sites.  

• ENV Policy 3.1.1 – The air quality standards in county ordinances shall be enforced.  

• ENV Policy 3.2.1 – Protect and conserve surface and groundwater resources. 

• ENV Policy 3.2.2 – Coordinate with other governmental and private entities to protect and 
conserve water resources.  

• ENV Policy 3.2.5 – Monitor the surface and ground water during the development to monitor the 
cumulative impacts of the development on the stormwater runoff and water quality.  

• FLU Policy 1.2.2 – All development must be consistent with the Environment Chapter.  

• FLU Policy 1.2.2(A) –  Protect environmentally sensitive lands, conserve natural resources, 
protect floodplains, maintain or improve water quality, and open space.  

• FLU Policy 1.2.5 – No development order shall be issued which would permit unmitigated 
development in 100 year floodplains, as designated on Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Flood Insurance Rate maps or adopted County flood studies, or on floodplain associated soils, 
defined as Soils of Coastal Islands, Soils of the Hammocks, Soils of Depressions and Sloughs, and 
Soils of the Floodplains and shown in Map 1-2 of the Future Land Use Map Series, that would 
adversely affect the function of the floodplains or that would degrade the water quality of water 
bodies associated with said floodplains in violation of any local, State, or federal regulation, 
including water quality regulations. 

• Water Policy 1.2.1 – The county shall implement its Watershed Management Plan consistent with 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by FDEP.  

• Water Policy 1.2.2 – The County shall require that the treatment of stormwater discharge meet 
standards which will ensure that there will not be adverse impacts on the quality of natural surface 
waters. 

• Water Policy 1.3.2 - No discharge from any stormwater facility shall cause or contribute to a 
violation of water quality standards in waters of the State as provided for in County Ordinances, 
Federal Laws and State Statutes. 

 
Recommended Stipulation(s): 
None 
 
Findings of Fact: 
Staff of Sarasota County’s Environmental Protection/Air and Water Quality program finds the subject petition 
consistent with relevant elements of Volume 1, Chapters 1, 7, and 12 of the Comprehensive Plan. Final 
determination of Environmental Protection/Air and Water Quality concurrency is deferred to the time of Site 
Development Plan / Construction Plan Approval. 
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 INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Hannah Sowinski, Planner, Planning Services 
 
FROM: Bryan Beard, Environmental Specialist III, Environmental Protection Division 
 
SUBJECT: Lakewood Ranch Southeast - Development of Critical Concern  
  Environmental Protection Division Formal Comments 
  
DATE: August 30, 2022 
 
REPORT 
1. Project Inventory and Impact Assessment: 
The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) site is approximately 
± 4,119 acres of undeveloped land predominately used for agriculture activities with limited (0.2 
acres) of Comprehensive Plan identified native habitat impacts. The site is generally located 
southeast of the east end of University Parkway and north of Fruitville Road. Approximate 
Comprehensive Plan native habitats, acreage, and types on site are listed below: 
 
Native Habitats Present 

On-site 
Chapter 1 

Management Guideline 
Requirements 

Approx. 
Existing Acres 

Pre-
Development 

Approx. 
Existing Acres 

Post-
Development 

Freshwater Wetlands VII. Freshwater Wetlands.2. a.  
Shall be Preserved 

712 711.80 

Pine Flatwoods IX. Pine Flatwoods.2. a.  
Should be Preserved 

15.00 15.00 

 
The on-site Greenway RMA within the DOCC boundaries has not been delineated and adjusted, 
reflecting the more detailed on-site information that defines the limits of the Greenway RMA in 
Comprehensive Plan Policy GS1.1. Rather, the boundary of this petition includes portions of 
Greenway RMA as shown on Map 8-1 RMA-1; Resource Management Area. Consistent with 
GS Policy 1.1, “The specific location of properties that may be located within the Greenway 
RMA will be determined on a site-by-site basis as field verification is conducted as part of the 
Master Development Plan process…”. A condition for the DOCC has been included by staff to 
address this deficiency for future VTZ rezones.  
 
The application proposes an Alternative Greenway Buffer configuration, however not all the 
information required by VTZ Policy 3.3, which prescribes the utilization of UDC, Article, 
Section 124-271(i)(2)(g) for the required information, has been submitted for review. A 
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condition for the DOCC has been included by staff to address this deficiency for future VTZ 
rezones.  
 
 
 
2. Comprehensive Plan Consistency: 
 
All development orders must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The Board may or may 
not find the proposed subject petition consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of the 
Comprehensive Plan or management guidelines for protected native habitats found within the 
Principles for Evaluating Development Proposals in Native Habitats, including but not limited 
to:  
 

• Principles for Evaluating Development Proposals in Native Habitats. 

• ENV Policy 1.1.1. - Review all development proposals for consistency with the 
“Principles for Evaluating Development Proposals in Native Habitats.” 
The Board may find the proposed subject petition consistent with ENV Policy 1.1.1.  

• ENV Policy 1.3.1. - When land development involves the conversion of native habitats, 
the county’s open space requirements shall be fulfilled first with habitats required to be 
preserved, then with habitats that should be conserved then with other allowable types of 
open space. Open space shall be determined by applying the “Principles for Evaluating 
Development Proposals in Native Habitats,” and shall focus on maintaining a network of 
connectivity throughout the landscape, favoring higher functioning habitat areas. 
Planted and maintained littoral zones may be credited toward the open space 
requirement as permitted by the county zoning regulations. The county may consider 
alternatives to conserved habitats or other allowable open space that clearly 
demonstrate, through planned development designs and environmental management 
plans, greater native habitat function and value and connectivity. 
The Board may find the proposed subject petition consistent with ENV Policy 1.3.1.  
ENV Policy 1.3.2. - Development and infrastructure shall be configured or designed to 
optimize habitat connectivity, minimize habitat fragmentation, and minimize barriers to 
wildlife movement. Where deemed necessary by the County, configuration shall include 
artificial corridor components. 
The Board may or may not find the subject petition consistent with ENV Policy 1.3.2. 
The proposal does contemplate wildlife corridors however the corridors are within the 
center of the project and along the eastern side are proposed to be 50 feet, which is the 
minimum acceptable width.  

• ENV Policy 1.3.3. - Open space required through development review shall be 
configured to enhance or maintain on-site and adjacent off-site habitat connectivity that 
contributes to local and regional environmental greenways. 
The Board may or may not find the proposed subject petition consistent with ENV 
Policy 1.3.3. The proposal does contemplate connection to the Greenway RMA; 
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however, it is not clear at this time how the proposal is configured to enhance or maintain 
adjacent off-site habitat connectivity that contributes to the Greenway RMA to the 
northeast of the proposed project. 

• ENV Policy 2.1.3. - Require development order applicants to use recognized sampling 
techniques to identify listed species. Prior to conducting any activities that could disturb 
listed species or their habitat, require development order applicants to consult with the 
appropriate wildlife agencies and provide documentation of such coordination to the 
County. 
The Board may find the subject petition consistent with ENV Policy 2.1.3. 

• 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 onsite Greenway or other Open Space for the additional reduction to 
provide equivalent or greater net ecological benefit. 
 
The Board may or may not find the subject petition consistent with VTZ Policy 3.3. All 
information required by UDC, Chapter 124, Article 14, Section 124-271 (i)(2)(g) was not 
submitted for review for the proposed Alternative Greenway Buffers.  
 

3. Applicant Commitments: 
 

- No additional commitments are required. 
 
4. Recommended Development Order Conditions: 
 

A. Conditions for Development Approval 

1. Each VTZ rezone application shall contain the following plans, consistent with 
the Master Development Plan. Additionally, each subsequent VTZ rezone shall 
include cumulative accounting of acreages and associated data: 

a. Existing Native Habitat Map (Map F1) 

b. Native Habitat Preservation and Alteration Map (Map F-2) 

c. Listed Species Survey (Map F-3) 

d. Preliminary Grand Tree Survey for the proposed developed area. 

e. Wildlife Corridor Map (Map F-4) for that VTZ rezone 
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f.      Resource Management Plan for that VTZ rezone. 

2. The first VTZ rezone application shall contain the Greenway RMA analysis that 
delineates and adjusts to reflect the more detailed on-site information described in 
Comprehensive Plan Policy GS1.1. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in Rezone Application. 

1. Each VPD Rezone application shall provide design details (e.g., cross sections, 
types of structures, signage, etc.) for measures to allow wildlife passage across 
road rights-of-way that cross the Wildlife Corridor as depicted on Wildlife 
Corridor Plan Map (Map F-4) for review by the County. The Applicant shall 
maintain all areas of the wildlife corridor in a condition that allows wildlife 
movement within and across the project. All Wildlife Corridors shall be no less 
than fifty feet in width. 

2. The Applicant shall maintain protected native habitats as shown on the approved 
Native Habitat/Preservation Plan (Map F-2) for each VTZ Rezone in accordance 
with the Resource Management Plan submitted and approved for each VTZ 
Rezone. 

3. To ensure conservation and proper maintenance of preserved native habitats, a 
draft declaration of the restrictive covenant, conservation easement, or other 
documentation acceptable to the County shall be submitted with each VTZ 
Rezone protecting these habitats within the project area. 

4. Any VTZ rezone application that proposes an alternative greenway buffer 
configuration shall provide the information in UDC, Chapter 124, Section 124-
271 (i)(2)(g), as amended, for review. 

 

5. Issues to be Resolved: 
 

- None. 
 
 
 
Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at 941-915-7717 
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SARASOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
 

REVIEW AGENCY  
 

DATA SHEET 
 
TO: Hannah Sowinski, Planner, Planning and Development Services 

Department 
  
THROUGH: Robert Laura, P.E., Watershed Engineering Manager, Stormwater Division, 

Public Works Department 
 
FROM: Benjamin Choroser III, E.I., Watershed Coordinator, Stormwater Planning 

and Regulatory, Public Works Department 
 
SUBJECT: Formal Review for Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) for 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast - Stormwater 
PID#: 0225-00-1000 
Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) and Village Transition Zone 
(VTZ) Master Plan to plan for a holistic approach to the proposed large-
scale development. 
Location: East of Waterside, north of Fruitville Road, and south of the 
Manatee/Sarasota County line 

 LIMS#: 2022-134868-GR 
  

DATE: August 25, 2022 
 
 
The Stormwater Division staff met with the applicant to discuss a stormwater 
methodology and the stormwater part of the standardized questionnaire for this 
Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) and Village Transition Zone (VTZ) Master 
Plan. We are in agreement with the proposed stormwater methodology for this 
application.  
 
Development Order Conditions 
 
Stormwater Division staff is in agreement with the following development order conditions 
that are included in Section 8 – Drainage/Stormwater of the proposed ordinance. 
 
A. Conditions for Development Approval. 
 

1. The stormwater management system shall be designed to maintain wetland 
hydroperiods and drainage flow patterns as permittable by the Southwest Florida 
Water Management District and Sarasota County. 
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2. The Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District shall establish an Annual Stormwater 
Facilities Monitoring Program which shall include, without limitation: 

a. For the Annual Monitoring Reporting Period, a list with all substantial local, 
state and federal permits which have been obtained, applied for, or denied 
during this reporting period and past reporting periods for stormwater 
management, flood protection or drainage shall be provided. The agency, 
permit number, type of permit, duty for each, the date obtained and the date 
to expire shall be specified. 

b. Documentation for any outstanding “Requests For Additional Information 
(RAI)” for stormwater management, flood protection or drainage for all 
substantial local, state and federal permits which have been obtained to 
show that they are in compliance and approved. 

c. Information to substantiate that the stormwater management facilities have 
been certified and accepted by the applicable local, state and federal 
permitting agencies during each reporting period. If the stormwater 
management facilities have not been accepted by the applicable permitting 
agencies, information related to the inspection dates, with identified 
deficiencies, required maintenance, the schedule of the required 
maintenance or repair, and final acceptance letter must be provided to 
Sarasota County. If the Stormwater management facilities have not been 
recertified and accepted by the applicable permitting agencies, and in lieu 
of the requirement set forth in the immediately preceding sentence, Master 
Developer may perform an independent review and certification of the said 
Stormwater Management Facilities to Sarasota County by a registered 
professional engineer verifying the following components of the 
Stormwater Management System are functioning properly and consistent 
with the permitted system: 

1) Include a specific reporting section for “Stormwater Facility 
Monitoring and Maintenance” that includes documentation of the 
stormwater facility inspections and include determination of the 
following: 

2) Document the presence of any obstruction or impediments to flow 
contained in or around control structures. This could include 
sediment deposited within or surrounding the structure, 
unauthorized alterations to the structure, or vegetation, debris, trash, 
or litter impeding flow into or out of the structure. 

3) Document the condition and presence of baffles and / or skimmers 
on structures for wet ponds to ensure proper function and presence 
where originally installed. For dry ponds or swales, check the 
clearance under the skimmer (between skimmer and bottom of dry 
pond or swale). 

4) Document the condition of lake and drainageway banks including 
appropriate slope and erosional problems, including the condition of 
the vegetation/sod.  
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5) Document the condition of lakes and littoral shelves to ensure the 
presence and health of the specified quantity of littoral vegetation as 
well as observation of any sedimentation which has occurred within 
the lakes. 

6) Document the condition of pipes and structures including corrosion, 
cracking, and/or crushing (No TV inspection of pipes is required). 

7) Document the presence of sediment, vegetative, and / or debris 
obstructions within pipes and drainageways, and checking for 
settling / sinking above and / or next to the pipe (indicative of a 
leaking joint). 

8) Provide a description of specific actions to be taken by the applicant 
to address deficiencies identified during the reporting period 
inspections and the specific timeframes to complete necessary 
actions for the reporting period. 

 
3. An overall Assessment of Pre-Development Conditions (Map G-1) has been 

submitted and is hereby approved. This Assessment of Pre-Development 
Conditions includes the following and will be the baseline information to be 
used to develop Stormwater Management Plans with respect to subsequent 
rezones: 
a. existing surveyed wetlands; 
b. Lidar contour lines; 
c. 100-year floodplain areas (if any); 
d. major basin/catchment delineations; 
e. watershed boundaries showing historic flow patterns to be maintained on a 

Post Development and consistency with county watershed management 
plans (show flow arrow indicators); 

f. stormwater modeling of the 100yr storm event; 
g. determination of the peak discharge rates at the project boundary study 

points; 
h. determination of the peak stage elevations at the project boundaries;   
i. determination of existing runoff curve number and times of concentration; 

and 
j. a full existing conditions report to be utilized for all rezone submittals. 

 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 
 

1. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall, if necessary, contain the Assessment of 
Pre-Development Conditions (Map G-1), to be administratively approved, which 
reflects the pre-development drainage conditions in the Project Area to be rezoned. 
 

2. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall contain a Post-Development Drainage 
Plan Map (Map G-2), to be administratively approved, for the Project Area to be 
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rezoned that must be consistent with conditions identified in the Assessment of Pre-
Development Conditions together with the following for the area being rezoned: 

a. the total impervious area allowed in each basin/catchment area;  
b. conceptual pond sizes and conceptual pond locations;  
c. incorporates the attenuation and treatment facilities planned for the property 

being rezoned to fully accommodate and benefit all lots, parcels or tracts 
within the property. This Plan shall be consistent with, to the extent 
applicable, the Cow Pen Slough Basin Master Plan (Donna Bay Water 
Shed) and the Howard Creek/Myakka River Basin Master Plan, or other 
applicable watershed management plans; and 

d. required conveyance of appropriate rights to the Lakewood Ranch 
Stewardship District to carry out the Annual Monitoring functions listed in 
Section 8. A. 2 above. 

 
3. Prior to submittal of the first Site Development Plan for an approved rezone, a 

Detailed Stormwater Management Plan shall be submitted and administratively 
approved for the area of the rezoned Project Area within which the Site 
Development Plan is located. In addition to items required by the UDC, the detailed 
Stormwater Management Plan shall include the following: 

a. a project boundary that includes the facilities within the Detailed 
Stormwater Management Plan and specific delineation and labeling of all 
the contributing areas (i.e., basins) draining to and being managed by the 
facilities; 

b. illustration of the components of the Detailed Stormwater Management 
Plan (existing and proposed) – including the lakes, ponds, wetland areas 
that are part of the stormwater management facilities, floodplain 
compensation areas and their respective stormwater controls and/or 
interconnecting conveyance systems. A detailed Node-Basin-Reach 
graphical exhibit (both hardcopy and digital format, such as ArcGIS or 
CADD) should also be included that is consistent with the corresponding 
Hydrodynamic modeling, stormwater calculations, stormwater report, 
Master Stormwater Management Plan, and other supportive documentation; 

c. details for the control structures, weirs, and or conveyance system must also 
be included; 

d. all lakes, ponds, and floodplain compensation areas should have the typical 
stormwater data called out (SHWL, CWL, design high water level, TOB 
elevation, TOS elevation, etc.); 

e. pre- and post-hydrographs to confirm that natural hydroperiods will be 
sustained after development within the area to be rezoned; and 

f. spreadsheet or tabulation within a plan sheet that defines what is the 
allowable impervious area for specific areas called out on the Detailed 
Stormwater Management Plan (i.e. square feet per lot, per phase, or per 
modeled catchment/basin); 
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g. Whenever a Detailed Stormwater Management Plan is being revised or 
updated, additional information should be added to the allowable 
impervious area callout that identifies how much of the impervious area has 
been permitted, how much has been built, and how much allowable 
impervious remains. This should be in the form of a tracking log or 
instrument for use during the life of the Detailed Stormwater Management 
Plan and project. The tracking log shall be consistent with the tabulation in 
part e above; and 

h. Should the Detailed Stormwater Management Plan for an individual Site 
Development Plan application identify any downstream or offsite 
Stormwater infrastructure (outside of the Site Development Plan area) 
required to ensure the proper functionality of the Detailed Stormwater 
Management system for that Project Area, these downstream or offsite 
facilities shall be included as part of the initial phase of the Site and 
Development Application and shall be constructed as part of the first phase 
horizontal construction for the area being rezoned. 
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Transportation Planning 
Transportation Impact Report 
 
Report Date:  September 2, 2022 (Revised September 8, 2022) 
Through:  Paula R. Wiggins, P.E., MBA, Manager, Transportation Planning 
Prepared By: Marquis Bing, P.E., Technical Specialist II, Transportation Planning 
 

Subject: Lakewood Ranch Southeast  
Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) 

 
Transportation Planning has reviewed the application for Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
Development of Critical Concern (DOCC). 
 
 
PROJECT INVENTORY AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
The Lakewood Ranch Southeast application is a request to develop approximately ±4,120 acres from 
Open Use Estate (OUE-1), Open Use Rural (OUR), and Hamlet Planned Development (HPD) to a 
Village Transition Zone (VTZ) with a Master Development Plan (MDP) consisting of up to 5,000 
residential units. The subject parcels are generally located north of Fruitville Road, south of University 
Parkway, east of Lorraine Road, and west of Verna Road.  
 
 
TRIP GENERATION AND IMPACT AREA 
 
A transportation impact study prepared by Stantec was included in the DOCC application. The traffic 
impact study was based on 5,000 residential dwelling units. 
 
The significant traffic impact area includes the following roadway segments: 
 

• East-West Roadway B from Bourneside Boulevard to Verna Road 
• Fruitville Road from Interstate 75 ramps to Verna Road 
• Bourneside Boulevard from University Parkway to Fruitville Road 
• North-South Roadway B from Fruitville Road to Bee Ridge Road 
• University Parkway from Whitfield Avenue to Bourneside Boulevard 

 
The proposed 5,000 residential unit development is estimated to generate 3,367 net new PM peak 
hour trips at build-out. 
 
The transportation impact analysis evaluated existing traffic conditions for roadway segments within 
the study area based on collected turning movement counts collected and Sarasota County’s 2020 
Generalized Level of Service Analysis Tables as volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios. The analysis 
assumed that any roadway segment with a v/c ratio greater than 1.05 needed roadway and/or 
intersection improvements. Table 1 shows the Sarasota/Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) congestion criteria based on the volume-to-capacity ratio. The analysis calculated the existing 

C-47



 
 
 
 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC  Page 2 of 9 

traffic conditions and identified only one roadway segment with a volume-to-capacity ratio greater 
than 1.05. The roadway segment of Fruitville Road from Sarasota Center Boulevard to Lorraine Road 
produced a v/c ratio of 1.29. 
 
Table 1: Sarasota/Manatee MPO Congestion Criteria 

v/c Ratio Traffic Congestion Typical Improvements 
Less than 0.85 Not Congested None 
0.85 – 1.04 Borderline Congested None 
1.05 – 1.20 Congested Operational and minor improvements 
Greater than 1.20 Severely Congested Major capacity improvements 

 
The analysis evaluated the roadway network for a build-out year of 2035. The analysis calculating 
the 2035 background traffic conditions had twelve (12) roadway corridors with a volume-to-capacity 
ratio greater than 1.05. The following is a list of those roadway corridors and their limits: 
 

• Fruitville Road from Interstate 75 ramps to Lakewood Ranch Boulevard 
• Fruitville Road from Lakewood Ranch Boulevard to East Road 
• Fruitville Road from East Road to Tatum Road 
• Fruitville Road from Tatum Road to Sarasota Center Boulevard 
• Fruitville Road from Sarasota Center Boulevard to Lorraine Road 
• Fruitville Road from Lorraine Road to North-South Roadway B 
• Fruitville Road from North-South Roadway B to Bourneside Boulevard 
• University Parkway from Whitfield Avenue to Longwood Run Boulevard 
• University Parkway from Longwood Run Boulevard to Medici Court 
• University Parkway from Medici Couth to Honore Avenue 
• University Parkway from Honore Avenue to Cooper Creek Boulevard 
• University Parkway from Lakewood Ranch Boulevard to Lorraine Road 

 
 
The analysis then identified background improvements that were needed on the roadway network 
before adding peak-hour trips from the anticipated build-out of Lakewood Ranch Southeast. The 
background improvements needed on the roadway network are detailed in Table 2 below. 
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Table 2. Capacity Requirements for 2035 Background Traffic 

Roadway Limits Existing 
Lanes 

Required 
Lanes 

Fruitville Road 

Interstate 75 to Lakewood Ranch Blvd 4 6 
Lakewood Ranch Blvd to East Road 4 6 
East Road to Tatum Road 4 6 
Tatum Road to Sarasota Center Boulevard 4 6 
Sarasota Center Boulevard to Lorraine Road 2 6 
Lorraine Road to North-South Roadway B 2 4 
North-South Roadway B to Bourneside Blvd 2 4 

University Parkway 

Whitfield Avenue to Longwood Run Blvd 6 8 
Longwood Run Blvd to Medici Court 6 8 
Medici Court to Honore Avenue 6 8 
Honore Avenue to Cooper Creek Blvd 6 8 
Lakewood Ranch Blvd to Lorraine Road 4 6 

 
The analysis then evaluated the 2035 total traffic conditions, with the anticipated build-out of 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast. The roadway network contained eight (2) roadway corridors with a 
volume-to-capacity ratio greater than 1.05. The following is a list of those roadway corridors and their 
limits: 
 

• Bourneside Boulevard from University Parkway to Fruitville Road 
• University Parkway from Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard 

 
Table 3 shows the additional background improvements required with the assumed background 
improvements identified in Table 2 in place. 
 
Table 3. Capacity Requirements for 2035 Total Traffic 

Roadway Limits Existing 
Lanes 

Required 
Lanes 

Bourneside Boulevard University Parkway to Fruitville Road 2 4 
University Parkway Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard 2 4 

 
 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast project traffic causes two (2) roadway segments to be severely impacted 
with a v/c ratio greater than 1.05. One segment is outside of the project’s boundary. The 
developer/owner would be responsible for paying a proportionate fair share for the project’s impact 
on the roadway network with the two (2) roadway segments identified in Table 3. 
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RIGHT-OF-WAY NEEDS 
 
The subject parcel is within the area of two future thoroughfare roadways, Bourneside Boulevard and 
East-West Roadway B. Bourneside Boulevard and East-West Roadway B both are two (2) lane minor 
arterials. A text and map amendment to the VOS Policy 5.3 and related table and maps is currently 
being processed (CPA 2021-G) to change Bourneside Boulevard from University Parkway to 
Fruitville Road to a four (4) lane minor arterial. The Unified Development Code (UDC) requires a 
minimum of 80 feet of right-of-way for two-lane arterials with closed drainage (100 feet for open 
drainage) and a minimum of 120 feet of right-of-way for four-lane arterials with closed drainage 
(150 feet for open drainage). 
 
 
ACCESS 
 
The Lakewood Ranch Southeast development will have access to Fruitville Road to the south,   
University Parkway to the north, and Verna Road to the east. The site contains two future thoroughfare 
roadways: 
 

• Bourneside Boulevard, two (2) lane minor arterial, from University Parkway to Fruitville 
Road and 

• East-West Roadway B, two (2) lane minor arterial, from Bourneside Boulevard to Verna 
Road. 

 
There will be internal roadway connections to the future thoroughfare roadways.  
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APPLICANT CONDITIONS TO BE INCLUDED AS DEVELOPMENT ORDER CONDITIONs 
 
Applicant proposed language that staff agrees with has been included in staff’s recommended 
development order conditions. 
 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL 
 

  
A. Conditions for Approval. 
1.  The Master Developer has submitted a Traffic Study entitled Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

DOCC Plan Transportation Analysis dated June 2022, (the “Traffic Study”). This Traffic 
Study is the analysis of the buildout of Lakewood Ranch Southeast pursuant to this MDO 
and the traffic conditions at buildout.  It is a guide to the roadway network and 
improvements anticipated to be needed to support the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
development program authorized by this MDO together with anticipated growth in 
background traffic. 
 
The Master Developer shall provide the following: 

a. A Traffic Analysis 
b. A Transportation Plan 
c. An Access Management Plan 
d. A Master Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Plan 

 
Each of the foregoing items shall be refined and administratively updated with the 
submission and approval of subsequent rezonings of Project Areas.  

 
2.  While the development will not be responsible for improvements needed to correct 

deficiencies caused by existing traffic or traffic not attributable to the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast development, the following improvements have been identified as the sole 
responsibility of the development: 
a. Within six (6) months of the approval of the construction plans, the construction 

of Bourneside Boulevard shall be commenced and diligently pursued by the 
Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District until completion as a four (4) lane divided 
roadway from University Parkway to Fruitville Road.  Such construction plans 
will be submitted to Sarasota County within six (6) months from the date of 
approval of this MDO. 

b. University Parkway from Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard shall be 
widened from two (2) to four (4) lanes.  Within six (6) months of the approval of 
construction plans, construction will be commenced and diligently pursued by the 
Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District until completion.  Such construction plans 
will be submitted to Manatee and Sarasota Counties as applicable within eighteen 
(18) months of the date of approval of this MDO. 

C-51



 
 
 
 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC  Page 6 of 9 

c. The Master Developer shall be fully responsible for all costs associated with site-
related road and intersection improvements solely attributable to the Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast development. All roads shall be constructed to Sarasota County 
or FDOT standards, as applicable. 

 
3. Roundabouts may be utilized if an intersection control evaluation (ICE) determines a 

roundabout is the most effective option for areas identified as roundabout intersection on 
the VTZ Master Plan.   

 
4. The collector and arterial road network for Lakewood Ranch Southeast (as shown on 

Map C-3 VTZ Master Plan) shall be constructed to design standards consistent with 
Sarasota County standards. 

 
5. While not identified in the Traffic Study as improvements which are the responsibility of 

the development, the Master Developer, the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District, and 
the Applicant(s) shall cooperate with Sarasota County to establish and convey to Sarasota 
County in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and ordinances, the following 
rights-of-way should Sarasota County determine in its sole discretion that the acquisition 
of said rights-of-way are in the public interest: 
a. an 80-foot right-of-way from Bourneside Boulevard to the eastern boundary of 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast, depicted as East-West Roadway “B” on Map 10-8 of 
the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan; and 

b. sufficient right-of-way on the north side of Fruitville Road within the 
development to facilitate any future widening of Fruitville Road to four (4) lanes 
if determined by Sarasota County to be necessary or desirable. 

Said rights-of-way shall be treated as Open Space for purposes of this MDO and 
subsequent rezonings whether or not subsequently acquired by Sarasota County. 

 
6. The right-of-way of Bourneside Boulevard and the completed road improvements therein 

shall be dedicated to Sarasota County.  Nonetheless, as part of said dedication, the 
Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District shall execute a Right-of-way and Landscaping 
Maintenance Agreement which relieves Sarasota County of the expense of maintaining 
the landscaping within said right-of-way.  The Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District 
shall have responsibility for the maintenance of the right-of-way and landscaping therein 
within its boundaries.   

 
7. Maps H-1 and H-2 represent conceptual depictions of trails to serve the Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast development and the surrounding area. 
a. Map H-1 depicts potential additions to the regional trail network that relate to 

Lakewood Ranch in general, and which are to one degree or another being 
considered by the Metropolitan Planning Organization and the Trust for Public 
Land as part of a multi-stakeholder cooperative effort. 

b. Map H-2 depicts a conceptual trails map for Lakewood Ranch Southeast which is 
supportive of the larger effort shown in Map H-1.  The Lakewood Ranch 
Stewardship District is building the portion of the trails shown on Map H-2 
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represented by a solid line. This represents the spine of a multi-modal 
bicycle/pedestrian network that will be linked to Project Areas at the time such 
Project Areas are rezoned.  The trails depicted by a dashed line represent corridors 
that may be used to link this trail system to other areas in the greater community 
and are not being proposed to be built solely by the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship 
District. 

 
8.  The Applicant shall establish a biennial monitoring program pursuant to and consistent 

with the provisions and standards contained in the Biennial Traffic Monitoring Program 
Methodology attached hereto as Exhibit D. Development Order applications, including 
Final Development Order applications, for any portion of the development submitted shall 
not be approved if a biennial monitoring report is not submitted as scheduled. Monitoring 
shall be provided every two years. 

 
The biennial traffic monitoring program will be used to monitor the cumulative impacts of the 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast development on Fruitville Road from 500 feet east of Lorraine 
Road to 500 feet east of Bourneside Boulevard, with respect to matters of intersection operations 
and safety only. The findings of the biennial monitoring program shall be submitted in a biennial 
report, required pursuant to Section 2.6 of this Ordinance. 
 
The traffic impact assessment conducted once every two years, beginning with the second year 
after the issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy in the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
development, (or on a biennial basis) as part of each biennial traffic monitoring report shall 
address the cumulative intersection operations and safety impacts from those portions of the 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast development, as well as other development in Sarasota County that 
have been issued a Final Development Order. The traffic impact assessment shall also address 
the project traffic for the following year. 

 
9. Development Order applications, including Final Development Order applications, for any 

portion of the development submitted during the biennial monitoring period in effect for a given 
monitoring report, shall not be approved if the biennial monitoring report indicates that traffic 
resulting from the approval of said Development Order will create operational and/or safety 
issues (e.g. increase of crashes, increased delays) on Fruitville Road from 500 feet east of 
Lorraine Road to 500 feet east of Bourneside Boulevard if it is operating (or projected to 
operate) below the adopted level of service for that intersection. Notwithstanding the above, 
Development Order applications may be approved if one of the following mitigative actions, or 
both in combination, are committed to by the Applicant (as a condition of approval for that 
Development Order), or by another responsible entity: 

 
a. Funding commitments are provided for the improvement(s) necessary to eliminate 

any level of service deficiency on the intersections(s) resulting from the Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast development, in accordance with Section 163.3180(5)(h), Florida 
Statutes; and/or 
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b. Other traffic impact mitigating measures, including but not limited to transportation 
system management (TSM) improvements and strategies, or Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) such as the promotion of telecommuting, ride sharing or transit, 
acceptable to Sarasota County, that are intended to eliminate the impact from 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast on the deficiently operating facility(ies). The 
Development Order shall be amended to incorporate such other traffic mitigation 
measures, pursuant to Chapter 380.06(7), Florida Statutes. 

 
The development will not be responsible for improvements needed to correct deficiencies caused 
by existing traffic or traffic not attributable to the Lakewood Ranch Southeast development. 

 
 
B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 
 
1.  With each RSF-2/PUD rezone, the Applicant shall provide a: 

a.  Project Area Transportation Plan; 
b. A Transit Plan; 
c.  Project Area Access Management Plan; and 
d.  Project Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Plan. 

 
2.  The required mobility interconnections and the details of the Project Area transportation 

system within each such Project Area shall be identified at the time of each RSF-2/PUD 
rezoning on the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property. 

 
3.  The rezone application for each Project Area shall identify those areas where the multi-

use trail system will provide for pedestrian access. 
 
4.  Each Project Area development within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property, as 

identified in the Application for VTZ Master Plan Approval, will undergo a traffic review 
limited to operational, safety, and site access issues through traffic studies prepared for 
each RSF-2/PUD rezone application. A transportation methodology shall be submitted to 
Public Works Transportation for review and approval prior to initiating the study. This 
will allow the study to address any specific operational, safety, and site access issues that 
may be related to any particular RSF-2/PUD rezone, consistent with Sarasota County 
Resolution No. 2019-106.  

 
5.  Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall include a Transportation Plan in graphic (map) 

form. On said map, the location and size of all areas and features may be approximate, 
the location and configuration of access points, internal streets, blocks, trails, sidewalks, 
bicycle lanes, and tracts shall be conceptual only and will be determined by the Applicant 
at the Site Development Plan stage, and internal Project Area roadway crossings across 
Open Space corridors will be determined at the Site Development Plan stage. 

 
6.  Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall provide a second fully functional access 

(ingress and egress access) for each subphase, unit, or pod with 100 dwelling units or 
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more. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone shall also comply with any applicable requirements of the 
UDC, as it may be amended from time to time, regarding any requirements for a third 
fully functional access. The requirements of this Section 11.B.6 shall be subject to such 
modifications as may be approved by the Board of County Commissioners. 

 
7. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone shall contain provisions which assign financial responsibility 

for the maintenance of roads, rights-of-way, and landscaping to an appropriate permanent 
entity such as the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District or a Homeowners Association. 
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SARASOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
 

REVIEW AGENCY  
 

DATA SHEET 
 
TO: Brett Harrington, Planner III, Planning and Development Services 

Department 
  
THROUGH: Stoney Pope, P.E., Manager, Utilities Planning, Public Utilities Department 
 
FROM: Brian P. Fagan, Project Manager/Admin II, Utilities Planning, Public 

Utilities Department 
 
SUBJECT: Public Utilities Formal Review Comments for Lakewood Ranch SE 

Development of Critical Concern (DOCC) 
PID#s:  multiple including 0515-01-0010 (± 4,120 ac) 
Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) 
Location: North of Fruitville Rd and east of Lorraine Rd and south of 
University Pkwy. 

 LIMS#: 2022 129347 000 00 GA 
  

DATE: June 24th, 2022 
 
 
Project Assessment 
The Lakewood Ranch SE site encompasses an area of 4,120 acres ± of undeveloped land 
predominately used for cattle ranching and other agriculture activities. The site is generally 
located north of Fruitville Road, east of Lorraine Rd, and south of University Pkwy. 
 
 
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 
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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 the first Village Planned Development application being deemed sufficient, the 
applicant shall submit an overall conceptual Master Development Plan Utility Master 
Plan (“MDP Utility Master Plan”)  signed and sealed by a Florida registered professional 
engineer identifying the planned infrastructure, sizes, and conceptual layout of the 
transmission mains that will be used to serve the entire Hi-Hat Ranch Master 
Development. The MDP Utility Master Plan will indicate the offsite connection points 
and line sizing for transmission and major distribution lines to the Master Development 
area for potable water, reclaimed water, and wastewater collection. 
 
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 12,911 Equivalent 
Dwelling Units (EDU’s). This equates to a potential wastewater flow generation of 
2,582,200 gpd (gallons per day) at build out.  
 
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 
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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.  

This project is within the Southern Water Use Caution Area (SWUCA). Through its 
master covenants or deed restrictions each development shall enforce provisions to 
preclude the installation and use of individual irrigation wells. Development within the 
Hi-Hat Ranch Master Development shall prioritize meeting irrigation needs through a 
hierarchy of (1) demand management strategies, (2) reclaimed water. (3) rainwater or 
stormwater. Only after a development demonstrates to Sarasota County that these 
measures are insufficient can community ground water wells be considered as a 
supplement to these other strategies. 
 
WATER Objective 3.5.  

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

Prior to receiving Subdivision Plan or Site Development Plan approval for the first phase 
of development within a Village increment an applicant must receive approval for a 
Village Utility Master Plan and hydraulic models for the entire Village development 
signed and sealed by a Florida registered professional engineer identifying the 
infrastructure required to connect the Village development increment to Sarasota County 
Public Utilities water, and reclaimed water systems. 
The Peace River | Manasota Regional Water Supply Authority and Sarasota County have 
expressed a desire to acquire a 50 foot wide pipeline easement outside of the existing 
Florida Power & Light (FPL) transmission main easement located on the western portion 
of the Central Village Area Master Development Plan (Map C-3) for Hi-Hat Ranch. A 
portion of the water that would be conveyed through this regional pipeline and authority 
pump station will be used to serve the northern portion of Sarasota County and the north 
portion of Hi-Hat Ranch by adding water from the Regional Water Supply Authority to 
the County water system that will be constructed along Fruitville Road. 
 
 
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 12,911 Equivalent 
Dwelling Units (EDU’s). This equates to a potential potable water demand of 3,227,750 
gpd (gallons per day) at build out.   
 

STAFF REVIEW 

Sarasota County Public Utilities has reviewed proposed Development of Critical Concern 
and has no objections. 
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Application:  22-134868 GR 
Project Name: Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
Date:  August 29, 2022 
Parcel ID No.: 0179010020, 0515010010, 0515010001, 0514020001, 0514010001, 0512030001, 
0517120001, 0517010002, 0519020001, 0519010001, 0521030001, A Portion of 0535030006, 
0537010001, 0536020001, 0225001000, 0541010001, 0543010010, 0545002010 
Review Discipline: Parks, Recreation and Natural Resources 
Reviewer Name:  Mike Sosadeeter 
Reviewer Phone Number: 941-350-3205 Email Address:  msosadee@scgov.net

Summary

☐ 1st Request for Additional Information 
☒ 2nd Request for Additional Information                 

☐ Request for Resubmittal Checkpoint Meeting  
☐ Review Approved (with Stipulations) 

 
 
                 

Comments 
1. Several sections of the DOCC Narrative document refer to the proposed “dedication of a 90-acre 

park to Sarasota County.”  This is not accurate and needs to be changed.  The proposed park to be 
dedicated to Sarasota County is a 40-acre community park as described in the Master Development 
Order. 

Stipulations 
1. None.  
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APPENDIX D 

CORRESPONDENCE 



1

Logan McKaig

From: Karen Alan <karenalan18@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 8:08 AM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  

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 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 area 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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
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Logan McKaig

From: Karen Alan <karenalan18@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 4:48 AM
To: Karen Alan
Subject: TRANSPORTATION

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

  

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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic 
and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  

"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 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, 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 Equestrian Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM 
AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Karen Alan <karenalan18@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 4:49 AM
To: Karen Alan
Subject: Environmental Impacts

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

  

The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the new 
road or for a wildlife corridor. Leaving these area 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 this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
 
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 Space proposal would 
provide 2,000 acres in Open Space; Its request for only 43% Open Space would preserve only 1,720 acres.  
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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 acres of actual 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 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Karen Alan <karenalan18@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 5:40 PM
Subject: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B

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

  

SUBJECT: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022‐B 

The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the 
mandatory statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use amendments 
such as this one.  

 

The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map amendments be 
based upon:  

 

b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of the 
undeveloped land….  

c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of [the statute].” 
(emphasis added).  

 

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. Neither the Application nor the Staff Report 
include any analysis of the amount of land required to meet the County’s projected residential needs under the 
comprehensive plan’s current time frame. 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.  

 

This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff analysis. 
There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing deficit that this 
application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into a region the 
Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve.  

 

DENY CPA 2022‐B. 
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Thank you. 
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Planner

From: Richard Alpher <richalpher66@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2022 1:16 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022 B
Attachments: STATEMENT BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON CPA 2022 B.docx

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

TO: Planner of the Day 

I heard about this petition just recently. Believe I talked to Logan a couple of days ago in regard to how I access the 
petition on the County web site. I will testify briefly before the planning commission this evening in regard to CPA 2022 
B. I have attached  a copy of the statement I plan to make. I will have a copy to present to the PC for inclusion in the file. 
Since I came "late" to this I normally would like to have each PC member have a copy. Because of the lateness and tight 
time deadline as noted I did not have the ability to have submitted my comments to staff for inclusion in  the PC packet 
for tonight. And it is possible PCs might have a question or 2 for me.  

Thus, I would appreciate it very much if SC planning staff could provide this attachment for each PC member. I will 
have a copy to submit tonight when I make my comments to the PC. As a former PC I always appreciated it when people 
appearing before the PC submitted such comments before speaking so I could review them and also "follow along". In 
this case again in terms of timeliness this is the best I could do. Thank you and regards, Richard Alpher, (941)923-7792 
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     STATEMENT BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON CPA 2022 B, August 4, 2022 
       Richard Alpher, 5839 Benevento Drive, Sarasota County, FL 34238-2879 

I live in Central Sarasota County.  So, why am I here? Well, first Becky Ayech former PC who I have  
known for a long time apprised me of this matter. Second, after reading the lengthy CPA proposal I  got 
on the County website, I was appalled at the audacity of the petitioners to essentially gut an important 
part of Sarasota 2050 which affects ALL citizens of the County. That leads to number 3 in that it is 
important to me and is an incredulous petition because in 2002 I was on that dais as a County Planning 
Commissioner debating 2050. The PCs spent hours and hours listening to testimony on the proposed 
2050. Often we debated until after midnight, asked for more documents - researched more documents 
ourselves. We heard from many so called outside experts (and I emphasize so called). I voted twice - 
once in favor of the CPA and then again voting on the implementing regulations although not in favor of 
all.  
 
 So now we are faced with an application from Schroeder Manatee Ranch, a Delaware Corporation 
according to its submission, to completely do away with the Hamlet designation which was hashed out 
vigorously by 9 PCs and 5 BCCs, the developers, builders, citizens, etc. Since I only have a short time I will 
save my specific comments to for the BCC. However, additional comments here seem unnecessary since 
I have reviewed  the Richard Grosso Esq July 15 comments (on the staff report in the hope they would 
be reviewed by staff) and his July 26 comments that were prepared and submitted to you.  AS noted I 
have read through the lengthy CPA and fully understand what it is trying to do. Among other things as 
noted is to gut part of 2050. I agree 100% with what Mr. Grosso stated based upon my concern as a 
citizen and my knowledge gleaned from serving this County.  In fact, I never saw as a PC any comments 
on any petition, even comments on 2050 itself, that were this comprehensive, this correct, and not 
rebuttable.  Thus, in a manner of speaking, I submit or second his comments. Examples, the 500 foot 
buffers which petitioner wants reduced to 50 feet was hotly debated, especially by developers. Some 
said those buffers would prevent them from building, a flat out wrongful statement. Also, the open 
space requirements were hotly debated but were passed by PC and BCC. Now this development will 
greatly affect Old Miakka a 172 year old rural community. It has mainly  5 and 10 acre homesteads. and 
some larger. It's the only area in Sarasota County which is still rural where people benefit the County 
and even the country by preserving the environment and with their agricultural and environmental 
practices greatly enhance our climate.  This proposal that will move a 700 home limit to 5,000 homes is 
submitted by a company that wants to extend its Lakewood Ranch into Sarasota and build its own 
development that suits itself and is compatible with its other devlopments IN MANATEE COUNTY, and 
throw something so wonderful out in the bathwater so to speak to suit its needs without any back up to 
the effect that market changes and the demand for homes necessitate this. I personally resent LR from 
submitting this and attempting to eliminate a wonderful area that was approved under Sarasota 2050. I 
understand that a small northeast part of Sarasota County is in Lakewood Ranch. But this petition has 
nothing to do with that nor does it have any effect or precedence in regard to this application which in 
essence is to turn a wonderful area designated by Sarasota County in its CPA and regulations as a 
Hamlet. This application if approved would in essence create an urban area 10-12 miles east of I-75 and 
indicate that urban area will be served by commercial, etc. already in existence in Manatee County 
(LWR) and create a terrible precedent for future applications.  Once you let this cat out of the bag there 
is no going back. Thank you, here is a copy of my statement for the file which will be forwarded to the 
BCC of course. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Richard Alpher <richalpher66@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 8:48 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler
Cc: Brett Harrington; Planner
Subject: MY OPPOSITION TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT (CPA) 2022 B. WHAT IS A VISION?

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

  

Dear Sarasota County Commissioners  (copy to Planner of the day and copy to Brett Harrington): 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

I am a former Sarasota County Planning Commissioner (PC). In 2002 I was among 9 PCs who researched, debated, 
listened to input from citizens including developers and builders, etc. to eventually recommend to the BCC a voluntary 
alternative overlay to the then current CPA. It then went on to the BCC which eventually accepted the recommendation 
from PC.  It became known as "Sarasota 2050" (2050) a plan and vision to accommodate a level of continued growth and 
economic development while preserving environmentally sensitive lands and open space. It was widely hailed and noted 
by many individuals and organizations (such as the American Planning Association) because of its unique vision. I believe 
the first development built using the 2050 vision was Grand Palm by builder/developer Pat Neal. Although that proposal 
went through numerous years of discussion and "turmoil" (my word)  it finally came to fruition as a 2050 development 
of about 2,000 homes; although there were modifications to 2050.by the BCC. My wife and I  visited there during its 
building phase (not to buy) and it did embody some of the vision I and others had in voting for 2050. It included some 
residences starting under $200,000. 

Another type of 2050  development to eventually be built was the "Hi Hat Ranch" project where over a 20 ‐30 year 
period 30,000 homes were to be built on 10,000 acres. After again much debate and turmoil between the owners of the 
property and the County it was agreed that there would be a general master plan for the 10,000 acres but approval of 
individual projects would be in phases; the owners agreed to include many concepts in 2050 such as 15% attainable 
housing.  The phased development and approvals would be similar to the phased approval of projects within Palmer 
Ranch; which has a master development order but individual projects go before the PC and BCC for approval as they 
come up. Commissioner Detert  stated at the time that getting approval of Hi Hat projects in phases comparable to PR 
made sense because it is hard to predict the future. In terms of the future  I would have to agree with Ms. Detert's 
view.  By the way, the individual home projects in PR adhere to the principles of continued growth and economic 
development while preserving the environment. We have lived on PR since 1998 and moved to The Isles there in 2006 
where we now live.  

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 2022 B 

First, I fully support Acting Planning Commissioner Chair Justin Taylor's eloquent and correct reasons for opposing the 
CPA. He cared about the residents and he cared about the vision to retain the rural heritage, agricultural meaning, and 
way of life far east of I‐75. I could not state it as well. He listened obviously carefully to the individuals that testified. 
Planning Commissioner Pember's long comments regarding why he was voting for the CPA on the other hand took some 
thought to follow and did not address any of the residents concerns and just basically kicked the matter down the road 
where it could be discussed again and again so to speak. The comments were neither helpful nor enlightening. Second, I 
knew Rex Jensen  years ago ‐ this is the first time we have seen each other or communicated in a very long time until 
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after the PC meeting recently.  He is a lawyer having graduated from a distinguished law school, University of Michigan. I 
do appreciate that Lakewood Ranch is a great place with lots of amenities, and is one of the top sellers of homes in 
master planned communities  in the US. But, it's not everyone's "cup of tea". In Sarasota County we have Palmer Ranch 
where Nancy and I live. It is our "cup of tea". It is not unknown so to speak and has won numerous awards in the past 
(including from the Sarasota Garden Club) for its environment and storm water management. Hugh Culverhouse, Jr. is 
the current "owner" of PR. To me he is principled, honorable and charitable  person as Mr. Jensen is and who like Hugh 
has been a good steward of the land. Third, despite the correct, legally and otherwise, content of the Myakka 
Community Club (MCC) attorney, Richard Grosso, letter to the PC, neither Mr. Jensen nor any of his staff commented on 
it. To me, it was right on point. This could be taken reasonably to mean that he could not comment on it because it was 
correct in all aspects. Fourth, I fully support the comments by Becky Ayech in behalf of the MCC in her comments to the 
BCC: 8/16 (status and history of Old Miakka ‐ I thought that history told the story of something that we as a community 
and County, and politicians, should not impact adversely; 8/20 compatibility; 8/21 Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan 
(OMNP); 8/22 environmental impacts; 8/24 transportation; and, 8/26. 

Fifth, I concur with attorney Richard Grosso's 15 page letter of 8/13 (all of you have a copy) wherein he expands his 
legal, regulatory and practical analysis of the proposed CPA. I actually researched some of the issues he brought up and 
found them legally correct and correct in regulatory interpretation. WITH RESPECT TO HIS DISCUSSION OF PROPERTY 
RIGHTS I CHECKED THE CASES CITED AND ALSO GOOGLED ADDITIONAL CASES. MY LAY PERSON'S READING OF THOSE 
CASES INDICATES HE WAS CORRECT. Also denial of this CPA would not run afoul of the "taking" provision of the 5th 
Amendment. Courts in Florida also  have generally been very conservative in interpretation of the Bert C. Harris, Jr. so‐
called "law". It is unclear if the changes/additions to that law (in 2021?) would have any effect in regard to this matter. 
Sixth, and this was covered in Mr. Grosso's   statements to the PC at the 8/4 hearing, County senior planner Brett 
Harrington's characterization of the OMNP (I mentioned above) before the PC  is ludicrous. He seemed to state that the 
OMNP is of no consequence (my summary words) in relation to this CPA. Then , he seemed to state the CPA is based on 
the OMNP.  Perhaps I am reading intent into his testimony more than what he actually said.  Seventh, I fully and 
absolutely concur with the guest editorial of 8/14 in the Herald Tribune which was titled "Old Miakka needs support in 
fight to save rural heritage". (You also have a copy of the editorial). I followed and read everyone of Carrie Seidman's 
columns over the years when she was a regular editorial writer at the H‐T.  Carrie suggested postponing the BCC hearing 
on the CPA until after the election. I agree with that but do not believe these commissioners would do that. We will have 
2 new commissioners but I am not prescient enough to know what difference that 2 "new" BCC members would 
make.  It is clear to me that the majority of these BCC members, from their comments when SMR came before them in 
February proposing it, favor this new CPA.  Commissioner Moran even praised Rex Jensen as a "visionary" in regard to 
the plan. There is no vision to be seen here from SMR ‐ as Carrie Seidman said in her editorial the CPA "represents a 
dramatic and contradictory departure from" Sarasota 2050. The whole editorial and especially the paragraph containing 
the quote deserves reading over and over. It sums everything up perfectly. Eighth , by use of transfer of development 
rights the total homes that could be built would be up to 8,000!! That's sickening to even contemplate.  

VISION AND FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

So, what "vision" are we talking about Mr. Moran especially and BCC. Certainly I had a vision that what I was doing in 
2002 was something that would help preserve our heritage (rural heritage, agricultural and environmental, etc,) east of 
I‐75. I know that most members of the BCC then had that vision. Most members of the PC did also. But had we all been 
prescient we/I should have known this time would come. It's here now! Economics and politics rule of course, above 
anything else; but some temper that concern for others so to speak.  I heard Mr. Jensen talk about his reasons for the 
CPA at the PC. There was nothing in his statement or that of the SMR people there that addressed the concerns of the 
residents from "out there " east. Those residents testified convincingly and accurately. And what vision did SMR have. 
The vision (I am calling it that facetiously ‐ not a direct quote a paraphrase): Lake wood Ranch is running out of room to 
build; we need land to build more houses; creating a hamlet under 2050 would not work (1,600 houses maximum), etc. 
Commissioner Moran is that a vision? You can call it that but it's just a developer who needs more land to build a 
suburban type development and wrongfully using Sarasota 2050 to accomplish that by proposing a so‐called Village 
Transition Zone (transition from what to what?)to be made a part of 2050. It completely destroyed my vision and to 
me,  approving that CPA as is makes a mockery of what I and others did; and renders it meaningless; and being prescient 

D-10



3

dooms a way of life it is intruding upon!! That sums up SMR's vision, and being "visionary". The vision is making money. 
[Making money is fine, just balance it with an overall concern with those already there.] At least SMR was honest about 
that ‐ there is no part of that vision which attempts to somehow serve the neighbors interests also and preserve at least 
some of 2050.  

I OPPOSE THIS PLAN AS IT NOW STANDS FOR ALL THE REASONS CITED ABOVE AND AND INCLUDING THE REASONS 
PRESENTED BY RESIDENTS AT THE HEARING who will be adversely affected by this CPA if it goes into effect. I 
RECOMMEND THAT SMR MEET WITH THE THE MCC AND RESIDENTS INCLUDING THE RESIDENTS OF THE LARGE LOT 
HOME DEVELOPMENT THAT NOW EXIT THERE AS WELL AS HAVE A MEANINGFUL NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING TO 
DISCUSS ALL THE ISSUES.  (I believe numerous residents testified from Bern Creek ‐ do not recall if I correctly 
remembered that name.).   

Regards, Richard Alpher, 5839 Benevento Drive, Sarasota County, FL 34238 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: Curtis R. Artis <crartis@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 10:52 AM
To: Alan Maio
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.  
 
Curt and Kim Artis 
3725 Founders Club Drive 
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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Logan McKaig

From: Rich Augustine <raugustine@rjacpa.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 2:04 PM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington; The Founders Club Community Association
Subject: Proposals CPA 2022-B & CPA 2022-F

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

  
Commissioners,  
 
I am a resident of the Founders Club and decided to move there based on the residential character of 
the property and what the proposed zoning was in the surrounding area. To approve these proposals 
is egregious and will ignore those residents who have supported the county and invested substantial 
sums to make a home and improve the surrounding areas. Your approval will work to abandon those 
voters for the profits of a developer. It makes no sense to increase traffic counts on already severely 
overcrowded roads and put pressure on infrastructure that is not built as well.  
 
It is not logical to continue to approve this kind of growth at the expense of others and give away the 
future to overcrowded developments, subdivisions, streets, and the overall character of a community 
that we can be proud of. Anyone can just continue to approve these kinds of developments instead of 
applying some critical thinking and imagination to the future of the area entirely. You were voted into 
your positions to protect the citizens who live and work here and who voted for you, to preserve the 
integrity if this area and not to encourage unfettered developments as these are at the resident’s 
expense. Have some courage to do the right thing in these two matters and VOTE NO!! 
 
All the best,   

 
Richard J Augustine, CPA's 
President  
 
 

R.J. Augustine & Associates, Ltd., CPA's 
650 E. Algonquin Rd. | Suite 300 | Schaumburg, IL 60173 
P: 847-330-0400 | D: 847-262-4050 | F: 847-330-0297 | C: 847-922-4367 
raugustine@rjacpa.com | www.rjacpa.com 

 
If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the original communication and its attachments without 
reading, printing or saving in any manner. Thank you.  
Disclaimer: Any accounting, business or tax advice contained in this communication, including attachments and enclosures, is not intended as a 
thorough in-depth analysis of specific issues, nor a substitute for a formal opinion, nor is it sufficient to avoid tax-related penalties. If desired, R.J. 
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Augustine & Associates, Ltd., CPA's would be pleased to perform the requisite research and provide you with a detailed written analysis. Such an 
engagement may be the subject of a separate engagement letter that would define the scope and limits of the desired consultation services.  
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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 
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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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The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 10:40 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B Staff review

CPA 2022-B Correspondence… 
 
From: Becky Ayech <miakka1945@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 10:08 AM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>; Todd Dary <tdary@scgov.net>; Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; 
Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>; Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; 
Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022-B Staff review 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Good morning Brett, 
In reviewing the Staff Report on CPA 2022-B, I came across a phase that I have never seen in all my 
42 years of reviewing Apoxsee, now referred to as the Sarasota County's Comprehensive Plan. 
On page 24, "it is not necessarily a location that the public goes to in order to enjoy the splendors of 
Sarasota County." 
I have several questions for you: 
1.  Specifically, what planning principle looks at enjoyment of splendors? 
2.  What exactly are the "splendors of Sarasota County''?   Red tide, crowded beaches where people 
shoot guns, dead fish along the beaches, closed beaches because of high bacteria counts, sitting in 
long lines of traffic, empty strip malls? 
3.  What data and analysis were used to determine those "splendors"? 
4  What data and analysis were used to determine that pastures and agriculture were not 
"splendors"?  Ag-tourism is a big draw.  There is even a campground on Hundsader's Farm.  There 
are tours conducted to show how vegetables are grown and people and children come by the bus 
loads brought out from town.  I was a guide. 
Dakin Dairy also has farm tours.  I grew their vegetable garden and was part of the tour.  Bus loads of 
people came to tour the Farm from town.  Many were children from local schools.  Many others were 
tourists from out of State. 
 
In reviewing the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan, page 42,(1), The neighborhood desires 
developments that harmonize with the natural, agricultural, and rural surroundings."  This statement 
specifically supports development of homesteads. 
Later, "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.." 
Specifically, why is that "interesting"?  Since its inception, the Miakka Community has supported the 
right to farm.  As the population in Old Miakka has increased since 1850, land has been divided into 
smaller holdings so families could enjoy the splendor of homesteading.  The Community is NOT 
opposed to more families living on 5 and 10 acre homesteads, we welcome it.   
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The Community is NOT for removing the ability to homestead.  Homesteads preserve large acreage 
and maintain it at no cost to the taxpayer, while providing a rural vista for everyone to enjoy. 
The idea that grants or other mechanisms could be used to remove these opportunities begs the 
question of what are you preserving?  Additionally, there was never an identification of who the 
parties would be to apply for the grants, who would own the property, who and how it would be 
maintained. The County did not step up and say they would be the responsible party. 
Finally, I worked with IFAS,Sarasota farmers, ranchers, homesteaders and the School Board to come 
up with Comprehensive GOPs to help maintain and preserve these lifestyles including financial 
incentives and opportunities.  I have yet to see any of them implemented.  Perhaps you can provide 
me with some examples. 
I look forward to your responses. 
Have a great day. 
Best regards, 
Becky Ayech 
President 
Miakka Community Clubs 
 
 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Planner

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 2:02 PM
To: Michele Norton
Subject: FW: newly elected commissioners

For our record. 
 

From: Becky Ayech <miakka1945@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 11:19 AM 
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net> 
Subject: newly elected commissioners 
 

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

  
Good day Commissioner Maio 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, the Miakka Community Club is  requesting you, the current Board of 
County Commissioners, table this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow 
the newly elected County Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
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Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
Becky Ayech 
President 
Miakka Community Club 
 

 

Virus-free.www.avast.com 
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Planner

From: Becky Ayech <miakka1945@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 12:24 PM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: OLD MIAKKA
Attachments: Old Miakka article pg 1 by Linda Maree.jpeg; Old Miakka article pag 2.jpeg

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

  
Good day Commissioner Maio, 
Founded in 1850, the rural Community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Never the less, this is a 
uniquely, special place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the 
residents of Sarasota and surrounding counties and special to Sarasota County. 
In the early 80’s, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this: 
The project focuses on the unique lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share… 
…a portrait of the people who live in the small rural communities of Miakka and Myakka City. 
  
In 1989, Sarasota County funded A HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY OF OLD MIAKKA AND SELECTED 
PORTIONS OF THE MYAKKA RIVER, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA. 
  
2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
County Staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka study area.  These boundaries have never been 
disputed.  They are the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the Myakka River State Park and Myakka 
Valley Ranches to the south and west by Dog kennel Lane known now as Lorraine Road. 
The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is approximately 5.8 
miles from the city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota County 
“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.”  This is a quote from Sarasota County Staff. 
  
Many stories and articles have been written about the community of Old Miakka: 
1976 A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 
1986 Better Homes and Gardens 
1987 Beall’s Sunday insert 
1988 Publix TV commercial 
2000 Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 
2003, 2018, 2020 2019 Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 
2019 Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the “Six to 
Save”.  Spotlighting the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites, and cultural resources in 
Sarasota County! The preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to historical 
resources at risk. 
2019 Recognized as a “This Place Matters”, part of the Place Matters national campaign that celebrates special 
communities in the U.S. 
2020 Sarasota Magazine 
2020 Bitter Southern magazine 
2020 ABC local station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 
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All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be 
preserved.  NOT ONE said it should be paved over! 
Linda Maree stated it best: “Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can’t all 
live in places like Old Miakka.  But even us city folks like to know that the “country” is there when we want to 
visit it”. 
  
CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into Old Miakka. 
It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 
Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
Deny CPA2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Becky Ayech 
President 
Miakka Community Club 
P.S. Attached is an excellent article on Old Miakka  
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Logan McKaig

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 12:28 PM
To: Matthew Osterhoudt
Subject: FW: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND TIME LIMITS

 
 

From: Becky Ayech <miakka1945@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 12:11 PM 
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>; 
Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net> 
Subject: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND TIME LIMITS 
 

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

  
Good day Chairman Maio and fellow Commissioners, 
I am writing to request that you DO NOT cut the time for speakers from 5 minutes to 3 minutes during 
the Public Hearing on CPA 2022-B. 
The public is told that the time to bring up issues and provide statements is during the Public Hearing 
portion on the pertinent agenda item at the Commission meeting.  
Yet, when many people take advantage of this right, they are penalized by reducing the time 
allocated for speaking.   
This is not only unfair, but it does not create good governing. 
Again, if someone wants to speak, allow them the full five minutes.  After all, it is their government. 
Thank you. 
Becky Ayech 
President 
Miakka Community Club 
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Logan McKaig

From: Dale Baker <dale@learningtoday.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 10:38 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner
Subject: 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 
Thank you. 
Dale Baker 
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Planner

From: CM Bales <balesmc@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 8:26 AM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast; Colin Pember; 

Martha.Pike@sarasotaadvisory; Neil Rainford; Micki Ryan; Andrew Stultz; 
Justin.Tayler@sarasotaadvisory.net

Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B. Please Deny

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

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

First of all, I want to thank you for denying CPA 2022-F, an amendment to make miles and miles of 
Lorraine Road a Business Park/Industrial Corridor, by 6 votes to 1 to DENY. 

You were correct to say that the Lorraine Road Corridor was not the ultimate location for this intense 
zoning.  In fact an industrial use corridor can have lasting health impacts on community health and 
safety . “Light Industry” is not without out environmental and heath risks.  Rather than a “corridor,” 
Business Park zoning should be restricted specific designated areas, with large transitional buffers, 
and not scattered or stuck in between residential communities.  Long term planning decisions that do 
not consider human heath can have devastating consequences.   

Thank you again for recognizing the risks of putting Business Park uses next to residential homes, 
farm, and ranch land. 

Today I am asking you to please DENY CPA 2022-B

This amendment is an 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 
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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 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 a new density to which it was 
never entitled in the first place. 
 
 

Please DENY CPA 2022-B. 
 
 

Thank you, 
 

Chris Bales 

Sarasota 

D-31



1

Planner

From: CM Bales <balesmc@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:38 PM
To: Michael Moran
Cc: Planner
Subject: Please VOTE NO CPA 2022-F
Attachments: ordinance business park.PDF; Lorraine Rd  map clark681_June172002.pdf

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Commissioner Moran, 
 
If you GOOGLE  Industrial Use “Corridors” Mumbai, India and Chicago pop up. 
 
“So, what are the lasting health impacts of Chicago’s industrial corridors? What are the long-term 
consequences of inadequate planning decisions that did not consider human health….?” MET PLANNING .ORG 

The business “corridor” planning tool is normally an attempt to stimulate development in 
depressed areas needing economic growth…….and not vibrant resort and retirement 
counties like Sarasota.  Usually these commercial land uses are planned in restricted districts 
with large transitional buffer zones. 
 
CPA 2022-F  Business Park overlay would create a patchwork of Light 
industrial/office/warehouse/fabrication/distribution uses among residential communities with 
no adequate transitional buffer zones on Lorraine Road Corridor North - 6.18 miles approx. 
and Lorraine Road Corridor South - 5 miles approx.).    
This is not responsible planning; this is throwing up sticks in the air and see where 
they land on 11 miles of thoroughfare! 
 
Business Park (BP) RMA zoning includes building height 35 feet, light industrial, 
warehouse, manufacturing, distribution, fabrication development labs, furniture 
manufacturing  and almost everything else you can think of except residential and Heavy 
Industry.  Ordinance No. 2022-016,, (3) “BP”BUSINESS PARK b. Permitted Principal and Limited Uses and 
Strictures:  Uses allowed by right in the district. (see below attachment) 
 
BP -Light Industry/Warehouse/Distribution, can come with health and environmental hazards, 
especially when adjacent to residential communities — Semi-Truck Trailer Traffic, Obnoxious 
Fumes, Noise Pollution, Air, Water, and Soil Contamination, Pedestrian Safety Issues, 
Storage of Hazardous Materials, are just a few. 
 
The Business/Light Industrial Park land uses are incompatible abutting residential 
communities for miles and miles in a hodgepodge fashion.   The new Business Park zoning 
does not require a transitional zone district that would buffer the impacts of heavy business 
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uses.    BP Corridor only provides for a 50-foot perimeter buffer in the RMA—totally 
inadequate planning to protect the residents from long term health and safety consequences. 
 
Please VOTE NO to CPA 2022-F. 
 
Thank you, 
Chris Bales 
Sarasota 
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Planner

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. 
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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 
 
 
 

 

D-46



1

Logan McKaig

From: CM Bales <balesmc@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 10:38 AM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; 

Micki Ryan; Andrew Stultz; Justin Taylor
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBLE LAND USE

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
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 
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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. 
 
Please DENY 2022-B. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Chris Bales 
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Planner

From: CM Bales <balesmc@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:56 PM
To: Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner
Subject: Fwd: Please VOTE NO CPA 2022-F
Attachments: ordinance business park.PDF; Lorraine Rd  map clark681_June172002.pdf

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

 
 
Dear Commissioner Cutsinger,  

 
If you GOOGLE  Industrial Use “Corridors”,  Mumbai, India and 
Chicago pop up. 
 
“So, what are the lasting health impacts of Chicago’s industrial corridors? What 
are the long-term consequences of inadequate planning decisions that did not 
consider human health….?” MET PLANNING .ORG 

The business “corridor” planning tool is normally an attempt to 
stimulate development in depressed areas needing economic 
growth…….and not vibrant resort and retirement counties like 
Sarasota.  Most land use planning calls for commercial/light 
industrial zoned to  "restricted districts" with large transitional buffer 
zones, and not scattered along a long expansive residential 
thoroughfare. 
 
CPA 2022-F  Business Park overlay would create a patchwork of 
Light industrial/office/warehouse/fabrication/distribution uses among 
residential communities with no adequate transitional buffer zones 
on Lorraine Road Corridor North - 6.18 miles approx. and Lorraine 
Road Corridor South - 5 miles approx.).    
This is not responsible planning; this is throwing up sticks in 
the air and see where they land on 11 miles of thoroughfare! 
 
Business Park (BP) RMA zoning includes building height 35 feet, 
light industrial, warehouse, manufacturing, distribution, fabrication 
development labs, furniture manufacturing  and almost everything 
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else you can think of except residential and Heavy Industry.  Ordinance 
No. 2022-016,, (3) “BP”BUSINESS PARK b. Permitted Principal and Limited Uses and 
Strictures:  Uses allowed by right in the district. (see below attachment) 
 
BP -Light Industry/Warehouse/Distribution, can come with health 
and environmental hazards, especially when adjacent to residential 
communities — Semi-Truck Trailer Traffic, Obnoxious Fumes, Noise 
Pollution, Air, Water, and Soil Contamination, Pedestrian Safety 
Issues, Storage of Hazardous Materials, are just a few. 
 
The Business/Light Industrial Park land uses are incompatible 
abutting residential communities for miles and miles in a 
hodgepodge fashion.   The new Business Park Corridor zoning does 
not require a transitional zone district that would buffer the impacts 
of heavy business uses.    BP Corridor only provides for a 50-foot 
perimeter buffer in the RMA—totally inadequate to protect the 
families from long term health and safety consequences that may 
occur.. 
 
Please VOTE NO to CPA 2022-F. 
 
Thank you, 
Chris Bales 
Sarasota 
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 1:58 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B  CONSISTENCY

CPA 2022-B Correspondence… 
 
From: CM Bales <balesmc@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 12:36 PM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Kevin Cooper <Kevin.Cooper@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Jordan 
Keller <Jordan.Keller@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Teresa Mast <Teresa.Mast@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Colin Pember 
<Colin.Pember@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Martha Pike <Martha.Pike@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Neil Rainford 
<Neil.Rainford@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Micki Ryan <Micki.Ryan@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Andrew Stultz 
<Andrew.Stultz@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Justin Taylor <Justin.Taylor@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Cc: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022-B CONSISTENCY 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
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:  
 
• 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 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.  
The lifestyle opportunities 
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• 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 use 
 

 Balance jobs with housing.  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – 
producing uses.  
 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
 
Thank you. 
Chris Bales 
Sarasota, FL 
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 6:41 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

CPA 2022‐B Correspondence…this guy has several individual letters coming next…not sure if you put all in 
Correspondence, but here they come~ 
 

From: Jay Banerjee <jayban001@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 10:01 AM 
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net> 
Cc: 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 

  
I vote NO on CPA 2022‐B 
 
Jay Banerjee 
3314 Founders Club Drive 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Logan McKaig

From: Dave Baber <deevob@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 10:42 AM
To: Planner; Bretbharring@scgov.net
Subject: SUBJECT: CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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. 

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 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 area 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 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 will 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 
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
 
Dave  
Baber 
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Planner

From: P. T. Bartlett <adbartlett@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 4:06 PM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler
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 
  
 

Subject: CPA 2022-B   

Good day, Commissioners and Planners. 

  

Proposed CPA 2022-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for 
transmittal to the State and then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 

Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 

  

This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing 
comprehensive plan for this area. 

  

The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down 
to 43%; 

The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50’ buffers; 

The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for 
employment and daily needs.  This creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not 
reduce automobile trips; 

The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable 
or non-potable water storage facilities; public or private park facilities; 
telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as public 
safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open 
space/greenbelt will not be green; 

This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for 
agriculture.  Rather, it inserts itself into a 172- year old historic rural and 
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agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from Old Miakka to 
Lakewood Ranch southeast. 

  

  

These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA 
Chapter anticipated and used as principles to guide long range planning and 
sustainability initiatives for the county. 

  

Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of 
County Commissioners, table this proposed amendment or take the appropriate 
procedural measures and allow the newly elected County Commissioners be part 
of the decision-making process. 

They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for 
implementation of the proposed CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 

  

Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners 
being afforded a buy in for themselves and their constituents. 

Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 

  

Sincerely, 

 P.T. Bartlett 

  

  

  

  

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented 
automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
 width=
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Logan McKaig

From: P.T. Bartlett <adbartlett@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 11:29 AM
To: Alan Maio; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler; Ron Cutsinger; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBILITY 

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

  

Good morning. With respect to CPA 2022-B, please recognize that the proposed land use is 
incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a 
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 be considered a compatible land use 
decision.  
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 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 will 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. 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you, 

- P.T. Bartlett 

1901 Myakka Road 

Sarasota, FL 34240 

 ‐   
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Logan McKaig

From: P.T. Bartlett <adbartlett@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:56 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

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

  
 
The proposal CPA 2022‐B 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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be 
expected to receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report:  
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“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.”  
 
•  Balance jobs with housing. 
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B.   
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you,  
 
‐ Paula Bartlett  
   1901 Myakka Road, Sarasota FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: P.T. Bartlett <adbartlett@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:51 PM
To: Alan Maio; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett Harrington; Ron 

Cutsinger
Subject: URBAN SPRAWL

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

  
Good afternoon. 
  
The application CPA 2022‐B constitutes urban sprawl  
 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page and the 
map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this proposal to be 
urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning outside
of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with 
suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is completely 
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework ‐ the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – 
which “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.  
 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban centers 
was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances of 12 miles or more to 
downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance along Fruitville 
Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious is the use of distances at the 
very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually 
be at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern 
portions of the property where the majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances 
would be several additional miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes 
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that drive could call it a short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto‐
dependent sprawl.  
 
(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 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.  
 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY CPA 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you,  
 
‐ Paula Bartlett 
  1901 Myakka Road, Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: P.T. Bartlett <adbartlett@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:45 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: TRANSPORTATION

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

  
 
Good afternoon.  
 
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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic 
and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  
 
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached 
using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B.   
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM AND 
LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
  ‐ Paula Bartlett 
   1901 Myakka Road, Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: P.T. Bartlett <adbartlett@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:39 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Environmental Impacts

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

  
 
Good afternoon. 
 
The proposal CPA 2022‐B includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the 
new road or for a wildlife corridor. Leaving these 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 in a location 
where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated this density of development is obviously inadequate 
and irresponsible. 
 
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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes 
on site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
 
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 Space proposal would provide 2,000 acres in Open Space; Its request for only 43% Open Space would 
preserve only 1,720 acres.  
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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 acres of actual 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B   
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you,  
‐ Paula Bartlett 
   1901 Myakka Road, Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: P.T. Bartlett <adbartlett@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:32 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: OLD MIAKKA PLAN

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

  
Good afternoon, 
 
Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made by staff 
during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be viewed as an attempt to 
avoid the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the OMNP was not adopted 
into the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however make that study and its detailed findings about the 
community from being directly relevant to this application. It is instead, the “best available” “data and analysis” 
about the character and importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the community by suburban 
development – against which the application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to 
say the least to hear planning staff seemingly suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the 
compliance of this application with state law. No serious claim can be made that this Future Land Use 
Amendment – which would allow over 4,000 acres of this community to be converted into a residential 
subdivision would be, in the language of the law, “based upon” the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  
In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that:  
“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its 
intended function ceases to have meaning.” 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B   
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you, 
 ‐ Paula Bartlett 
   1901 Myakka Road, Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: P.T. Bartlett <adbartlett@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 3:00 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B

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

  
Good afternoon. 
 
The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the 
mandatory statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use amendments 
such as this one.  
 
The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map amendments be 
based upon:  
“b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of the 
undeveloped land….  
c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of [the statute].” 
(emphasis added).  
 
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. Neither the Application nor the Staff Report 
include 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.  
 
This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff analysis. 
There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing deficit that this 
application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into a region the 
Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve.  
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B. 
 
Thank you,  
 
‐ Paula Bartlett  
  1901 Myakka Road, Sarasota FL 34240 
 

D-68



1

Planner

From: Renee Ball <equinepromoservices@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:47 AM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
We are against CPA 2022‐B. We need to protect our agricultural way of life, once it’s gone you can‘t just say “oh we 
made a mistake & put it back”. Horses, cows, wildlife & large crops that feed our families are a critical asset to our lives 
and ecosystem that can’t thrive and survive in subdivisions & apartments!! Please consider the big picture of the future 
for our children and grandchildren and the importance of having land & agricultural resources that will provide food, 
clean air & water, beauty & a lifestyle that promotes family, a strong work ethic and sustainability. Future generations 
should not have to go to a park, zoo or museum just to be able to see these things, they should be able to live with them 
and have the ability to carry on with this vital lifestyle. 
Sincerely, 
Renee Ball 
A Second Generation Florida Native that raised a Third Generation Daughter & now has a Fourth Generation 
Granddaughter 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: lisa@lisambender.com
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2022 8:25 AM
To: Planner
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 
  
Lisa M. Bender 
Director of Marketing  
Sea Captain Coaching 
203.246.6986 
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Logan McKaig

From: June Besecke <junebesecke@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 2:00 PM
To: June Besecke
Subject: CPA2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
 
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a 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 be considered a compatible land use decision.  
 
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 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 area 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 homesteads 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 will 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. 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, 
LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 

D-71



1

Logan McKaig

From: June Besecke <junebesecke@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 6:46 PM
To: June Besecke
Subject: URBAN SPRAWL

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

  
The application constitutes urban sprawl  
 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover 
page and the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing 
shows this proposal to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property is currently undeveloped and consists of  
approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area 
Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped 
land with suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It 
is completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management 
Area (RMA) system – which “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.  
 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing 
urban centers was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances 
of 12 miles or more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to 
drive that distance along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even 
more egregious is the use of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is 
over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be at that western property line. The more 
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relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the 
majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several additional 
miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it a 
short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 
 
(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 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.  
 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
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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 

D-74



1

Planner

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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From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 7:51 AM 
To: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: East Sarasota County 

For our record. 

From: Jean Blackburn <jblackburn1151@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 2:06 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>; Jane Grand <janegrand@mailmt.com> 
Subject: East Sarasota County 

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

Dear Sarasota County Commissioners: Pat Neal has requested the doubling of density on his development on 
Eastern Fruitville Rd. This would be catastrophic in multiple ways. Please don't let this happen. Please listen to 
the citizens, not the developers.  
Sincerely, 
Jean Blackburn 
Old Myakka 
Keep the country country 

Hannah Sowinski
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Planner

From: Jean Blackburn <jblackburn1151@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 2:05 PM
To: Justin Taylor
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBLE WITH ADJACENT LAND

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
-- 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 have aUDC 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 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 area 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you,  
Jean Blackburn, Old Myakka  
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, August 1, 2022 6:27 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B CONSISTENCY

Looks like this one wasn’t copied to “Planner.” CPA 2022-B Correspondence… 
 
From: Jean Blackburn <jblackburn1151@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2022 10:27 PM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Kevin Cooper <Kevin.Cooper@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Jordan 
Keller <Jordan.Keller@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Teresa Mast <Teresa.Mast@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Colin Pember 
<Colin.Pember@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Martha Pike <Martha.Pike@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Neil Rainford 
<Neil.Rainford@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Micki Ryan <Micki.Ryan@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Andrew Stultz 
<Andrew.Stultz@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Justin Taylor <Justin.Taylor@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Brett Harrington 
<bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022-B CONSISTENCY 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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:  
• 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 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.  
The lifestyle opportunities 
• 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 
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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.  
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you, 
Jean Blackburn, Old Myakka 
 
 
--  
 
 
  

D-80



1

Planner

From: Jean Blackburn <jblackburn1151@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 8:04 PM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler; 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 

  
 
 
 
‐‐  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
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Sincerely, 
 Jean Blackburn, Old Myakka 
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Logan McKaig

From: Jean Blackburn <jblackburn1151@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 1:22 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B compatibility

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

  
 
 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you, 
Jean Blackburn, 
Old Myakka 
 
 
‐‐  
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Logan McKaig

From: Jean Blackburn <jblackburn1151@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 10:32 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: OLD MIAKKA PLAN

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

  
 
 
 Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made by staff 
during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be viewed as an attempt to avoid 
the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the OMNP was not adopted into 
the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however make that study and its detailed findings about the community 
from being directly relevant to this application. It is instead, the “best available” “data and analysis” about the 
character and importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the community by suburban development – against 
which the application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to say the least to hear 
planning staff seemingly suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of this 
application with state law. No serious claim can be made that this Future Land Use Amendment – which would 
allow over 4,000 acres of this community to be converted into a residential subdivision would be, in the 
language of the law, “based upon” the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  
In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that:  
“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its intended 
function ceases to have meaning.” 
DENY CPA 2022-B   
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
Jean Blackburn, Old Myakka  
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 6:45 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B Compatibility

CPA 2022‐B Correspondence 
 
 

From: Debbie Blanco <flatwoods@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 12:49 PM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022‐B Compatibility 
 

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

  
Dear Mr. Harrington, 
 

SUBJECT:  CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY  

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 will 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  

DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
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Thank you, 

Debbie Blanco 

941-961-3378 

flatwoods@gmail.com 
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Logan McKaig

From: Elma Felix
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2022 11:15 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Last night's workshop

Please add to the correspondence folder. 
 
 

From: Glenna Blomquist <glennablom@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 4:16 PM 
To: Elma Felix <ejfelix@scgov.net> 
Subject: Last night's workshop 
 

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

  
Elma,  
 
I really wish we could have entered questions via chat.  As you may know, Frontier was giving our neighborhood hiccups 
and so we couldn't participate in Zoom at all or efficiently. 
 
Thanks for listening, 
Glenna 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: Rebekah Boudrie <rebekah@boudrierealestategroup.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 5:08 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 
 
 
 
 Please VOTE NO on CPA‐2022‐B 
 
Warmest Regards, 
 
 
 
Rebekah Boudrie 
Owner and Broker of Boudrie Real Estate Group Specializing in Luxury Real Estate Sales 
Direct:  941‐730‐5674 <tel:941‐730‐5674> 
E‐mail: rebekah@boudrierealestategroup.com 
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.boudrierealestategroup.com%2F&amp;data
=05%7C01%7Cplanner%40scgov.net%7C224edeb98c5b4412683708da8614b2cc%7C9ac90fa4ea4648d79114bbf2fc554d
0e%7C0%7C0%7C637969720724678416%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJB
TiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=8LbICrf7jGm6SaGeq1ZzIND5tHPpSAD4kZ7glYFncvo%
3D&amp;reserved=0 
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.boudrierealestategroup.com%2F&amp;dat
a=05%7C01%7Cplanner%40scgov.net%7C224edeb98c5b4412683708da8614b2cc%7C9ac90fa4ea4648d79114bbf2fc554
d0e%7C0%7C0%7C637969720724678416%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJ
BTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=8LbICrf7jGm6SaGeq1ZzIND5tHPpSAD4kZ7glYFncvo
%3D&amp;reserved=0> 
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2Fboudriegroup&amp;data
=05%7C01%7Cplanner%40scgov.net%7C224edeb98c5b4412683708da8614b2cc%7C9ac90fa4ea4648d79114bbf2fc554d
0e%7C0%7C0%7C637969720724678416%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJB
TiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=3tlq1F40UOQFNKRbVfux%2BXPcq%2BYgThRnwem6
W8LpPqQ%3D&amp;reserved=0 
Board Member of The Humane Society at Lakewood Ranch 
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.hslwr.org%2F&amp;data=05%7C01%7Cplan
ner%40scgov.net%7C224edeb98c5b4412683708da8614b2cc%7C9ac90fa4ea4648d79114bbf2fc554d0e%7C0%7C0%7C6
37969720724678416%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJX
VCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=1NUuJA8FmdA%2FFtzlV1048fIdrqzncrnhuFDuwg2d6a4%3D&amp;reser
ved=0 
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.hslwr.org%2F&amp;data=05%7C01%7Cpla
nner%40scgov.net%7C224edeb98c5b4412683708da8614b2cc%7C9ac90fa4ea4648d79114bbf2fc554d0e%7C0%7C0%7C
637969720724678416%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJ
XVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=1NUuJA8FmdA%2FFtzlV1048fIdrqzncrnhuFDuwg2d6a4%3D&amp;res
erved=0> 
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Logan McKaig

From: pam bournival <pamb13@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 3:59 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B Compatibility

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

  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 
 
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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. 
 
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 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 will 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. 
 
DENY	2022‐B			KEEP	THE	COUNTRY...COUNTRY	FOR	CURRENT	AND	FUTURE	GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you 
Charles and Pamela Bournival 
2123 Desoto Rd 
Sarasota, FL  34234 
 
 
"Life is not so short but that there is always time enough for courtesy." 
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Logan McKaig

From: pam bournival <pamb13@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 4:06 PM
To: Alan Maio; Michael Moran; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: OLD MIAKKA PLAN

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

  
 Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made by 
staff during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be viewed as an 
attempt to avoid the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the OMNP 
was not adopted into the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however make that study and its detailed 
findings about the community from being directly relevant to this application. It is instead, the “best available” 
“data and analysis” about the character and importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the 
community by suburban development – against which the application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) 
(a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to say the least to hear planning staff seemingly suggest that the study had 
no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of this application with state law. No	serious	claim	can	
be	made	that	this	Future	Land	Use	Amendment	–	which	would	allow	over	4,000	acres	of	this	
community	to	be	converted	into	a	residential	subdivision	would	be,	in	the	language	of	the	law,	“based	
upon”	the	Old	Miakka	Neighborhood	Plan. 
 
In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that: 
“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its 
intended function ceases to have meaning.” 
 
DENY	CPA	2022‐B	 
 
KEEP	THE	COUNTRY…COUNTRY	FOR	CURRENT	AND	FUTURE	GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
Charles and Pamela Bournival 
2123 Desoto Rd 
Sarasota, FL  34234 
 
 
"Life is not so short but that there is always time enough for courtesy." 
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Logan McKaig

From: pam bournival <pamb13@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 4:10 PM
To: Alan Maio; Michael Moran; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Environmental Impacts

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

  
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 in a location where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated this density of 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. We also believe that there 
has been inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in 
great volumes on site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed. 
 
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 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”: 
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•                      • 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 acres of actual 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. 
 
DENY	CPA	2022‐B		KEEP	THE	COUNTRY…COUNTRY	FOR	CURRENT	AND	FUTURE	GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
Charles and Pamela Bournival 
2123 Desoto Rd 
Sarasota, FL  34234 
 
"Life is not so short but that there is always time enough for courtesy." 
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Logan McKaig

From: pam bournival <pamb13@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 3:40 PM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler
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 

  
Good Day Commissioners: 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State 
and then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily 
needs.  This creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water 
storage facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public 
facilities such as public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open 
space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it 
inserts itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change 
the name from Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions	for	the	Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and 
used as principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, 
table this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly 
elected County Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the 
proposed CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
Charles and Pamela Bournival 
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2123 Desoto Rd 
Sarasota, FL  34234 
 
 
"Life is not so short but that there is always time enough for courtesy." 
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Logan McKaig

From: pam bournival <pamb13@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:01 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B TRANSPORTATION

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

  
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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic 
and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked. 
 
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached 
using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON 
LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
Charles and Pamela Bournival 
2123 Desoto Rd 
Sarasota, FL 34234 
 
 
"Gratitude is the heart's memory." 
French proverb 
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Logan McKaig

From: pam bournival <pamb13@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 10:08 AM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B URBAN SPRAWL

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

  
The	application	constitutes	urban	sprawl. 
 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the	location	map	on	the	cover	page	
and	the	map	on	page	five	of	the	staff	report	for	the	Aug.	4	Planning	Commission	hearing	shows	
this	proposal	to	be	urban	sprawl.	An	analysis	of	its	details	makes	this	even	more	clear. 
 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped	and consists of approximately 4,120	acres	of	land	l…	east	[meaning	
outside	of]	of	the	Urban	Service	Area	Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2) 
 
(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, supplanting	4,120	acres	of	agricultural	and	undeveloped	
land	with	suburban	development.	The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is 
completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area 
(RMA) system – which “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. 
Surprisingly	however,	the	staff	report	makes	no	mention	of	the	fact	that	this	is	a	rural	area,	
completely	ignoring	the	rural	and	agricultural	lands	surrounding	development	and	the	overall	
character	of	the	area. 
Next,	the	staff’s	presentation	of	the	project	regarding	how	far	this	development	is	from	existing	urban	
centers	was	both	highly	questionable	and	misleadingly	incorrect.	The assertion that distances of 12 miles
or more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that 
distance along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious 
is the use of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. 
None of the homes will actually be at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from 
the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the majority of the residential development is 
proposed. Those driving distances would be several additional miles from downtown and other major activity 
centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it a short one. And the location of the site is the 
opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 
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(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 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. 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, 
and compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts 
to surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced	greenbelt	and	other	protections	
approval	of	the	application	would	allow. 
  
DENY	2022‐B.		KEEP	THE	COUNTRY…COUNTRY	FOR	CURRENT	AND	FUTURE	GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
Charles and Pamela Bournival 
2123 Desoto Rd 
Sarasota, FL  34234 
 
 
"Life is not so short but that there is always time enough for courtesy." 
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Logan McKaig

From: Trish Brink <trish@trishbrink.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 4:54 PM
To: Planner
Subject: Amendment 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 

 
 
Patricia Brink 
3342 Founders Club Dr. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Mary Buckentin <mkbuckentin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 4:28 PM
To: Michael Moran
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 

  
Please- 
 
 
VOTE NO ON CPA 2022 B  
 
 
Sincerely- 
Mary Buckentin 
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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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Planner

From: Peter Burkard <pmborganic@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 5:42 PM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert
Subject: Preserve Old Miakka

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

  
To Sarasota County Commissioners:  
 
I am opposed to CPA 2022‐B.  Any housing development that far out into the country goes against 
all basic tenets of smart growth, checking urban sprawl, the 2050 Plan, and respect for the rural 
lifestyle of the existing residents.  It also represents an environmental nightmare, based on 
thousands of extra car trips daily which would be a certainty.  I lived in Old Miakka from 1977‐
1990 and they were some of the best years of my life.  I farmed my land and lived a country 
lifestyle, only coming to town once or twice a week when it was necessary for business reasons. 
 
CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into this 172 year old rural and agricultural Community, Old Miakka. 
It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 
Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the 
land. 
Deny CPA2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
 
Peter Burkard 

58 year Sarasota area resident 
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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: Donna Carter
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:55 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022B INCOMPATIBLE LAND USE

 
 
From: Maurie Duggan <maduggan65@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 6:44 AM 
To: Donna Carter <donna.carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022B INCOMPATIBLE LAND USE 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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 includeS 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Maurie Duggan 
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Planner

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:55 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B Incompatible Land Use

 
 
From: athickok@aol.com <athickok@aol.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 4:21 PM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022-B Incompatible Land Use 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Howard & Toni Hickok 
2253 Lena Lane  
Sarasota, FL  34240 
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Planner

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:50 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

 
 
From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 6:56 PM 
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 
  
 

: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 
 
Janet Henshaw 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 1:45 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

Categories: CPA 2022-B Lkwd Rn SE, Logan

 
 
From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 8:59 AM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Cc: Planner <planner@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022-B 
 

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

Ms. Carter: 
 
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. 
 
Paige Farr 
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15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:56 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

 
 
From: Maurie Duggan <maduggan65@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:25 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 
  
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 will 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maurie Duggan 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2022 8:22 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

 
 

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>  
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2022 7:30 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 

  
SUBJECT:CPA 2022-B 
TEXT MESSAGE: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. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2022 8:22 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B Consistency

 
 

From: athickok@aol.com <athickok@aol.com>  
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 7:02 PM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022‐B Consistency 
 

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

  
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:  
• 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 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.  
The lifestyle opportunities 
• 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.  
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The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses.  
DENY CPA 2022‐B. 
Thank you. 
 
Howard & Toni Hickok 
2253 Lena Lane 
Sarasota, FL  34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2022 8:24 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B Agriculture

 
 

From: athickok@aol.com <athickok@aol.com>  
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 3:01 PM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022‐B Agriculture 
 

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

  
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: 
 “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. 
PRESERVE THE RURAL AND AGRICULTURAL HISTORIC COMMUNITY OF OLD MIAKKA. 
DENY 2022‐B. 
Thank you. 
 
Howard & Toni Hickok 
2253 Lena Lane 
Sarasota, FL  34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2022 8:25 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: DENY CPA 2022-B

 
 

From: gary dahl <garydahlconstruction@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 12:41 PM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: DENY CPA 2022‐B 
 

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

  
 
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you, 
Gary Dahl 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2022 8:26 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CP 2022-B Agriculture

 
 

From: christopher conover <cconover67@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2022 12:56 AM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: CP 2022‐B Agriculture 
 

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

  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 

Lakewood Ranch South developers are asking for approval of a 2050 comprehensive plan amendment to, once 

again, move the Old Miakka Countryside line, amending the 2050 Plans Hamlet designation, to create a new higher 
density Village Transition Zoning, (VTZ).  
The amendment proposes to increase densities in the existing development of Lake Park Estates, reduce green ways 
and buffers from 500' to 50', with no town center or commercial zoning included in their entire 4100 acre site.  
 
2022‐B proposes no internal commercial zoning. This means existing residents living on Fruitville Rd, Verna and 
further east, would be doomed to fight traffic jams all the way to the west side of I‐75 or to Honored Ave.  
 
We support the comments from Atty Richard Grosso on behalf of the Old Miakka Community Club. 

2022‐B is a proposal to create urban sprawl to nearly the end of Fruitville Rd and Sarasota County. This occurs 
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 4,100 acres were developed at the allowable Hamlet densities, the number of units would be as 
little as 200 houses and as many as 1,600.  If the land were developed at the highest density of 1,600 
houses then this would create 12,768 daily trips impacting our roadways.   
 
What LWR developers are proposing instead is 5,000 houses.  This would create 39,900 daily 
trips.  The total traffic generated under the existing 1 to 5 acre zoning is 5,722 daily trips.   
 
The amendment 2022-B proposes classic urban sprawl and is the exact opposite of what the 2050 Plan 
was created to put an end to in Sarasota County.  
 
Additionally, developers of Lakewood Ranch South, Neal, Jensen and others, are also proposing a 
reduction of the 2050 Plans required 500' buffer to only 50'.   They also propose to reduce the Hamlet 
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Open Space requirement, to as little as 43%.  The Hamlet open space requirement is 60%, and far more 
compatible with the current 1unit per 5 acres zoning in Old Miakka, which requires 80% open space. 
 
This 4,100 acres is within the boundaries defined in the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.   
These are historic rural and agricultural lands that were guaranteed protection under the 2050 Plan, 
and the county approved, Countryside Line. 
 
The requested density increase from 1 unit per acre to 2 units per acre with the proposed VTZ 
designation, pretends to be a transitional zoning. But it is actually high density urban sprawl, planned 
over the top of the Rural Heritage zoning of 1 unit per 5 or 10 acres.  It is also notable that these units 
would not be required to be developed to the reduced 1/2 acre lot size, but the lots can actually be any 
size.  
 
This amendment seeks to destroy compatibility with 5 acre, Rural Heritage homesteads in Old 
Miakka.  CPA 2022-B is urban sprawl, calling it a Village Transitional Zone (VTZ) doesn't change the 
fact that it's urban sprawl proposed to the end of the county, right over the top of the Countryside Line 
and the historic Rural Heritage community of Old Miakka.  
 
Of great concern to the Sierra Club is, the proposal is devoid of wildlife corridor locations, but appears to be planned 
with home sites from district line to line.  
Protected species must be identified and wildlife underpasses should be required and planned with all these new 
roads.  
These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review, but important to note, the concept 
plan does not contemplate ribbons of green space throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for 
threatened and protected species.   
The amendment should state how many acres or ribbons of green space will be provided and how wide those ribbons 
will be.  
 
How can the public feel confident that the interconnected corridors are of sufficient size to protect or even ensure the 
survival of the threatened and endangered  

species that inhabit this vast 4,100  
acre site? 
 
The Manatee/Sarasota Sierra Club urges the Planning Commission to vote NO on this ill conceived proposal. 
 
Gayle Reynolds, 
Conservation Chair, 
M/S Sierra Club 
 
Comments from  
Attorney Richard Grosso/ 
Old Miakka Community Club 
 
SUBJECT:CPA 2022-B Agriculture 
TEXT MESSAGE 
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: 
 “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 
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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. 
PRESERVE THE RURAL AND AGRICULTURAL HISTORIC COMMUNITY OF OLD MIAKKA. 
DENY 2022-B. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2022 8:26 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Vote NO on Lakewood Ranch amendments CPA 2022B/ 4100 acre proposal to extend LWR to 

Fruitville Rd: Formal Petition Lakewood Ranch southeast

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Julie Melo <juliedawn@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 10:27 PM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: Vote NO on Lakewood Ranch amendments CPA 2022B/ 4100 acre proposal to extend LWR to Fruitville Rd: 
Formal Petition Lakewood Ranch southeast 
 
Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
Lakewood Ranch South developers are asking for approval of a 2050 comprehensive plan amendment to, once again, 
move the Old Miakka Countryside line, amending the 2050 Plans Hamlet designation, to create a new higher density 
Village Transition Zoning, (VTZ). 
The amendment proposes to increase densities in the existing development of Lake Park Estates, reduce green ways and 
buffers from 500' to 50', with no town center or commercial zoning included in their entire 4100 acre site. 
2022‐B proposes no internal commercial zoning. This means existing residents living on Fruitville Rd, Verna and further 
east, would be doomed to fight traffic jams all the way to the west side of I‐75 or to Honored Ave. 
We support the comments from Atty Richard Grosso on behalf of the Old Miakka Community Club. 
2022‐B is a proposal to create urban sprawl to nearly the end of Fruitville Rd and Sarasota County. This occurs across 
from the existing entrance to Highhat Ranch, which will soon be another high density village development. 
17c/o of the site occurs in a flood plain, including Gum Slough, Myakka River headwaters and Donna Bay . 
If the 4,100 acres were developed at the allowable Hamlet densities, the number of units would be as little as 200 
houses and as many as 1,600. If the land were developed at the highest density of 1,600 houses then this would create 
12,768 daily trips impacting our roadways. 
What LWR developers are proposing instead is 5,000 houses. This would create 39,900 daily trips. The total traffic 
generated under the existing 1 to 5 acre zoning is 5,722 daily trips. 
The amendment 2022‐B proposes classic urban sprawl and is the exact opposite of what the 2050 Plan was created to 
put an end to in Sarasota County. 
Additionally, developers of Lakewood Ranch South, Neal, Jensen and others, are also proposing a reduction of the 2050 
Plans required 500' buffer to only 50'. They also propose to reduce the Hamlet Open Space requirement, to as little as 
43%. The Hamlet open space requirement is 60%, and far more compatible with the current 1unit per 5 acres zoning in 
Old Miakka, which requires 80% open space. 
This 4,100 acres is within the boundaries defined in the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
 
 These are historic rural and agricultural lands that were guaranteed protection under the 2050 Plan, and the county 
approved, Countryside Line. 
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The requested density increase from 1 unit per acre to 2 units per acre with the proposed VTZ designation, pretends to 
be a transitional zoning. But it is actually high density urban sprawl, planned over the top of the Rural Heritage zoning of 
1 unit per 5 or 10 acres. It is also notable that these units would not be required to be developed to the reduced 1/2 
acre lot size, but the lots can actually be any size. 
This amendment seeks to destroy compatibility with 5 acre, Rural Heritage homesteads in Old Miakka. CPA 2022‐B is 
urban sprawl, calling it a Village Transitional Zone (VTZ) doesn't change the fact that it's urban sprawl proposed to the 
end of the county, right over the top of the Countryside Line and the historic Rural Heritage community of Old Miakka. 
Of great concern to the Sierra Club is, the proposal is devoid of wildlife corridor locations, but appears to be planned 
with home sites from district line to line. 
Protected species must be identified and wildlife underpasses should be required and planned with all these new roads. 
These are details that would be addressed during the construction plan review, but important to note, the concept plan 
does not contemplate ribbons of green space throughout the site, to provide interconnected corridors for threatened 
and protected species. 
The amendment should state how many acres or ribbons of green space will be provided and how wide those ribbons 
will be. 
How can the public feel confident that the interconnected corridors are of sufficient size to protect or even ensure the 
survival of the threatened and endangered species that inhabit this vast 4,100 acre site? 
The Manatee/Sarasota Sierra Club urges the Planning Commission to vote NO on this ill conceived proposal. 
 
Julie Handa, outreach coordinator, M/S Sierra Club 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donna Carter
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2022 8:21 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Deny CPA 2022-B

 
 

From: gary dahl <garydahlconstruction@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2022 12:16 PM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: Deny CPA 2022‐B 
 

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

  
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:  
• 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 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.  
The lifestyle opportunities 
• 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.  
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
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Thank you. 
 

 

Virus-free. ww 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 6:16 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

Please place in the new Correspondence File for CPA 2022-B (we cut off mails that will go into the packet yesterday at 
noon. All new correspondence will be provided to the Board at the public hearing). 
Thanks, 
-Brett 
 
 
 
From: Bug The pug <casebeth16@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 4:29 PM 
To: 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 
  
Dear Mr. Harring, 
I strongly oppose the passing of CPA 2022-B and urge you to vote no.  This is urban sprawl at its worst…it 
takes a parcel of land designated for 5-to-10-acre parcels and increases it by an almost 600% increase in 
density. This is classic urban sprawl and takes the country right on out of Sarasota County. Please vote 
no on cps 2022-B 
 

Thank you, 
Lenora Case 
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Logan McKaig

From: Carla Chase <dressage321@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 10:58 AM
To: Teresa Mast
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBLE LAND USE

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Carla Chase 
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Logan McKaig

From: Patricia Colbert <Calvin_Nel@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 6:10 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY 

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

  
 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
 
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 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 will 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  
 
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

Thank you,   
 
Patricia Colbert 
10059 Crooked Creek Dr 
Unit 101 
Venice, Fl 34293  
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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,  
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Glenn Compton - Chairman 
ManaSota-88, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1728 
Nokomis, Florida 34274 
(941) 966-6256 
http://www.manasota88.org 
 

D-210



1

Logan McKaig

From: Vincent Conti <shotgunnerdad@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 12:06 PM
To: Michael Moran
Cc: Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022 B

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 

  
Mr. Moran ‐  
 
As a homeowner just off Fruitville Road, I am respectfully but vigorously asking that you vote to disapprove 
this request to increase housing units from the currently zoned 717 to 5000. I feel very strongly about this for 
many reasons, but the most important is the very real risk of injury and fatality the inevitable increase of 
traffic would represent to already overburdened area roadways. 
 
I realize the County uses certain measurement and guidelines to assess acceptable roadway usage, but I have 
personally witnessed numerous near incidents of traffic collisions of auto and commercial vehicles caused by 
traffic volume clearly in excess of that for which the roadways were intended. The County simply cannot let 
this happen. 
 
Thank you for your service to our community, and please do what you need to prevent this 
disturbingly dangerous change. 
 
Vince Conti 
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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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Planner

From: ROBERT CUSICK <robertcusick@cs.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 7:52 AM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Christian Ziegler; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Laurie Cusick; The POWER Team
Subject: Please - No to CPA 2022-B

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

  
Please keep the country…country ‐ for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
 
Enough with the greed of the developers. Save our waters and the land which protects them.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Bob Cusick 
Sent from Mobile 
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Logan McKaig

From: Darbelnet, Robert <RDarbelnet@national.aaa.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 12:01 PM
To: Alan Maio
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 quality of life in Sarasota is a function of its size. If we had wanted to live 
in a big city, we would have bought a home in Tampa or Miami.    
 
Thank you. 
 
Robert Darbelnet 
8841 Colonels Ct 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
AAA

 

Get the AAA Mobile app!  
To help protect y
Micro so ft Office p
auto matic downlo
picture from the 

To help protect y
Micro so ft Office p
auto matic downlo
picture from the 

 

AAA Disclaimer Communication  
This communication (including all attachments) is intended solely for the use of the person(s) to whom it is addressed and should be treated as a confidential 
AAA communication. If you are not the intended recipient, any use, distribution, printing, or copying of this email is strictly prohibited. If you received this 
email in error, please immediately delete it from your system and notify the originator. Your cooperation is appreciated.  
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Logan McKaig

From: Kaki Decker <kakietal@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 8:25 AM
Subject: CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  
  
  
  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 area 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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you, 
Katherine Decker 
 
 
 
 
“Love intentionally, extravagantly, unconditionally.  The broken world waits for the light that is you.” ~ LR Knost 
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Logan McKaig

From: Kaki Decker <kakietal@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 5:49 PM
Subject: TRANSPORTATION

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

  
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. Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only 
allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  

"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 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, 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 Equestrian Center in Manatee County which is most easily 
reached using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON 
LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
Mr. & Mrs. D.G. Decker, Jr. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Kaki Decker <kakietal@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 5:44 PM
Subject: SUBJECT: URBAN SPRAWL

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

  
The application constitutes urban sprawl  
 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover 
page and the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing 
shows this proposal to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property is currently undeveloped and consists of  
approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area 
Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped 
land with suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It 
is completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management 
Area (RMA) system – which “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.  
 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing 
urban centers was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances 
of 12 miles or more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to 
drive that distance along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even 
more egregious is the use of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is 
over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be at that western property line. The more 
relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the 
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majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several additional 
miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it a 
short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent 
sprawl.  
 
(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 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.  
 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
David & Katherine Decker 
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Logan McKaig

From: Michael Desautels <michael.l.desautels@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 3:47 PM
To: Michael Moran
Cc: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

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

  
Mr Moran  
 
 
Please Vote NO on CPA 2022-B  
 
 Increasing the housing density of Bern Creek (a Pat Neal community) by over 700% (from 717 homes to over 5,000) 
would have a long  term detrimental impact to all the existing surrounding communities and those already approved and 
in permitting or construction.  
 
With direct access to Interstate 75, Fruitville road is the primary road for many existing communities.  While the current 
proposed improvements to Fruitville road could alleviate the existing congestion, once all approved construction is 
completed there will be exponential growth in vehicle trips on Fruitville.    The increase in traffic resulting from the 
additional 4000 Bern Creek homes may well be the tipping point for Fruitville to become a failed road. 
 
Allowing the Bern Creek  increased density will have a long term negative quality of life impact for thousands of 
area residents and reflect poorly on the entire county and the County Commissioners. 
 
 Respectfully 
 
Michael Desautels 
4028 Mayors Court 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Erin DiFazio <ejdifazio@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 3:16 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBLE

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

  

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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. 

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 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 area 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 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 will 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. 
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin DiFazio  
President 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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Logan McKaig

From: lisa dufresne <safariz@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 8:11 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett Harrington; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. 

Detert
Subject: Transportation

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

  
 
 
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. Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only 
allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked. 

"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 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, 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 Equestrian Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM 
AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
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Planner

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 
  
Dear Planning 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 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. 
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 if the application was proposing a full complementary mix of 
uses, this is simply the wrong location. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Maurie Duggan <maduggan65@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 6:49 AM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBLE LAND USE

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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 includeS 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Maurie Duggan 
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Planner

From: Maurie Duggan <maduggan65@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:29 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 
  
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 will 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maurie Duggan 
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Planner

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 2:02 PM
To: Michele Norton
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

For our record. 
 

From: Maurie Duggan <maduggan65@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 11:25 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 

  
Good day Commissioner Maio, 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
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Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Maurie Duggan 
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Planner

From: Maurie Duggan <maduggan65@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 12:29 PM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: OLD MIAKKA

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

  
Good day Commissioner Maio, 
Founded in 1850, the rural Community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Nevertheless, this is a 
uniquely special place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the 
residents of Sarasota and surrounding counties, and special to Sarasota County. 
  
In the early ’80s, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this: 
The project focuses on the unique lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share… 
…a portrait of the people who live in the small rural communities of Miakka and Myakka City. 
  
In 1989, Sarasota County funded A HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY OF OLD MIAKKA AND SELECTED 
PORTIONS OF THE MYAKKA RIVER, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA. 
  
2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
County Staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka study area.  These boundaries have never been 
disputed.  They are the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the Myakka River State Park, and Myakka 
Valley Ranches to the south and west by Dog kennel Lane known now as Lorraine Road. 
The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is approximately 5.8 
miles from the city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota County 
“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.”  This is a quote from Sarasota County Staff. 
  
Many stories and articles have been written about the Community of Old Miakka: 
1976 A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 
1986 Better Homes and Gardens 
1987 Beall’s Sunday insert 
1988 Publix TV commercial 
2000 Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 
2003, 2018, 2020 2019 Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 
2019 Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the “Six to 
Save”.  Spotlighting the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites, and cultural resources in 
Sarasota County! The preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to historical 
resources at risk. 
2019 Recognized as a “This Place Matters”, part of the Place Matters national campaign that celebrates special 
communities in the U.S. 
2020 Sarasota Magazine 
2020 Bitter Southern magazine 
2020 ABC local station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 
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All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be 
preserved.  NOT ONE said it should be paved over! 
Linda Maree stated it best: “Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can’t all 
live in places like Old Miakka.  But even us city folks like to know that the “country” is there when we want to 
visit it”. 
  
CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into this 172-year-old rural and agricultural Community, i.e. Old Miakka. 
It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 
Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
Deny CPA2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
 
Maurie Duggan 
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Planner

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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Planner

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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July 20, 2022 
 
RE:  Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2022-B (CPA 2022-B) 
 
The Environmental Confederation of Southwest Florida (ECOSWF) is an umbrella organization with 
organizations and individual members from 8 counties, including Sarasota County. 
The purpose of ECOSWF is the protection of flora, fauna and historic places. 
 
Old Miakka is a historic place.  Founded in 1850, 172 years ago, Miakka or Old Miakka remains a viable 
rural and agricultural community. 
In the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. Sarasota County Staff wrote: 
 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. 
 Today Miakka is a quaint community containing ten historic structures: a church. A  general 
 store (it has since burned down), and eight rural residences.  There is a strong  sense of place 
 here, a rural identity linking humans and land. 
 
Proposed CPA 2022-B will NOT allow the impressive history to continue to be preserved. 
Proposed CPA 2022-B will DESTROY the sense of place, a rural identity linking humans and land. 
 
Under the direction of Sarasota Historic Resources Department, the Miakka Community Club participated 
in Place Matters. 
Place Matters is a national campaign that encourages people to celebrate the places that are meaningful to 
them and to their communities. 
People around the world are sharing photos of the places they hold dear. But this campaign isn’t just 
about photography. It’s about telling the stories of the places we can’t live without. Through This Place 
Matters, we hope to encourage and inspire an ongoing dialogue about the importance of place and 
preservation in all of our lives. 
 
It is about telling stories of places we can’t live without and the importance of place and preservation in 
all our lives.   
Old Miakka is know around the world as a place that matters. 
 
Proposed CPA 2022-B will destroy Old Miakka.  
It will eliminate a rural community forever, leaving nothing for current and future generations to live on, 
learn from and love…the land. 
 
THEREFORE: 
The Environmental Confederation of Southwest Florida requests you DENY proposed Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment 2022-B. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Becky Ayech 
President  
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Planner

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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Logan McKaig

From: sce100@aol.com
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 6:56 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B Compatibility

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

  
SUBJECT:  CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.	 
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 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 area 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 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 will 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	 
DENY	2022‐B			KEEP	THE	COUNTRY...COUNTRY	FOR	CURRENT	AND	FUTURE	GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
Susan Erhart 
+60 year resident  
Siesta Key 
 
 
Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS 
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Planner

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 1:50 PM
To: Donna Carter
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Incompatible land use

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota FL 34240 
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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: Mr. Cooper 
  
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. 
  
  
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota FL 34240 
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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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Planner

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. 

D-265



4 
 

 
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? 
 
 
 
 
 

D-272



1

Planner

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 
  

Ms. Carter: 
 
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. 
 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 11:50 AM
To: Jordan Keller
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 
  

 
 
Inappropriate use of Transferable 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 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 a new density to which it was never entitled in the first place. 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you for not supporting the misuse of TDRs 
 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd. 
Sarasota  FL  34240 
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Planner

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 8:30 AM
To: Jordan Keller
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Incompatible with Adjacent Land

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Commissioner: 
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 have aUDC 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 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 area 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 8:16 PM
To: Donna Carter
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Agriculture

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

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: 
 “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. 
PRESERVE THE RURAL AND AGRICULTURAL HISTORIC COMMUNITY OF OLD MIAKKA. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 

Paige Farr  
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota  FL  34240 
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Planner

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 5:16 PM
To: Justin Taylor
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 
  

Dear Planning Commissioners: 
I am strongly opposed to CPA 2022-B and ask that you recommend 
denial to the Board of County Commissioners. Homeowners with 5- 
and 10-acre homesteads in the vicinity of the lands included in CPA 
2022-B will suffer significant negative impacts to quality of life, 
decreased safety on the roadways, increased flooding, increased 
noise and light pollution, loss of habitat and increased danger for 
wildlife, and many other assaults on the qualities of rural life. In the 
2050 Plan, Hamlets were the buffer and transition from the higher 
density and mix of land uses in Villages to the rural areas (5- 
and 10-acre homes sites) and rural lifestyle, roadway character and 
viewshed were to be preserved. The proposed Village Transition 
Zone provides even less transition than 
hamlets to our rural homesteads. The proposed VTZ RMA has 
higher density, reduced open space, and reduced greenway and 
buffer requirements compared to Hamlet development and is not 
an appropriate or compatible transition to rural areas. CPA 2022-B 
is not consistent with the County’s Comprehensive Plan and should 
be denied.  
I agree with the objections and statements made in the letters 
from attorney Richard Grosso filed on behalf of the Miakka 
Community Club and with other Sarasota County residents that 
oppose CPA 2022-B. This proposed development is urban sprawl 
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that is incompatible with surrounding rural and agricultural lands, 
will overwhelm a currently stressed road system with over 47,000 
additional daily vehicle trips, reduces habitat protection and 
buffers, and will destroy over 4,000 acres of historic rural and 
agricultural lands. 
Please include this letter in the official record of the hearing on CPA 
2022-B held on August 4, 2022. Vote No on CPA 2022-B. 
 
Regards 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota  FL  34240 
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Planner

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 2:36 PM
To: Michael Moran
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 
  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota  FL  34240 
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Planner

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 8:41 AM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: Old Miakka

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
 
Founded in 1850, the rural Community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Never the less, this is a 
uniquely special place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the 
residents of Sarasota and surrounding counties and special to Sarasota County. 
 
In the early 80’s, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this: 
The project focuses on the unique lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share… 
…a portrait of the people who live in the small rural communities of Miakka and Myakka City. 
  
In 1989, Sarasota County funded A HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY OF OLD MIAKKA AND SELECTED 
PORTIONS OF THE MYAKKA RIVER, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA. 
  
2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
County Staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka study area.  These boundaries have never been 
disputed.  They are the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the Myakka River State Park and Myakka 
Valley Ranches to the south and west by Dog kennel Lane known now as Lorraine Road. 
The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is approximately 5.8 
miles from the city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota County 
“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.”  This is a quote from Sarasota County Staff. 
  
Many stories and articles have been written about the Community of Old Miakka: 
1976 A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 
1986 Better Homes and Gardens 
1987 Beall’s Sunday insert 
1988 Publix TV commercial 
2000 Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 
2003, 2018, 2020 2019 Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 
2019 Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the “Six to 
Save”.  Spotlighting the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites, and cultural resources in 
Sarasota County! The preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to historical 
resources at risk. 
2019 Recognized as a “This Place Matters”, part of the Place Matters national campaign that celebrates special 
communities in the U.S. 
2020 Sarasota Magazine 
2020 Bitter Southern magazine 
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2020 ABC local station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 
  
All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be 
preserved.  NOT ONE said it should be paved over! 
Linda Maree stated it best: “Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can’t all 
live in places like Old Miakka.  But even us city folks like to know that the “country” is there when we want to 
visit it”. 
  
CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into this 172 year old rural and agricultural Community, i.e. Old Miakka. 
It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 
Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
Deny CPA2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 1:47 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B Compatibility

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

  

To the Commissioners: 
 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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. 
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 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 will 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 
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 11:48 AM
To: Planner
Subject: Environmental Impacts

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

  
Commissioner: 
 
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 in a location 
where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed. 
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 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: 
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“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 acres of actual 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. 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota  FL  34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 3:27 PM
To: Planner
Subject: TRANSPORTATION

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

  
Commissioners: 
 
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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of 
traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked. 
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached 
using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota  FL  34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 1:51 PM
To: Planner
Subject: URBAN SPRAWL

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

  

Commissioners et al: 
 
The application constitutes urban sprawl 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page and 
the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this proposal 
to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear. 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning 
outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2) 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with 
suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is completely 
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – 
which “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. 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban centers 
was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances of 12 miles or more to 
downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance along Fruitville 
Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious is the use of distances at the 
very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be 
at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of 
the property where the majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several 
additional miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it 
a short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 
(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. 
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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 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. 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota  FL  34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 11:59 AM
To: Planner
Subject: Directions for the Future

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

  
Commissioners and Planners: 
 
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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to 
receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 
“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.” 
•                      • Balance jobs with housing. 
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
DENY 2022-B.  
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
Paige Farr 
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15910 Rawls Rd 
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Logan McKaig

From: Paige Farr <farrcrest@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 11:34 AM
To: Planner
Subject: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B

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

  
Commissioners and Planners: 
 
The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the mandatory 
statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use amendments such as this one. 
The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map amendments be 
based upon: 
“b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of the 
undeveloped land…. 
c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of [the 
statute].” (emphasis added). 
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. Neither the Application nor the Staff Report 
include 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. 
This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff analysis. 
There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing deficit that this 
application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into a region the 
Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve. 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Paige Farr 
15910 Rawls Rd 
Sarasota  FL  34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: David Ficken <dave.ficken@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 8:56 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 
 
 
 
Vote NO on CPA‐2022‐B 
 
Thanks, Dave Ficken 
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Logan McKaig

From: Jeff Finn <jeffreymfinn@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 10:44 AM
To: Michael Moran
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 MIke 
 
VOTE NO on CPA-2022-B  
 
 
 
 
Jeff Finn 
3943 Founders Club Dr. 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, August 1, 2022 2:08 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Agriculture

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

Dear Commissioners, 

The Legislature has identified agriculture as a "traditional economic base of this state" which should be 
"protected."  Fla. Stat. 163.3161(11) (emphasis added).  That preservation of farmland is an issue of statewide 
importance is explicitly stated in Fla. Stat. 163.3162(1), where the Legislature finds that: 

    "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, safely 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."  Fla. Stat. 163.3161(11).  The proposed 
amendment is inconsistent with state law. 

PRESERVE THE RURAL AND AGRICULTURAL HISTORIC COMMUNITY OF OLD MIAKKA. 

DENY 2022-B. 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 
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1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371-0725 
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, August 1, 2022 2:29 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Consistency

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

Dear Commissioners, 

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: 

    ~ 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 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 large suburban subdivisions, will surely not preserve and strengthen the lifestyle 
opportunities. 

    ~  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. 
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    ~  Reduce automobile trips.  The project would place up to 5,000 homes approximately 10 to 15 miles away from the 
nearest major employment, commercial and entertainment centers, and is classic urban sprawl. 

    ~  Balance jobs with housing.  The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job-
producing uses. 

 

Please DENY CPA 2022-B. 

 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371-0725 

 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this picture from the Internet.

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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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 
 
 
-- 
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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 
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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 
 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
 
(941)371-0725 
 
Reg. voter, District 106 
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-- 
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=05%7C0
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WwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=MgbXFKMxx5R1K5vVUpOckPEwEUwguCbMK6oNGIvTTRA%3D
&amp;reserved=0 
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 3:55 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
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 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
 
Re:  Inappropriate use of Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) 
 
 
The proposal that the County Commission simply gift the applicant 3,000 dwelling unit TDRs is highly questionable.  TDRs 
are a mechanism for protecting private property rights when a community has determined that existing 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 they 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 a new density to which it 
was never entitled in the first place. 
 
 
DENY CPA 2022-B.  Please do not support the misuse of TDRs. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Eileen M. Fitzgerald 
 
1550 Bern Creek Loop 
 
Sarasota, Florida 34240 
 
(941) 371-0725 
 
 
 
-- 
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This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 5:22 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 Incompatible Land Use

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

Dear Commissioners, 

 

Re:  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. 
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    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 
includes stormwater management infrastructure for the overall project) and greenbelts along the edges of the projects 
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. 

 

Please DENY 2022-B. 

 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371-0725 

 

 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office pre
auto matic downlo ad o f this picture from the Intern

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 5:36 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Incompatible With Adjacent Land

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

Dear Commissioners, 

 

Re:  Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2022-B is Incompatible With Adjacent Land 

 

The existing zoning district is OUE-1, OUR and HPD on this land.  The first two require an 80% open space 
requirement.  The HPD requires 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 have a 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 be 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 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 area are typically limited to a maximum of one 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 two units per acre does not preserve the rural character of the area 
where homesteads of one per 5 or 10 acres is currently predominant. 

 

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 
will 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. 
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Please DENY 2022-B. 

 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371-0725 

 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this picture from the Internet.

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, August 1, 2022 1:42 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
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 

Dear Commissioners, 

  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 will 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. 

Please DENY 2022-B. 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 
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Sarasota, Florida 34240 
 
(941)371-0725 
 
 
 
-- 
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 2:24 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
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 

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

Proposed CPA 2022‐B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022, for transmittal to the State and then on 
October 26, 2022, for adoption.  Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on November 21, 2022. 

 

This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county's long‐standing comprehensive plan for this area. 

 

    ~  The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60‐80% down to 43%.   

 

    ~  The application states there will be a reduction of 500' buffers to 50' buffers. 

 

    ~  The application states that residents of 5,000 homes must go off site for employment and daily needs  This creates 
over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips. 

 

    ~  The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non‐potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities, and public facilities such as public 
safety stations and community centers.  The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green. 

 

    ~  The application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts itself 
into a 172‐year‐old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from Old Miakka to 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast. 
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These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long‐range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 

 

Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table this 
proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County Commissioners 
to be part of the decision‐making process. 

 

They will have at least four and maybe eight years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed CPA 
2022‐B.   They should be allowed to vote. 

 

Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy‐in for themselves and 
their constituents.  Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 

Sincerely, 

 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 

 

 

To help protect your privacy, 
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Logan McKaig

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 4:22 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Subject: Old Miakka

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

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

Founded in 1850, the rural community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Nevertheless, this is a uniquely special 
place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the residents of Sarasota and 
surrounding counties and special to Sarasota County. 

 

In the early 1980's, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this:  "The project focuses on the unique 
lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share...."  and "a portrait of the people who live in the small rural 
communities of Miakka and Myakka City." 

 

In 1989, Sarasota County funded A HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY OF OLD MIAKKA AND SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE 
MYAKKA RIVER, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA. 

 

In 2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  County staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka 
study area.  These boundaries have never been disputed.  They are the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the 
Myakka River State Park and Myakka Valley Ranches to the south and west by Dog Kennel Lane, now known as Lorraine 
Road.  The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is approximately 5.8 
miles from the City of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota County. 

 

"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."  This is a quote from Sarasota County staff. 

 

Many stories and articles have been written about the Community of Old Miakka: 

 

D-312



2

    1976 ~ A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 

    1986 ~ Better Homes and Gardens 

    1987 ~ Beall's Sunday insert 

    1988 ~ Publix TV commercial 

    2000 ~ Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 

    2003, 2018, 2019 and 2020 ~ Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 

    2019 ~ Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the "Six to Save."  Spotlighting 
the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites and cultural resources in Sarasota County!  The 
preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to historical resources at risk. 

    2019 ~ Recognized as a "This Place Matters," part of the Place Matters national campaign that celebrates special 
communities in the United States. 

    2020 ~ Sarasota Magazine 

    2020 ~ Bitter Southerner magazine 

    2020 ~ ABC local TV station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 

 

All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be preserved.  NOT 
ONE said it should be paved over! 

 

Linda Maree stated it best:  "Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can't all live in 
places like Old Miakka.  But even we city folks like to know that the 'country' is there when we want to visit it." 

 

CPA 2022‐B is an intrusion into this 172‐year‐old rural and agricultural community; i.e., Old Miakka. 

 

CPA 2022‐B is NOTHING reasonably close to the livestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 

 

Keep the Country...Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 

 

Please DENY CPA 2022‐B! 
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Sincerely, 

 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 
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Logan McKaig

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 5:25 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Old Miakka Plan

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

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made by staff during 
the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4th.  In what can only be viewed as an attempt to avoid the 
finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the OMNP was not adopted into the 
Comprehensive Plan.  That does not at all, however, make that study and its detailed findings about the community 
from being directly relevant to this application.  It is instead the "best available" "data and analysis" about the character 
and importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the community by suburban development ‐ against which the 
application is adjudged under Section 163.3177(6)(a)(2)c, Fla.Stat.  It was concerning to say the least to hear planning 
staff seemingly suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of this application with 
state law.  No serious claim can be made that this Future Land Use Amendment ‐ which would allow over 4,000 acres 
of this community to be converted into a residential subdivision would be, in the language of the law, "based upon" 
the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 

 

In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff's observation that "future consideration should be given to just 
how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its intended function ceases to have meaning." 

 

DENY CPA 2022‐B KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

 

Sincerely, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 
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Logan McKaig

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 5:01 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Compatibility

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

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  The existing zoning district for this land is 
OUE‐1, OUR and HPD.  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 be 
considered a compatible land use decision. 

 

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 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 area are typically limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit per five acres or 
OUR at one unit per ten 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 two units per acre does not preserve the rural character of the 
area where homesteads of one per five or ten 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 
will 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. 
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Please DENY CPA 2022‐B,KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

 

Sincerely, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 

 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:08 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Environmental Impacts

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

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the new road or for a 
wildlife corridor.  Leaving these 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); Dept. of Community Affairs v. Escambia County, ER FALR 
92:138 (Final Order July 22, 1992) (P. 39; pp 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 UDC to protect the resources in an area where neither the code nor the plan 
have contemplated this density of 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.  We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient‐laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.   

 

The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan ‐ Environmental Objective 1.2 ‐ requires the county:  "(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. 
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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 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 interconnected 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 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 acres of actual 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 feet to 50 feet 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 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. 
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DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 

 

To help protect you r 
privacy, Micro so ft Office 
prevented au tomatic  
download of this pictu re 
from the Internet.
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Virus-free.www.avast.com 
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Logan McKaig

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 5:53 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Transportation

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

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

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.  Sections of 
Fruitville Road are at level of service "F."  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for 'stacking' of traffic and the 45,000 
daily trips will be stacked. 

 

"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 Road/SR 780 east of Dog 
Kennel Road, Verna/Myakka Road and Clark Road/SR72." 

 

This application, which asks to reduce the greenbelt requirement from 500 feet down to 50 feet, and deposit significantly 
more traffic on Fruitville Road, is clearly inconsistent with this policy.  There will be no internal traffic capture, 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 equestrian center in Manatee County which is most easily reached using Fruitville Road. 

 

DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN FROM 
AND LOVE THE LAND. 

 

Thank you for your wise decision to DENY 2022‐B. 
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Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 1:33 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

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

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

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 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 large suburban subdivisions, 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. 
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    ~    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.  And, of course, if 
this project is approved, each new project would be expected to receive the same positive observation as is found on 
page 22 of the staff report:  

 

    "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." 

 

    ~    Balance jobs with housing.  The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job‐
producing uses. 

 

DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 
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Planner

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 1:51 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Final Compliance Analysis

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

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application's compliance with the mandatory 
statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis) that govern future land use amendments such as this one. 

 

The Amendment violates Section 163.3177(6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map amendments be 
based upon: 

 

    "b.    An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of the 
undeveloped land... 

 

    c.    An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of {the 
statute]."  (emphasis added) 

 

Approval of the amendment would also violate Section 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.  Neither the Application nor the Staff Report 
include any analysis of the amount of land required to meet the County's projected residential needs under the 
comprehensive plan's current time frame.  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."  Section 
163.177(6)(a)(2)a, Fla. Stat. 

 

This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes:  It is a major omission in the staff 
analysis.  There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing deficit that 
this application is necessary to meet.  As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into a region the 
Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve. 
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DENY CPA 2022‐B. 

 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 

Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 
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Logan McKaig

From: Eileen Fitzgerald <emf@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 9:10 AM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B URBAN SPRAWL

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

  

Dear Commissioners, 

 

The application constitutes urban sprawl.  A picture is often worth 1,000 words and it is striking how clearly the 
location map on the cover page and the map on page five of the staff report for the August 4th Planning Commission 
hearing shows this proposal to be urban sprawl.  An analysis of its details make this even more clear. 

 

The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of Section 163.317(6)(a)(9), 
Fla. Stat., because it: 

 

    (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.  As explained by the staff report, "(t)he Lakewood Ranch Southeast property is 
currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land I...east (meaning outside of) of the Urban 
Service Area Boundary...."  (Staff Report, p.2) 

 

    (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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with suburban 
development.  The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land.  It is completely contrary to the 
Comprehensive Plan's policy framework ‐ the Resource Management Area (RMA) system ‐ which "encourages a compact 
development form."  Comprehensive Plan, V1‐297.  The form of development proposed here is the opposite.  If there is 
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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. 

 

Surprisingly, however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely ignoring the 
rural and agricultural lands surrounding the development and the overall character of the area. 

 

Next, the staff's presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban centers was 
both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect.  The assertion that distances of 12 miles or more to downtown are 
proximate is not realistic ‐ particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance along Fruitville Road, and how much 
open land one passes over along the way.  Even more egregious is the use of distances at the very western property line 
of the project area.  The site is over 4, 120 acres in size.  None of the homes will actually be at that western property 
line.  The more relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the 
majority of the residential development is proposed.  Those driving distances would be several additional miles from 
downtown and other major activity centers.  No one who actually makes that drive could call it a short one.  And the 
location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient.  It is auto‐dependent sprawl. 

 

    (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 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.  It is hard to square the staff report's claim that "greenbelts will ensure 
the appropriate separation of uses, and compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and 
mitigate the impacts to surrounding agricultural and residential uses with the reduced greenbelt and other protections 
that approval of the application would allow.  

 

DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

 

Thank you, 

Eileen M. Fitzgerald 

1550 Bern Creek Loop 
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Sarasota, Florida 34240 

(941)371‐0725 
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Logan McKaig

From: Gene <augustine117@mailmt.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 4:14 PM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: CPA 2022-B compatability

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

  
SUBJECT:  CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 area 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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
Gene Freeman 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Logan McKaig

From: Gene <augustine117@mailmt.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 4:20 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B compatibility

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

  
SUBJECT:  CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 area 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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
Jill Freeman 
 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Memorandum re: Lakewood Ranch Southeast Traffic 

Date: August 19, 2022 

To: Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 

From: Rex Jensen 

Re: Lakewood Ranch Southeast -Fewer Cars on Fruitville than Hamlets in This Location 

I.  Hypothetical Hamlet Is an Inferior Form of Development.  Compared to the Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast Plan, a hypothetical Hamlet development is an inferior choice in this location.  It is worse for 

neighboring residents and for the much more distant Old Miakka for two reasons: 

• Buffers for Hamlets are only 500 feet, whereas this buffer is exceeded in many areas under the 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan; and 

• The Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan puts LESS traffic on Fruitville Road than a hypothetical 

hamlet development would but on that same road, despite having more units. 

It is worse for Sarasota County as well because: 

• a Hamlet development in this location would not complete the transportation network (e.g., 

Bourneside Blvd.), leaving that task to Sarasota County;  

• residences within the Hamlet would use septic tanks as opposed to central sewer (not taking 

advantage of the County’s significant investment in Bee Ridge Treatment Plant capacity); and 

• the County and School Board would receive appreciably lower revenues over the long-term 

horizon from a variety of sources. 

This memorandum describes the impact of a hypothetical Hamlet development by a third party, 

compared to the Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan proposed by SMR. 

II.  Comparison of the Two Plans.  A Hamlet Plan under 2050 is very different from what SMR is 

proposing.  Figure 1, below is a side-by-side comparison of the two alternatives. 

Figure 1, Plan Comparison 
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III.  Hamlets Would Put More Traffic on Fruitville.  A hypothetical third party Hamlet development on 

this site (current 2050 Plan) would put more cars on Fruitville than would the Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast Plan (proposed amendment).  This is a matter of 4th grade arithmetic and common sense.  

Under 2050, Hamlets require 60% Open Space and allow 1 dwelling unit within the developed area.  At 

4,120 acres, that equates to a total of 1,648 dwelling units and 50,000 sq. ft. of non-residential uses that 

could be developed “as is” under the existing Comprehensive Plan. 

In that scenario, a third party developer would NOT build Bourneside as a through road.  Rather they 

would loop a 2 lane road system from Fruitville Road, back to Fruitville Road as set forth in Map 1 below.  

Thus, 100% of the trips from 1,648 units would be on Fruitville Road.  All that is needed to move 

forward with a Hamlet development is to is submit a rezone, and our neighbors (from their comments) 

would love the project because 2050 has a very venerable, holy blessing and total buy-in with the 

surrounding rural lands and their residents, to hear them talk.  (I am being sarcastic.  If a Hamlet had 

been proposed, they still would have protested and we all know it.) 

Map 1, Hypothetical Hamlet 

  

 

Even though it would contain more units (between 4,120 and 5,000), the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

project as proposed by SMR would put less traffic on Fruitville than would one based upon Hamlet 
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provisions.  The reason is traffic can only go to Fruitville.  Under a Hamlet development 100% of the 

1,648 units would use Fruitville Road to enter and exit.   

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan is very different because it creates connections which would not 

otherwise exist and this alters traffic patterns for the better.  See Map 2, Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

Concept Plan, below. 

Map 2, Lakewood Ranch Southeast Concept Plan 

 

Under SMR’s Lakewood Ranch Southeast traffic study, approved by the County, over 75% of the traffic 

would go north to University Parkway as opposed to south to Fruitville.  Only 25% of the traffic will use 

Fruitville with only 18.5% of the trips heading west toward I-75.  This is shown on Map 3, Traffic 

Distribution. 
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Map 3, Traffic Distribution 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC Traffic Analysis 

 

 

Thus, traffic on Fruitville from SMR’s proposal would be only 56% of the traffic that the Hamlet driven 

proposal would place on Fruitville.  The math is simple:  

• 100% of 1,648 units plus 50,000 square feet of non-residential uses on Fruitville =1,648  which 

generates 1,303 peak hour trips for a Hamlet vs. 

• 25% of 5,000 units on Fruitville=1,250 units for the Lakewood Ranch Southeast proposal which 

generates 877 peak hour trips 

• 877/1,303= 67%...end of story. 

The reason for this positive difference with the SMR proposal is the traffic distribution that becomes 

possible when you have a completed road network. 

IV.  Other Differences.  Hamlet development would have other negative differences from the SMR 

proposal in a variety of ways.  First, homes in the Hamlet would be on septic tanks, thereby not taking 

advantage of the County’s investment in wastewater treatment plant upgrades.  Septic tanks are 

tantamount to an environmental sin.  Evidence of this is the incredible expense that Sarasota County 

incurred in curing the problems in the Phillipi Creek basin several years ago.  Second, a Hamlet in this 

location would not provide an additional north/south road and trail linkage which would in truth aid in 

hurricane evacuation and traffic distribution.  Third, the developer of a Hamlet would not provide the 

provisions on assistance by SMR with Fruitville road that are provided in the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
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DOCC Master Development Order.  Fourth, a Hamlet would not provide nearly the mobility fees and 

other revenues that would be provided under SMR’s Proposal.  Fifth, Hamlet development would impact 

OLD MIAKKA to a greater degree by forcing eastbound Fruitville Road traffic out to Verna Road since 

Bourneside Blvd would not be constructed (which would have provided a better path to SR 70). 

The only reason one would favor Hamlet development would be if one was confused by the 

misperception that lower density always equals lower impact.  That isn’t always the case.  This isn’t a 

game of absolute numbers.  It is a game of relative impacts and the Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan is 

much better for neighbors, the County, and the much more remote Old Miakka than Hamlet 

development would be in this location. 

V.  Conclusion.  Under any measure, the SMR plan is vastly superior to the current requirements of the 

2050 plan.  This is particularly true if one is concerned with traffic impacts and having development 

done properly. 
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Planner

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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Logan McKaig

From: Charles Gauthier <charles.gauthier.faicp@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 11:39 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Brett Harrington; 

Planner
Cc: Susan Schoettle
Subject: Expert Planning Analysis of CPA 2022-B
Attachments: Analysis of Sarasota County CPA 2022-B, Charles Gauthier FAICP, 8.25.2022.pdf

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

  
Dear Maio and Honorable Commissioners, 
 
I was asked by Save the Country, Inc., to prepare an independent analysis of the
comprehensive plan amendment you will consider at your August 31, 2022, public hearing
(CPA 2022-B).  My report on the Village Transition Zone amendment is attached.  Please 
include this letter and report in the official record for the August 31, 2022, public hearing on
CPA 2022-B. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Charles Gauthier 
 
 
Charles Gauthier, FAICP, LLC  
1780 Copperfield Circle 
Tallahassee, FL 32312 
(850) 544-8588 
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Charles Gauthier, FAICP, LLC 

1780 Copperfield Circle 

Tallahassee, FL 32312 

Charles.Gauthier.FAICP@gmail.com 

(850) 544-8588 

 

 

August 25, 2022 

 

Sent via email to Sarasota County Board of County Commissioners 

  

Chairman Alan Maio    (amaio@scgov.net)  

Vice Chairman Ron Cutsinger  (rcutsinger@scgov.net)  

Commissioner Michael A. Moran  (mmoran@scgov.net)  

Commissioner Christian Ziegler  (cziegler@scgov.net)  

Commissioner Nancy Detert   (ncdetert@scgov.net) 

 

Subject: CPA 2022-B:  Proposed Village Transition Zone  

 

Dear Chairman Maio and Honorable Commissioners, 

 

I was asked by Save the Country, Inc., to prepare an independent analysis of the 

comprehensive plan amendment you will consider at your August 31, 2022, public 

hearing (CPA 2022-B).  My report on the Village Transition Zone amendment is attached.  

Please include this letter and report in the official record for the August 31, 2022, public 

hearing on CPA 2022-B. 

 

My expert evaluation of the proposed CPA 2022-B results in a strong conclusion that this 

amendment warrants a more detailed and in-depth analysis of the unknown consequences 

of the proposed VTZ on the County’s framework for rural planning.  Allowing such a 

major departure from the carefully structured balances in the 2050 Plan without full 

analysis and incorporating basic development requirements currently absent from the 

application poses significant risks to other developments and the community as a whole.   

 

Among my conclusions and concerns, discussed in more detail in the attached report, are 

the following summary points: 
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Charles Gauthier, FAICP, LLC 

Sarasota County CPA 2022-B 

August 25, 2022 

 

2 

 

1. Major Planning Departure / Minimal Public Participation 

CPA 2022-B is a major departure from the Village/Open Space structure of the 

carefully and collaboratively developed 2050 Plan.  Unlike the process used to  

produce the 2050 Plan, this CPA has received only minimal public input.   

 

2. Uncertain Long-Range Consequences 

The proposed amendment will carve a 4,120-acre hole in the Village/Open Space 

RMA and may set dominoes falling that will debilitate the 2050 Plan framework 

entirely.   

 

3. Three-fold Jump in Residential Development on the Site 

Under the existing Hamlet Overlay, up to an estimated 1,648 residential units are 

possible and an 60% open space requirement is applicable.  The proposed VTZ in 

CPA 2022-B increases the residential units to 5,000 with an open space 

requirement as low as 43%.  The increase over development allowed under the 

existing zoning for 5- and 10- acre rural homesteads is even greater. 

 

4. “Gifted” Residential Density – Not Earned 

The VTZ proposal seeks increased density without associated increased benefits to 

the County and its residents.  Hamlets provide 60% open space focused on 

preserving environmentally sensitive areas and are granted a density of one unit per 

acre for the developed area.  Villages, intended to be the more urban and dense 

development areas, earn higher density allocations through acquisition and transfer 

of development rights and the creation of greenways and open space.  The 

developer created VTZ does not earn its increased density and reduces the open 

space, buffers and greenways to be provided.   

 

5. No Demonstrated Need for Additional Residential Units 

Comprehensive planning defines not just the locations for land uses, densities and 

intensities but also the timing and phasing of development.  Planning that creates 

an unwarranted excess of land available for any land use is setting the stage for 

problems.  A “2020 Residential Capacity Analysis” prepared by County Planning 

staff found that the land available for residential development under Future Land 

Use designations was almost 300% more than the projected 10-year demand.   

 

6. Enables Urban Sprawl 

CPA 2022-B is clearly urban sprawl. The VTZ is situated in a remote location, fails 

to provide a clear separation between urban and rural uses and consists of low 

density, automobile-dependent development without any internal capture of 
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Charles Gauthier, FAICP, LLC 

Sarasota County CPA 2022-B 

August 25, 2022 
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vehicle trips.  There is no requirement to provide for shopping or employment for 

the approximately 11,150 future residents within what will essentially be a small 

city.  The VTZ clashes with the development patterns carefully constructed in the 

2050 Plan to avoid this type of urban sprawl. 

 

7. Reduced Open Space in VTZ versus Hamlet 

The reduction in quantity and quality of open space under the proposed VTZ is 

contrary to the fundamental purposes of the 2050 Village/Open Space RMA and 

leads to inadequate buffering and separation of VTZ development from proximate 

rural lands and adjacent hamlet development 

 

8. Lack of Specificity in VTZ definition versus Hamlet 

The proposed VTZ fails to incorporate any “smart growth” requirements intended 

to mitigate the negative effects of urban sprawl and development.  Instead, the 

“continuation of Lakewood Ranch” development from Manatee County is referred 

to as the “standard”. 

 

9. Future of Roadway Congestion 

The Transportation Impact Analysis for CPA 2022-B shows a bleak future for 

Fruitville Road and the many residents that travel on Fruitville to and from the 

eastern area of Sarasota County.  This state evacuation route already has a failing 

segment between Sarasota Center Boulevard and Lorraine Road. By 2045, multiple 

segments of Fruitville are projected to operate below the level of service standard.  

The VTZ will only worsen this situation.  

 

In closing, I respectfully conclude that CPA 2022-B and the proposed VTZ undergo 

additional planning analysis to ensure that the 2050 Plan and developments approved 

under its existing requirements are not undermined. Thank you for your consideration. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Charles Gauthier, FAICP 

 

CC  Bret Harrington (bharring@scgov.net) 

Planner (planner@scgov.net)  
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PRELIMINARY OPINION: 

PROPOSED CPA 2022-B: VILLAGE TRANSITION ZONE   

SARASOTA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

 

PREPARED BY CHARLES GAUTHIER, FAICP 

ON BEHALF OF KEEP THE COUNTRY, INC. 

 

AUGUST 25, 2022 

 

My name is Charles Gauthier.  I have worked in Florida for 44-years as a professional 

planner in the areas of growth management, land use planning, environmental planning, 

land use regulation, zoning, and site planning.  I have been a member of the American 

Institute of Certified Planners since 1988; in 2011, I was inducted as a Fellow for 

outstanding contributions to the public interest, the highest achievement available at a 

national level.  I have been retained by Keep the Country, Inc., to analyze CPA 2022-B 

which proposes amendments to the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan (“Plan”) to 

create a Village Transition Zone (“VTZ”).1   

 

The proposed VTZ would become part of the 2050 Resource Management Area (“2050 

RMA”) planning structure for Villages/Open Space and be applied to 4,120-acres in 

northeastern Sarasota County in an area currently designated for rural land use or as an 

option Hamlet development.2  The amendment would increase development potential on 

 
1 Land Use Petition Staff Report to the Sarasota County Planning Commission dated August 4, 

2022 recommends future land use and policy revisions consistent with the June 3, 2022 application 

resubmittal for CPA2022-B 
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the subject property from up to 1,648 residential units to 5,000 units and is specifically 

designed to accommodate a large-scale expansion of the Lakewood Ranch development 

primarily located in Manatee County. 

 

The VTZ is an instance of development guiding the plan instead of the plan guiding 

development. Instead of maintaining an even-handed future land plan it is a customized 

deal for one property owner that takes on appearance "spot" planning.  The following 

are some of my major observations about CPA 2022-B and how it is inconsistent with 

the existing Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan and will cause significant negative 

impacts to the community and environment compared to what development might occur 

under the provisions of the existing Hamlet Overlay. 

 

1. Major Planning Departure / Minimal Public Participation 

The VTZ is a major departure from the Village/Open Space planning structure that has 

been in place for 20-years. 

 

The 2050 RMA was the product of an exceptionally extensive community process that 

began with public input, a multiparty stakeholder group in 1995, an Urban Land Institute 

Report in 1999, the adoption of a Planning Vision in 2000, formal adoption of the 2050 

framework into the Plan in 2002 and adoption of implementing regulations in 2004.3  The 

2050 Overlay has been the subject of several fine-tuning amendments over the years. 

 

The resulting 2050 RMA became, and remains, a central county planning mechanism for 

the long-term protection of rural and agricultural lands, establishment of open space and 

 
3 “Sarasota 2050 What have we Learned in 10 years?”, September 9, 2015 
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greenways and allowance of new development in the form of carefully designed and 

fiscally neutral Villages and Hamlets.  For many years now the general public, property 

owners and development interests have relied upon the Plan’s delineation of the 

Countryside Line, the Urban Service Area, Rural Land Use, and the locations of and 

standards for potential Hamlets and Villages. 

 

In contrast, the amendment at hand is a privately initiated large-scale land use change 

with nine pages of policy revisions to allow single-use suburban development to jump 

into a rural area without adequate development controls. Despite its profound impact, the 

amendment package has been the subject of minimal meaningful public participation.4 

 

Instead of an expedited property owner driven amendatory process more extensive public 

participation is warranted with ample opportunity for stakeholders to work collaboratively 

toward an appropriate consensus proposal.  

  

2. Uncertain Long-Range Consequences / Unfair to Other Interests 

The VTZ amendment is flawed both in concept and specifics.  It can be characterized as 

an end-run around the 2050 Plan for Villages/Open Space (including Hamlets).  The 

proposed amendment would not only carve a 4,120-acre hole in the 2050 Village/Open 

Space RMA, it may well set dominoes falling that will debilitate the countywide rural 

planning framework entirely.  

 

 
4 Initial introduction to Board of County Commissioners, February 2022, Neighborhood 

Workshop, April 7, 2022, Planning Commission, August 4, 2022 
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For instance, if this amendment is authorized as proposed, how would the County say no 

to future amendments to allow additional conventional suburbanization further east of the 

subject property that consumes still more of the Hamlet area?5  Would not the precedent 

of this amendment become additional justification for its expansion?  

 

Note too that that VTZ Policy 3.2 includes a provision that “The 500-foot Greenbelt along 

the eastern boundary of the property may be modified to not less than 50’.” and a 

minimized 50’ buffer is shown along the eastern edge of Lakewood Ranch Southeast in 

the CPA 2022-B Resubmittal.  A 50’ greenbelt certainly does not establish a clear 

separation of urban and the adjacent rural uses and instead facilitates future eastward 

expansion of conventional suburbs and urban sprawl. 

 

 

 

 
5 Proposed VTZ shown in light blue, remaining Hamlet area shown in purple, Staff Report Map 

8-1: RMA-1, pdf page 8 
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It’s also necessary to consider the long-range impact of the amendment on other properties 

that have obtained or might seek the optional development available as a Village or 

Hamlet under the 2050 Plan structure.  Why would they invest time and effort to achieve 

Village or Hamlet status when they might simply side-step Village or Hamlet RMA 

requirements as is proposed in this instance?   How would the County respond to requests 

by existing Village/Open Space developments which seek to strip down their 

responsibilities?  How is the amendment fair to the general public, property owners and 

development interests who have relied upon and made investment and life-style decisions 

based on the 2050 Village/Open Space RMA? 
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These and other unanticipated consequences are not now understood and accounted for. 

A full analysis through adequate comprehensive planning is necessary to evaluate the 

impacts of this proposal. 

 

3. Three-Fold Jump in Residential Development Potential 

The amendment for a future development area known as “Lakewood Ranch Southeast” 

specifies a development cap of 5,000 residential units.6  The majority would be granted 

to the applicant based on a ratio of one unit per gross acre for 4,120 units.  Additional 

units, to reach the cap of 5,000, may be obtained by the applicant through provision of 

Community Housing Units or Transfer of Development Rights from off-site locations.  

  

Under the current Hamlet development option, the scale of residential development would 

be much lower since it must meet several policy parameters including a maximum Hamlet 

size of 400 residential units, a maximum density within the developed area of one unit 

per gross acre and 60% open space.  Hamlets, according to the Plan, consist of clusters of 

rural homes at a crossroads. Therefore, development of the subject property would require 

multiple Hamlets separated by open space. In theory 1,648 residential units are possible 

under the Hamlet policies.7  However, that estimate depends on the site character and 

development configuration and is likely lower given the land use design requirements. 

 

4.  “Gifted” Residential Density for VTZ versus “Earned”  

Under the 2050 Village/Open Space RMA a Hamlet must provide 60% open space for 

environmental protection purposes and in return is granted residential density at one unit 

 
6 Proposed VTZ Policy 2.2 

7 4,120 acres / 0.4 x one unit per acre 
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per acre for the developed area.  The larger scale Villages, on the other hand, are eligible 

for a much more significant density allocation but that increased density is not gifted to 

them; it is earned through acquisition and transfer of development rights and thus enables 

the creation of greenways and open space. Despite its three-fold increase in density over 

Hamlet, the VTZ also seeks density that is not earned and is instead provided by the stroke 

of the developer’s pen and with reduced, not increased, open space, buffers and 

greenways. 

 

5. No Demonstrated Need for Additional Residential Units 

Sarasota County Planning and Development Services prepared a “2020 Residential 

Capacity Analysis” in conjunction with an Evaluation and Appraisal Report based update 

to the Plan in 2021.  The purpose was to determine whether the Plan’s land use capacity 

would accommodate at least enough development potential to accommodate the projected 

population growth over a 10-year timeframe.8 

 

 The study determined that available, approved Zoning Density would accommodate 

238% of the 10-year demand for housing and that Future Land Use Density would 

accommodate 299% of need.  This availability of almost three times the amount of 

residential capacity needed did not include the Hi Hat Village or other pending/anticipated 

large developments identified in the Report.9  When the net increase of 26,64610 units in 

available capacity from those large developments plus the additional 5,000 in CPA 2022-

B are considered, the Future Land Use Density accommodates 504% of need.   

 
8 Capacity Evaluation was pursuant to FLU Policy 3.2.3 

9 “2020 Residential Capacity Analysis” at page 17 

10 “2020 Residential Capacity Analysis” at pages 13 and 17 
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Appropriate timing of future land use amendments is an important consideration and the 

future land use capacity analysis demonstrates there is no need to rush ahead with current 

VTZ request.   

 

6. CPA 2022-B enables Urban Sprawl 

The Sarasota County Plan and Florida Statutes defines urban sprawl as: 

 
URBAN SPRAWL:  

a development pattern characterized by low density, automobile-dependent 

development with either a single use or multiple uses that are not functionally related, 

requiring the extension of public facilities and services in an inefficient manner, and 

failing to provide a clear separation between urban and rural uses. 

 

The amendment would enable urban sprawl.   

a. The 4,120-acres subject to the amendment are situated in a remote location six to 

eight miles east of I-75; 

b. The subject property is in an area planned for rural land use and nearby land uses 

are principally rural, the property is beyond the current “Countryside” delineation 

in the County Plan and outside of the currently designated Urban Service Area;  

c. The amendment would allow up to 5,000 residential units on-site11 yet there is no 

requirement to provide for shopping and employment needs necessary to support 

11,150 +/- future residents;12   

 
11 Proposed Policy VTZ 2.1 identifies only land uses that may be permitted and states “…non-

residential uses are permitted, but not required within the VTZ…” 

12 Assuming 2.23 persons per household, US Census Quick Facts 
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d. Without policy assurance there will be shopping and employment opportunities on 

the site its necessary to assume residents will drive Fruitville Road or University 

Parkway to meet daily needs; 

e. The lack of internal capture will necessitate increased driving by future residents, 

escalate overall vehicle miles traveled and result in inefficient use of roadway 

infrastructure;  

f. Not only are on-site shopping and employment not assured for what will amount 

to a small city, the list of optional land uses and development types is vague and 

defers to zoning districts in the land development code; and,   

g. The land use design of permitted development lacks standards and is vague and 

open-ended since it defers without specificity to the form of development found 

elsewhere in Lakewood Ranch.   

  

A major purpose of the 2050 Village/Open Space RMA is to provide an alternative to 

urban sprawl.  The VTZ does not provide an alternative to urban sprawl and instead will 

create a vast blanket of single-use suburban development.  While that development 

pattern has long been included in the Manatee County Comprehensive Plan for Lakewood 

Ranch to the north, the Sarasota County Plan has taken a very different approach for 

decades.  The VTZ clashes with the Sarasota County Plan and is clearly inconsistent with 

the development pattern of the 2050 Plan. 

 

It is possible to revise the amendment such that it avoids or mitigates the characteristics 

of urban sprawl by sending the amendment back to the drawing board for additional work. 
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7. Reduced Open Space in VTZ versus Hamlet 

Proposed Policy VTZ 3.1 provides for the dedication of as little as 43% of the subject 

property as open space. Allowable uses in the open space would include features such as 

native habitat, agriculture, necessary components of VTZ development such as 

stormwater facilities and non-potable water storage, and communication towers.  

 

On the other hand, development as a Hamlet would require 60% open space and 

development in the open space is more narrowly defined to support environmental goals 

by preserving important environmental features, connections and functions on site. 

 

The reduction in the extent and quality of open space is contrary to the fundamental 

purpose of the 2050 Village/Open Space RMA and leads to inadequate buffering and 

separation of VTZ development from proximate rural lands thus exacerbating land use 

incompatibilities.  

 

The subject property includes agricultural land as well as native habitats such as pine 

flatwoods and oak hammocks, about 18% of the site or 700-acres lie within the 100-year 

floodplain, the applicant’s land use/land cover map show a pattern pocketed wet areas 

and drainage ways.13    

 

An open space requirement commensurate to a Hamlet would improve buffering and land 

use separation thus improve land use compatibility and allow for greater protection of 

native habitat and flood prone areas.    

 

 
13 Applicant’s May 2022 Environmental Assessment 
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8. Lack of Design Standards in VTZ verses Hamlet 

Hamlets are the subject of several design requirements while the VTZ is vague.   For 

example: 

a. The preferred scale of a Hamlet is 50 to 150 residential units with a maximum of 

400; 

b. 60% of a Hamlet must be open space including a 500’ wide greenbelt to preserve 

native habitats, supplement natural vegetation and protect wildlife; 

c. Each Hamlet must have a public / civic focal point such as a park; 

d. The majority of housing must be within walking distance or ¼ mile radius of the 

neighborhood center with the higher densities closer to the center; and, 

e. Include a range of housing types that supports a broad range of family sizes and 

incomes. 

 

The proposed VTZ does not include any similar “smart growth” requirements intended 

to mitigate the negative impacts of urban sprawl and instead only generally refers to a 

development pattern similar to existing Lakewood Ranch development in Manatee 

County.  In particular, the proposed description of the VTZ RMA category states “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.” What that 

means exactly is anything but clear, the provision fails to provide a meaningful and 

predictable standard for the use development of land. 

 

9. A Future of Roadway Congestion 

The CPA 2022-B application includes a Transportation Impact Analysis that projects a 

bleak future for Fruitville Road.  The analysis indicates the roadway segment between 

Sarasota Center Boulevard and Lorraine Road is currently operating below the adopted 
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level of service standard. By 2045 multiple segments of Fruitville Road will operate 

below the level of service standard including from Lorraine Road to the future Bourneside 

Boulevard at the VTZ.  

 

To accommodate background and VTZ traffic while maintaining level of service it would 

necessary to six-lane Fruitville Road from I-75 to Lorraine Road and four-lane Fruitville 

Road from that location to Bourneside Boulevard; however, there is no planning or 

funding sources identified for that purpose.   

 

It is clear that Fruitville Road already suffers from congestion and, with or without the 

VTZ, is subject to a mismatch between future traffic growth and future roadway capacity.  

The congestion will only be worsened by the additional traffic resulting from an increase 

in residential density from 1,648 to 5,000 units within the VTZ without internal capture 

to intercept trips to shop and work.   

 

Not only will this adversely impact the entire northeastern portion of the county on a day-

to-day basis, including essential travel by rural residents and agriculture, Fruitville Road 

serves as a state hurricane evacuation route. 

 

10.  Endorsement of Additional Third-Party Review by Richard Grosso 

I have reviewed the correspondence submitted by Richard Grosso, on behalf of the 

Miakka Community Club, to Sarasota County dated July 15, July 26 and August 13, 2022.  

While Mr. Grosso’s analysis is from a legal perspective and my own review is that of a 

planner, our concerns closely parallel.  For brevity I will not repeat his findings about the 

internal consistency of the VTZ with existing Plan policies. I endorse his conclusions and 

findings. 
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11.  Professional Background and Experience 

I have worked in Florida for 44-years as a professional planner in the areas of growth 

management, land use planning, environmental planning, land use regulation, zoning, and 

site planning.  I have been a member of the American Institute of Certified Planners since 

1988; in 2011, I was inducted as a Fellow for outstanding contributions to the public 

interest, the highest achievement available at a national level.  

 

At the local level of government, I served as Chief of Long Range Planning and Manager 

of Planning for Collier County during preparation of the 1989 Growth Management Plan. 

As Lee County’s Zoning Manager, I presented over 300 re-zoning requests to the Board 

of County Commissioners.  I have represented public and private sector clients across 

Florida on behalf of major consulting firms including service to Sarasota County during 

preparation of a Joint Planning Agreement with Venice and Northport and the county’s 

school concurrency program.   

 

For 17-years I served as a senior state official with the Florida Department of Community 

Affairs (including five years as Bureau Chief for community planning and four years as 

the Division Director for Florida’s growth management program) overseeing 

implementation of statutory planning requirements on a statewide basis.  During this time, 

I participated in the preparation of legislation for Optional Sector Plans and Rural Land 

Stewardship areas and subsequent implementation of the large-scale planning in 

numerous counties. As a state official I served as a liaison to Sarasota County during the 

inception of the 2050 RMA.  

 

For the past eight years I have provided expert planning services as Charles Gauthier, 

FAICP, LLC. My clients have included counties, municipalities, homebuilders, industry, 
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community associations, individuals and landowners, and public interest groups.  I have 

provided services in Walton, Bay, Alachua, Lake, Hernando, Pasco, Pinellas, Martin, 

Palm Beach, Broward, Monroe, Hendry, Lee, Collier and now Sarasota Counties.  
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Logan McKaig

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 9:21 AM
To: Alan Maio; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Urban Sprawl

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

  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
The application constitutes urban sprawl  
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page and 
the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this proposal 
to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning 
outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with 
suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is completely 
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – 
which “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.  
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban centers 
was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances of 12 miles or more to 
downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance along Fruitville 
Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious is the use of distances at the 
very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be 
at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of 
the property where the majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several 
additional miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it 
a short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl.  
(III) Promotes, allows, or designates urban development in radial, strip, isolated, or ribbon patterns generally 
emanating from existing urban developments.  
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(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 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.  
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
Jane Grandbouche 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.
 width=

 

Virus-free.www.avast.com 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:25 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: DENY CPA 2022-B.

Place in CPA 2022‐B Correspondence file… 
 

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:08 AM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: DENY CPA 2022‐B. 
 
 
 

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:05 AM 
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: DENY CPA 2022‐B. 
 
For our record. 
 

From: marilyn gerkin <mgerkin91@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, August 14, 2022 5:30 PM 
To: Commissioners <commissioners@scgov.net> 
Subject: DENY CPA 2022‐B. 
 

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

  
Please keep the rural area in Sarasota County &  DENY CPA 2022-B.  
 
Marilyn Gerkin 
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Logan McKaig

From: Sheila Gleason <sgleason5@ymail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 10:17 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 

  
VOTE NO on CPA-2022-B 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Sheila Gleason 

3314 Founders Club Dr 
Sarasota, Fl 
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:30 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B and CPA 2022-F

CPA 2022‐B Correspondence 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: kathy goloven <kkgoloven@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:29 PM 
To: Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net> 
Cc: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: CPA 2022‐B and CPA 2022‐F 
 
Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
VOTE NO ON 2022‐B 
 
VOTE NO ON 2023‐F 
 
Thank you. 
 
Kathy Goloven 
3212 Founders Club Drive 
Sarasota, FL 34340 
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Logan McKaig

From: Alice Golub <alice.golub@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 9:27 AM
To: Alan Maio; cziegler@scgov.comnet; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Planner; Ron Cutsinger
Subject: NO to CPA-2022-F

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

  
Good morning.  My husband and I moved into our new home in Lakehouse Cove at Waterside just shy of 2 years 
ago.  We chose Wateside specifically because of the new town center, water taxi and proposed Players Theater.  Sadly 
the theater plans have been scrapped and the water shuttle is not running as yet.  But we love the area and it’s 
convenience.  We  have recently been made aware of possible plans for industrial development along the Lorraine Road 
corridor.  Although it seemed most likely that the land between University and Fruitville would eventually be developed, 
it was always presumed that it would be RESIDENTIAL rather than INDUSTRIAL, with a proposal for a new school in the 
mix.  We have recently come to learn of this proposed change to the current zoning laws and prevail on the members of 
the Commission to VOTE NO on this proposed change.   Not only would it increase traffic on a highly residential area, it 
would adversely affect the environment which already has been disrupted.  In this age of climate change we need to 
look forward, to think Green, thus doing everything in our protect not only our residents, but our flora and fauna as 
well.  We prevail on you to vote NO to CPA‐2022‐F. 
 
Sincerely, 
Rabbi Mark and Alice Golub 
874 Seascape Pl, Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Jane <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:11 AM
To: Jane Grandbouche
Cc: Brett Harrington; Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBLE WITH ADJACENT LAND

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Planners, 
 
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 have aUDC 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 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 area 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
 
Thank you,  
 
Jane Grandbouche 
1640 Lena Lane 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Planner

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 

D-369



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. 
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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? 
 
 
 
 
 

D-374



1

Planner

From: Jane <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 11:48 AM
To: Jane Grandbouche
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 
  
SUBJECT:CPA 2022-B 
 
Dear Sarasota Planners, 
 
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. 
 
Please deny CPA-2022-B 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jane Grandbouche 
1640 Lena Lane  
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Jane <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 11:03 AM
To: Jane Grandbouche
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 
  
Dear Planners, 
 
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Jane Grandbouche 
1640 Lena Lane  
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Jane <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 3:26 PM
To: Jane Grandbouche
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 
  
Dear Planners,  
 
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jane Grandbouche 
1640 Lean Lane 
Sarasota, FL 34240 

D-377



1

Planner

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2022 7:18 AM
To: Christian Ziegler
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 

  
Dear Commissioner Ziegler, 
 
  
Proposed CPA 2022‐B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long‐standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60‐80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non‐potable water 
storage facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities 
such as public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be 
green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts 
itself into a 172‐ year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
   
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used 
as principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision‐making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022‐B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
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Jane Best Grandbouche  
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:16 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Deny COA 2022-B 

CPA 2022‐B Correspondence…place in folder! 
 

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:04 AM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Deny COA 2022‐B  
 
 
 

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:01 AM 
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Deny COA 2022‐B  
 
For our record. 
 

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 9:25 AM 
To: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com> 
Subject: Deny COA 2022‐B  
 

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

  
Dear Commissioners, 
 
If you haven’t read this article, it is worth reading.  
Please do not allow CPA 2022‐B  to destroy our rural and historical area. Do you really want to be responsible for the 
elimination of our farmland and our rural area in Sarasota County? This plan takes the country out of the county with 
cookie cutter houses. Help us keep 5 to 10 acre zoning which gives families a nice homestead where they can have 
animals. gardens etc. That is a Rural Lifestyle.   
Please deny CPA 2022‐B and be the ones who flip the table.  
 
Thank you, 
Jane Grandbouche 

My County's Award‐Winning Smart Growth 
Plan is a Disaster. Here's Why. 
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(Source: Author.) 

Sarasota County, Florida, where I live, belongs on a short list of poster children for America's Growth 
Ponzi Scheme. A popular retirement destination on the Gulf of Mexico, we have an economy that is 
powered by real estate development. And for decades, we've kept the bulldozers running. 

As the county's population has gone from about 75,000 in 1960 to 434,000 today, we've supersized 
roads, extended pipes, and built budget‐busting freeway interchanges with little attention to long‐
term replacement costs. And those costs, especially for water and sewer infrastructure, are beginning
to rear their heads. Our prevailing development pattern is insolvent: A 2008 study by Joe Minicozzi of
Urban3 demonstrated that a typical residential townhouse development in Sarasota County would 
take 42 years to generate enough taxes to cover the cost of its associated infrastructure. 

It might, therefore, surprise you to learn that Sarasota County is viewed as a trailblazer in the 
prevention of unchecked suburbanization. (Think of the way you'd be surprised if you learned 
Wisconsin was running an acclaimed public health campaign against the dangers of excessive cheese 
consumption.) This undeserved reputation can be traced to an award‐winning, innovative growth 
management plan that the County government adopted in 2002, titled Sarasota 2050. 

Unfortunately, the Sarasota 2050 plan has not remotely changed our growth trajectory or resulted in
better pattern of development. It’s a dismal failure. 

The reason for this failure is simple but important to grasp. It’s that the best plan in the world can’t 
solve something that’s not a planning problem. What we have here is a problem of power: who has it
and who doesn’t. 

Anatomy of an Award‐Winning Plan 
By the 1980s, fast‐growing Florida was home to some of the most ill‐conceived development scheme
in American history, and discontent with haphazard growth had led to a powerful, populist backlash. 
Advocates pushed, often successfully, for growth controls and long‐range planning. (I describe this 
history at greater length in a 2021 piece on a development controversy in Collier County, two hours 
south of Sarasota.) 

It was in this context, in the 1990s, that Sarasota County initiated a massive effort to achieve a Grand
Bargain among rural preservationists, environmentalists, developers, and existing land owners. It 
would be a master plan that would accommodate population growth, while breaking with Florida's 
history of indiscriminately carving up the countryside. 

D-381



3

The resulting Sarasota 2050 plan allows new development in the eastern, predominantly rural portion
of Sarasota County as long as it clusters into compact communities, called "villages" and "hamlets," in
exchange for leaving nearby land permanently undeveloped. This is accomplished through a planning
mechanism called a Transfer of Development Rights, or TDR. Think of it as a cap‐and‐trade scheme lik
carbon credits, but for development density. 

Official county documents describe these requirements as promoting New Urbanism, a planning 
movement that aims to create walkable, compact communities where you can meet your needs 
locally, inspired by the traditional development pattern of pre‐automobile cities and small towns. 
Villages, per the plan, were to be complete, self‐sufficient communities. Each would be compact and 
walkable, have a village center with neighborhood‐serving businesses, and a mix of housing types and
price points. The Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU) praised Sarasota 2050, awarding it one of its 
2003 Charter Awards. And for some time thereafter, the plan received accolades in the planning 
profession as an example of "smart growth." 

The Gulf Between Theory and Practice 
Unfortunately, calling something a “village” does not make it so. None of the development that 
Sarasota 2050 has produced is either New Urbanist or village‐like in any ordinary sense of that word. 

The northernmost of the designated 2050 "villages" is Waterside, itself a portion of gargantuan 
Lakewood Ranch, the second‐fastest‐growing master‐planned community in the United States. 
(Ironically, it’s second to a mega‐retirement community named, ahem, The Villages, also in Florida.) 
I've written about Lakewood Ranch and Waterside before (here, here, and here). The whole place is a
turbo‐charged version of everything we at Strong Towns critique about suburbia. 

The prevailing thing you experience when you drive through Lakewood Ranch is distance. Incredible, 
alienating distance, with long stretches of nothing at all flanking the major roads in between entrance
to gated communities and business parks. It’s a landscape of supersized roads, supersized parking, 
giant medians, noise walls, and retention ponds. It's impossible to even imagine walking anywhere as
means of transportation in Lakewood Ranch. The distances are so great that the idea is ludicrous. 

 

(Source: Author.) 

 

(Source: Author.) 
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Our local newspaper, picking up on the language associated with the 2050 plan itself, described 
Waterside upon its legal approval as "a New Urbanist‐style community of 12 interconnected, walkabl
neighborhoods." It isn’t. This is what Waterside looks like on the ground: 

 

Please note the scale: the area pictured is roughly 3 miles from east to west, with homes mostly arranged in long, single rows along lakes. (Source: Goog

Maps.) 

 

(Source: Google Maps.) 

And this is the eventual plan for Waterside: 
View fullsize  

 

(View full‐sized image here.) 

What Waterside passes off as its village center—to meet the 2050 Plan’s requirements—is a strictly 
drive‐to‐retail and dining district where parking lots occupy twice as much space as buildings, more li
a Hollywood set of a town center than the real deal. 

These places are a far cry from "villages" in any sense of economic function. When you think of a real
village, you think of a place where life is intensely local. People walk around. They work, shop, and 
socialize locally. They are embedded in a community. 

 

An actual village, as opposed to a Village™. (Source: Wikimedia Commons.) 

The truth is that there is no shortcut to a village, absent the incremental development process that 
produced every real village on earth. You need to start with a core that has some intrinsic reason to 
exist, some source of economic gravity, and then build outward from there. 

Everyone who buys a new home in eastern Sarasota County is buying it on the outer edge of a car‐
dependent region in which most of the jobs and amenities are not especially near that home. Such a 
place cannot help but be a bedroom community, even if it’s called a “village” or even looks like one 
superficially. 
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Who Has the Power? 
The most brilliant “village” design concept was never going to overcome that regional context. Thus, 
the thing that has most shaped Sarasota 2050’s results is not its land‐use vision—a set of impossible 
promises—but its political economy. That is, who has the power, and who has the money? 

Whom does this plan empower? One observation is that the Sarasota 2050 framework is extremely 
complicated. And like every complicated bureaucratic system, it favors an insiders’ club. 

There is absolutely no way to do a small project within the 2050 framework. It’s only suitable for 
massive communities built over time frames measured in decades. You will spend several years and a
million dollars in attorneys' fees just on planning and approval, and executing your Transfer of 
Development Rights. The players who can pull this off are, exclusively, about four large development 
companies with immense political power, and a similarly tiny insider’s club of large landowners—
mostly former cattle‐ranching or citrus‐growing families whose land is now worth far more in 
speculative suburban development value than it ever would be as working agricultural land. 

 

(Source: Author.) 

The insiders' club holds all the cards. They have a profitable business model, and little incentive to 
deviate from it, at least as long as movers flush with cash keep pouring into Florida from Northern 
states. 

Virtually from day one, the 2050 plan has been bent and amended to accommodate these developers
preferences. Major changes pushed through in 2014 over significant public protest removed some 
requirements for housing diversity, allowing more of a monoculture of single‐family houses than wha
was originally envisioned. They made it easier for village "centers" to be strip‐mall style retail plazas 
close to major roadways, rather than true neighborhood centers. And they neutered a pay‐as‐you‐go
requirement called fiscal neutrality. In 2018, developer Pat Neal successfully petitioned to allow a 
village to lack a commercial center altogether. Neal had previously petitioned successfully for a gated
community to be allowed. 

And in 2022, Lakewood Ranch developer Rex Jensen approached the County to request that it fully 
dispense with the core of the plan: the compact, walkable village concept. Jensen wants lower 
density—a very typically exurban two homes per acre over a tract of 4,000 acres (about six square 
miles). For this proposal, county commissioners lauded him from the dais as a "visionary," and directe
planning staff to work directly with Jensen on creating a new set of rules for a "village transition zone
which would lack a town center (residents can drive the several miles to Waterside Place), include 
gated communities, and have a "suburban as opposed to urban landform." 
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A slide presented at a public hearing in which Rex Jensen’s proposal to create a “village transition zone”—which will be indistinguishable in its 

characteristics from conventional auto‐oriented suburbia—was approved. 

In other words, twenty years into the Sarasota 2050 experiment, we are abandoning even the 
pretense that this plan is supposed to produce anything other than paint‐by‐numbers suburbia, 
extending deep into rural areas. 

You can argue that Sarasota 2050 was co‐opted, but it's very hard to imagine a world in which a plan 
like this isn't co‐opted by pre‐existing development interests. University of South Florida planning 
professor Evangeline Linkous makes this point in her research on the "political ecology of exurbia" in 
Sarasota. Large‐scale subdivision developers have a lot of concentrated political power (they are the 
dominant campaign donors in all local elections here) and have used it effectively against a splintered
coalition of opponents who can articulate what they’re against, but rarely what they’re for. 

The big developers are clear on what they’re for. The next generation of the insider club’s vision is 
already planned: 30,000 people on 10,000 acres at Hi Hat Ranch, a giant tract of land that is somehow
several miles even farther east (i.e., into rural territory) of what is currently the suburban/rural 
dividing line. Naturally, this behemoth is a Sarasota 2050 project. Trying to imagine stopping it feels 
about as hopeful as standing in front of a steamroller. 

Planners Won’t Save Us 
Some local advocates frame the problem as one of “poor planning” or “insufficient planning” for 
growth. They’re wrong. We’re up to our ears in meticulous, extremely long‐range planning here in 
Florida. It’s just in service of a bad vision. 

What we have is not a planning problem, and it never was. This is a power and money problem. The 
people with power and money continue to build in ways that enrich them in the short term, while 
saddling the public with long‐term liabilities from a grossly insolvent development pattern. 

If you want to stop this, you need to turn off the power, or turn off the money. 

We could stop widening roads to facilitate new bedroom suburbs. Stop allowing new sewer and wate
hookups outside the urbanized area. Incremental development in already built‐up areas of this 
extremely low‐density region could meet demand for decades of projected growth without any 
expansion of the suburban fringe at all. 

These are not planning and design problems. These are political and economic problems. The above 
answers are not popular with today’s power brokers. 
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Those who were around for the compromises that created Sarasota 2050 sometimes speak reverentl
of the “Multi‐Stakeholder Group” of that era, as though it were King Arthur’s court. What’s less 
popular to say, but more true, is that any successful effort to actually stop the bulldozers of suburbia 
won’t come from a plan that represents a nuanced compromise among everybody in the room, but 
from one that barges into the room and flips the table. 

By Daniel Herriges 
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Planner

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:44 AM
To: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Deny COA 2022-B 

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

  

 
Subject: Deny COA 2022‐B  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
If you haven’t read this article, it is worth reading.  
Please do not allow CPA 2022‐B  to destroy our rural and historical area. Do you really want to be responsible for the 
elimination of our farmland and our rural area in Sarasota County? This plan takes the country out of the county with 
cookie cutter houses. Help us keep 5 to 10 acre zoning which gives families a nice homestead where they can have 
animals. gardens etc. That is a Rural Lifestyle.   
Please deny CPA 2022‐B and be the ones who flip the table.  
 
Thank you, 
Jane Grandbouche 
 
 

My County's Award‐Winning Smart Growth 
Plan is a Disaster. Here's Why. 
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To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

(Source: Author.) 

Sarasota County, Florida, where I live, belongs on a short list of poster children for America's Growth 
Ponzi Scheme. A popular retirement destination on the Gulf of Mexico, we have an economy that is 
powered by real estate development. And for decades, we've kept the bulldozers running. 
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As the county's population has gone from about 75,000 in 1960 to 434,000 today, we've supersized 
roads, extended pipes, and built budget-busting freeway interchanges with little attention to long-term 
replacement costs. And those costs, especially for water and sewer infrastructure, are beginning to rear
their heads. Our prevailing development pattern is insolvent: A 2008 study by Joe Minicozzi of Urban3
demonstrated that a typical residential townhouse development in Sarasota County would take 42 year
to generate enough taxes to cover the cost of its associated infrastructure. 

It might, therefore, surprise you to learn that Sarasota County is viewed as a trailblazer in the preventio
of unchecked suburbanization. (Think of the way you'd be surprised if you learned Wisconsin was 
running an acclaimed public health campaign against the dangers of excessive cheese consumption.) 
This undeserved reputation can be traced to an award-winning, innovative growth management plan th
the County government adopted in 2002, titled Sarasota 2050. 

Unfortunately, the Sarasota 2050 plan has not remotely changed our growth trajectory or resulted in a 
better pattern of development. It’s a dismal failure. 

The reason for this failure is simple but important to grasp. It’s that the best plan in the world can’t 
solve something that’s not a planning problem. What we have here is a problem of power: who has it, 
and who doesn’t. 

Anatomy of an Award-Winning Plan 
By the 1980s, fast-growing Florida was home to some of the most ill-conceived development schemes
in American history, and discontent with haphazard growth had led to a powerful, populist backlash. 
Advocates pushed, often successfully, for growth controls and long-range planning. (I describe this 
history at greater length in a 2021 piece on a development controversy in Collier County, two hours 
south of Sarasota.) 

It was in this context, in the 1990s, that Sarasota County initiated a massive effort to achieve a Grand 
Bargain among rural preservationists, environmentalists, developers, and existing land owners. It woul
be a master plan that would accommodate population growth, while breaking with Florida's history of 
indiscriminately carving up the countryside. 

The resulting Sarasota 2050 plan allows new development in the eastern, predominantly rural portion o
Sarasota County as long as it clusters into compact communities, called "villages" and "hamlets," in 
exchange for leaving nearby land permanently undeveloped. This is accomplished through a planning 
mechanism called a Transfer of Development Rights, or TDR. Think of it as a cap-and-trade scheme 
like carbon credits, but for development density. 

Official county documents describe these requirements as promoting New Urbanism, a planning 
movement that aims to create walkable, compact communities where you can meet your needs locally,
inspired by the traditional development pattern of pre-automobile cities and small towns. Villages, per 
the plan, were to be complete, self-sufficient communities. Each would be compact and walkable, have
a village center with neighborhood-serving businesses, and a mix of housing types and price points. Th
Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU) praised Sarasota 2050, awarding it one of its 2003 Charter 
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Awards. And for some time thereafter, the plan received accolades in the planning profession as an 
example of "smart growth." 

The Gulf Between Theory and Practice 
Unfortunately, calling something a “village” does not make it so. None of the development that Saraso
2050 has produced is either New Urbanist or village-like in any ordinary sense of that word. 

The northernmost of the designated 2050 "villages" is Waterside, itself a portion of gargantuan 
Lakewood Ranch, the second-fastest-growing master-planned community in the United States. 
(Ironically, it’s second to a mega-retirement community named, ahem, The Villages, also in Florida.) 
I've written about Lakewood Ranch and Waterside before (here, here, and here). The whole place is a 
turbo-charged version of everything we at Strong Towns critique about suburbia. 

The prevailing thing you experience when you drive through Lakewood Ranch is distance. Incredible, 
alienating distance, with long stretches of nothing at all flanking the major roads in between entrances 
gated communities and business parks. It’s a landscape of supersized roads, supersized parking, giant 
medians, noise walls, and retention ponds. It's impossible to even imagine walking anywhere as a mean
of transportation in Lakewood Ranch. The distances are so great that the idea is ludicrous. 
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To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

(Source: Author.) 

D-391



6

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

(Source: Author.) 

Our local newspaper, picking up on the language associated with the 2050 plan itself, described 
Waterside upon its legal approval as "a New Urbanist-style community of 12 interconnected, walkable
neighborhoods." It isn’t. This is what Waterside looks like on the ground: 
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To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Please note the scale: the area pictured is roughly 3 miles from east to west, with homes mostly arranged in long, single rows along lakes. (Source: Goog

Maps.) 
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To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

(Source: Google Maps.) 

And this is the eventual plan for Waterside: 
View fullsize 
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To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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(View full‐sized image here.) 

What Waterside passes off as its village center—to meet the 2050 Plan’s requirements—is a strictly 
drive-to-retail and dining district where parking lots occupy twice as much space as buildings, more lik
a Hollywood set of a town center than the real deal. 

These places are a far cry from "villages" in any sense of economic function. When you think of a real
village, you think of a place where life is intensely local. People walk around. They work, shop, and 
socialize locally. They are embedded in a community. 
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To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

An actual village, as opposed to a Village™. (Source: Wikimedia Commons.) 

The truth is that there is no shortcut to a village, absent the incremental development process that 
produced every real village on earth. You need to start with a core that has some intrinsic reason to 
exist, some source of economic gravity, and then build outward from there. 
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Everyone who buys a new home in eastern Sarasota County is buying it on the outer edge of a car-
dependent region in which most of the jobs and amenities are not especially near that home. Such a 
place cannot help but be a bedroom community, even if it’s called a “village” or even looks like one 
superficially. 

Who Has the Power? 
The most brilliant “village” design concept was never going to overcome that regional context. Thus, 
the thing that has most shaped Sarasota 2050’s results is not its land-use vision—a set of impossible 
promises—but its political economy. That is, who has the power, and who has the money? 

Whom does this plan empower? One observation is that the Sarasota 2050 framework is extremely 
complicated. And like every complicated bureaucratic system, it favors an insiders’ club. 

There is absolutely no way to do a small project within the 2050 framework. It’s only suitable for 
massive communities built over time frames measured in decades. You will spend several years and a 
million dollars in attorneys' fees just on planning and approval, and executing your Transfer of 
Development Rights. The players who can pull this off are, exclusively, about four large development 
companies with immense political power, and a similarly tiny insider’s club of large landowners—
mostly former cattle-ranching or citrus-growing families whose land is now worth far more in 
speculative suburban development value than it ever would be as working agricultural land. 
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To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

(Source: Author.) 

The insiders' club holds all the cards. They have a profitable business model, and little incentive to 
deviate from it, at least as long as movers flush with cash keep pouring into Florida from Northern 
states. 
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Virtually from day one, the 2050 plan has been bent and amended to accommodate these developers’ 
preferences. Major changes pushed through in 2014 over significant public protest removed some 
requirements for housing diversity, allowing more of a monoculture of single-family houses than what
was originally envisioned. They made it easier for village "centers" to be strip-mall style retail plazas 
close to major roadways, rather than true neighborhood centers. And they neutered a pay-as-you-go 
requirement called fiscal neutrality. In 2018, developer Pat Neal successfully petitioned to allow a 
village to lack a commercial center altogether. Neal had previously petitioned successfully for a gated 
community to be allowed. 

And in 2022, Lakewood Ranch developer Rex Jensen approached the County to request that it fully 
dispense with the core of the plan: the compact, walkable village concept. Jensen wants lower density—
a very typically exurban two homes per acre over a tract of 4,000 acres (about six square miles). For th
proposal, county commissioners lauded him from the dais as a "visionary," and directed planning staff 
to work directly with Jensen on creating a new set of rules for a "village transition zone" which would 
lack a town center (residents can drive the several miles to Waterside Place), include gated 
communities, and have a "suburban as opposed to urban landform." 
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To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

A slide presented at a public hearing in which Rex Jensen’s proposal to create a “village transition zone”—which will be indistinguishable in its 

characteristics from conventional auto‐oriented suburbia—was approved. 

In other words, twenty years into the Sarasota 2050 experiment, we are abandoning even the pretense 
that this plan is supposed to produce anything other than paint-by-numbers suburbia, extending deep 
into rural areas. 

You can argue that Sarasota 2050 was co-opted, but it's very hard to imagine a world in which a plan 
like this isn't co-opted by pre-existing development interests. University of South Florida planning 
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professor Evangeline Linkous makes this point in her research on the "political ecology of exurbia" in 
Sarasota. Large-scale subdivision developers have a lot of concentrated political power (they are the 
dominant campaign donors in all local elections here) and have used it effectively against a splintered 
coalition of opponents who can articulate what they’re against, but rarely what they’re for. 

The big developers are clear on what they’re for. The next generation of the insider club’s vision is 
already planned: 30,000 people on 10,000 acres at Hi Hat Ranch, a giant tract of land that is somehow 
several miles even farther east (i.e., into rural territory) of what is currently the suburban/rural dividing
line. Naturally, this behemoth is a Sarasota 2050 project. Trying to imagine stopping it feels about as 
hopeful as standing in front of a steamroller. 

Planners Won’t Save Us 
Some local advocates frame the problem as one of “poor planning” or “insufficient planning” for 
growth. They’re wrong. We’re up to our ears in meticulous, extremely long-range planning here in 
Florida. It’s just in service of a bad vision. 

What we have is not a planning problem, and it never was. This is a power and money problem. The 
people with power and money continue to build in ways that enrich them in the short term, while 
saddling the public with long-term liabilities from a grossly insolvent development pattern. 

If you want to stop this, you need to turn off the power, or turn off the money. 

We could stop widening roads to facilitate new bedroom suburbs. Stop allowing new sewer and water 
hookups outside the urbanized area. Incremental development in already built-up areas of this extreme
low-density region could meet demand for decades of projected growth without any expansion of the 
suburban fringe at all. 

These are not planning and design problems. These are political and economic problems. The above 
answers are not popular with today’s power brokers. 

Those who were around for the compromises that created Sarasota 2050 sometimes speak reverently o
the “Multi-Stakeholder Group” of that era, as though it were King Arthur’s court. What’s less popular 
say, but more true, is that any successful effort to actually stop the bulldozers of suburbia won’t come 
from a plan that represents a nuanced compromise among everybody in the room, but from one that 
barges into the room and flips the table. 

By Daniel Herriges 
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Logan McKaig

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 12:06 PM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Old Miakka Plan

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

  
 
 

 Dear Commissioner Maio,  

 
 

 Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement 
made by staff during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be 
viewed as an attempt to avoid the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff 
emphasized that the OMNP was not adopted into the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all 
however make that study and its detailed findings about the community from being directly relevant 
to this application. It is instead, the “best available” “data and analysis” about the character and 
importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the community by suburban development – 
against which the application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to 
say the least to hear planning staff seemingly suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or 
otherwise, on the compliance of this application with state law. No serious claim can be made that 
this Future Land Use Amendment – which would allow over 4,000 acres of this community to 
be converted into a residential subdivision would be, in the language of the law, “based upon” 
the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  
In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that:  
“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved 
before its intended function ceases to have meaning.” 

 
 

DENY CPA 2022-B   
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

 
 

THANK YOU,  

 
Jane Grandbouche 
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Logan McKaig

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 9:56 AM
To: Alan Maio; Michael Moran; Ron Cutsinger; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: The Future

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

  
 
Dear Commissioners,  
 
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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to 
receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report:  
“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.”  
•                      • Balance jobs with housing.  
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY 2022-B.   
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KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Jane Grandbouche 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 9:08 AM
To: Michael Moran
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Deny CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioner Moran, 
 
You have received many letters and emails about CPA 2022‐B. The Miakka Community Club has hired a lawyer and his 
name is Richard Grosso. He has written all the commissioners regarding this amendment and why not to do this.  There 
are also two ex planners that have written extensive letters. 
Also, Cathy Antunes had a radio show with one of the planners as to why this is really a bad deal for Sarasota County. 
Also there has has been many articles written by many people as to why to not let Lakewood Ranch move on 4000 more 
acres and take over our Rural and Historical land all for money for a corporate board. 
 
Here is the episode on youtube by Cathy  
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3DxUjPkRPN
gr0&amp;data=05%7C01%7Cplanner%40scgov.net%7C1d68af8dabba4da81a8e08da8a88b222%7C9ac90fa4ea4648d791
14bbf2fc554d0e%7C0%7C0%7C637974616955447046%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIj
oiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=NJecKegp2QrceANnh91W0hXPgas495
JEWs2s7tb1Z1s%3D&amp;reserved=0 
 
Please read these letters. 
Don’t turn Sarasota into Ft Lauderdale. 
You will take the country out of the county. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jane Grandbouche 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 9:06 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Deny CPA 2022 -B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioner Maio, 
 
You have received many letters and emails about CPA 2022‐B. The Miakka Community Club has hired a lawyer and his 
name is Richard Grosso. He has written all the commissioners regarding this amendment and why not to do this.  There 
are also two ex planners that have written extensive letters. 
Also, Cathy Antunes had a radio show with one of the planners as to why this is really a bad deal for Sarasota County. 
Also there has has been many articles written by many people as to why to not let Lakewood Ranch move on 4000 more 
acres and take over our Rural and Historical land all for money for a corporate board. 
 
Here is the episode on youtube by Cathy  
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3DxUjPkRPN
gr0&amp;data=05%7C01%7Cplanner%40scgov.net%7C5d08ff1d7ab14756403208da8a886ccf%7C9ac90fa4ea4648d7911
4bbf2fc554d0e%7C0%7C0%7C637974615803356561%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoi
V2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=sdT%2Fh3zvnUCrTWlQYw89ESg4KULEB
zZsxn0H%2Fzr80oI%3D&amp;reserved=0 
 
Please read these letters. 
Don’t turn Sarasota into Ft Lauderdale. 
You will take the country out of the county. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jane Grandbouche 
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Logan McKaig

From: Jane <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 10:48 PM
To: Nancy C. Detert
Subject: Old Miakka

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

  
Dear Commissioner Detert, 
 
Founded in 1850, the rural Community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Never the less, this is a 
uniquely special place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the 
residents of Sarasota and surrounding counties and special to Sarasota County. 
 
In the early 80’s, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this: 
The project focuses on the unique lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share… 
…a portrait of the people who live in the small rural communities of Miakka and Myakka City. 
  
In 1989, Sarasota County funded A HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY OF OLD MIAKKA AND SELECTED 
PORTIONS OF THE MYAKKA RIVER, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA. 
  
2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
County Staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka study area.  These boundaries have never been 
disputed.  They are the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the Myakka River State Park and Myakka 
Valley Ranches to the south and west by Dog kennel Lane known now as Lorraine Road. 
The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is approximately 5.8 
miles from the city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota County 
“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.”  This is a quote from Sarasota County Staff. 
  
Many stories and articles have been written about the Community of Old Miakka: 
1976 A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 
1986 Better Homes and Gardens 
1987 Beall’s Sunday insert 
1988 Publix TV commercial 
2000 Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 
2003, 2018, 2020 2019 Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 
2019 Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the “Six to 
Save”.  Spotlighting the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites, and cultural resources in 
Sarasota County! The preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to historical 
resources at risk. 
2019 Recognized as a “This Place Matters”, part of the Place Matters national campaign that celebrates special 
communities in the U.S. 
2020 Sarasota Magazine 
2020 Bitter Southern magazine 
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2020 ABC local station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 
  
All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be 
preserved.  NOT ONE said it should be paved over! 
Linda Maree stated it best: “Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can’t all 
live in places like Old Miakka.  But even us city folks like to know that the “country” is there when we want to 
visit it”. 
  
CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into this 172 year old rural and agricultural Community, i.e. Old Miakka. 
It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 
Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
Deny CPA2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jane Grandbouche 
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Logan McKaig

From: Jane Grandbouche <janegrand@mailmt.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 10:56 AM
To: Michael Moran
Subject: CPA 2022-B

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

  
 
Dear Commissioner Moran,  
 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jane Grandbouche  
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Planner

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. 
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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 

D-423



1

Planner

From: richard grosso <richardgrosso1979@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 5:52 PM
To: Teresa Mast
Cc: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; Micki Ryan; 

Andrew Stultz; Justin Taylor; Brett Harrington; Planner; Becky Ayech; richard grosso
Subject: MCC Objection to Comprehensive Plan amendment CPA 2022-B
Attachments: MCC CPA 2022-B Objection 7.26.22.pdf

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Chairwoman Mast and members of the Planning Commission,  

I write on behalf of Miakka Community Club to formally object to and urge the Commission to deny, proposed 
Comprehensive Plan amendment CPA 2022-B.  Please see for your consideration the attached explanation of 
our objections and concerns. 

Thank you so much. 

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 26, 2022 

 

Via email to: 

 

Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net 

Kevin.Cooper@sarasotaadvisory.net 

Jordan.Keller@sarasotaadvisory.net 

Teresa.Mast@sarasotaadvisory.net 

Colin.Pember@sarasotaadvisory.net  

Martha.Pike@sarasotaadvisory.net  

Neil.Rainford@sarasotaadvisory.net  

Micki.ryan@sarasotaadvisory.net  

Andrew.Stultz@sarasotaadvisory.net  

Justin.Taylor@sarasotaadvisory.net 

 

Re: Objection to CPA 2022-B 

Dear Chairwoman Mast and members of the Planning Commission,  

 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.   

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. 

 

 
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. 
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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 

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. 

 All of these facts strongly suggest denial of the application.  With much respect to the work 

of County planning staff, we believe their recommendation of approval is severely flawed, and 

ignores several key state and County requirements that govern comprehensive land use 

amendments like CPA 2022-B. 

 What’s more, the proposal is such a dramatic departure from the County’s long-standing 

comprehensive plans for the region that it proposes: 

“all new proposed language as the Village Transition Zone Resource Management 

Area (RMA) will be a new stand-alone 2050 designation.” (Staff Report, p. 11) 

Why?  It is difficult to discern from the application or staff review any important purpose 

this project would serve – at all, let alone so much as to warrant the creation of an entirely new 

land use designation.  The Sarasota 2050 RMA Plan is well – conceived.  Despite having recently 

reviewed and updated the Comprehensive Plan, County staff has not proposed anything like the 

proposed substantial revision to its approach.  

Instead, this proposed land use change seems a throwback to the kinds of applicant – driven 

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. 

As appropriately noted by County staff, “[s]ince 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.” Staff Report, p. 31.    

This requirement exists to ensure that such changes are not made unless they are clearly in 

the long terms best interests of the County and will serve an important public purpose.  This 

application, in our view, is unworthy of super-majority support. The key objections and 

troubling questions raised by this application include:  

• It is a scattershot intrusion of suburban development into an historical and distinctly 

rural area far from major population and activity centers. The application and staff report 
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focus exclusively on the one nearby suburban development, ignoring the agricultural and rural 

land to the west, south and east of the property.   

• Instead of the increased open space and greenbelt buffer requirements that would be necessary 

to prevent a substantial density increase from degrading the character of surrounding rural 

and farmland, the application actually reduces open space and greenbelt requirements. 

• The project would allow the expansion of urban infrastructure well outside of the Urban 

Services Boundary, among other things, requiring the expansion of rural roads to urban 

roads. This would render the USB meaningless. 

• While touted as a positive aspect of the proposal, the “density transition” concept is contrary 

to state law, which requires a “clear separation between rural and urban uses.”  

• The project’s location, inefficient use of land, lack of demonstrated need, requirement 

for new urban infrastructure, supplanting of a large amount of rural and farmland 

constitute classic urban sprawl. Supplanting over 4,000 acres of this land with automobile 

– dependent (and GHG emission – generating) residential development is horrible planning 

for the County and its climate. 

• The asserted reasoning for its approval would be precedent for and create a domino effect of 

supporting similar conversions of rural and farmland in the region.  

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”. 

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 
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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. Perhaps for this reason, the application and staff report 

focus exclusively on the nearby suburban development, ignoring the agricultural and rural 

land to the west, south and east of the property.   

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.  

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 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.  
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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: 

“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 
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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. 

In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that: 

“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line 

can be moved before its intended function ceases to have meaning.”  
 

Staff Report, p. 31. 

 

 We submit however that, consistent with state law and the County’s Comprehensive Plan,  

the time to consider the consequence of moving the line is now.   

 

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.” 
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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 

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. 

Staff Report, p. 30. 

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 acres of actual 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.  

 

 
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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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 

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 

A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on 

the cover page and the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning 

Commission hearing shows this proposal to be urban sprawl.  An analysis of its details makes 

this even more clear. 

The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction 

of §163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 

 

(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood 

Ranch Southeast property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of 

land l… east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….”  (Staff Report, 

p.2) 

 

(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and 

undeveloped land with suburban development. The application proposes a  particularly 

inefficient use of land.  It is completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - 

the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – which “encourages a compact development 
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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. 

 

Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural 

area, completely ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the 

overall character of the area.  

 

(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 

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. 

 

It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate 

separation of uses, and compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will  protect 

and mitigate the impacts to surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced 

greenbelt and other protections approval of the application would allow. 

 

(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. The property converts 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land and 

support the conversion of the surrounding farmland to the same use.   

 

(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. 

 

 
3 Staff Report, p. 23. 
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The proposal completely flouts the purpose of the Plan’s Urban Services Boundary. 

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.   County staff explain that “[t]he intention 

of Sarasota 2050 Policy, in part, was to address projected growth within a deliberate policy 

framework rather than having to 22 evaluate the expansion of the Urban Service Boundary (USB) 

area on a piecemeal basis.” Staff Report pp. 21-22.  Yet, that is exactly what the proposal does. 

 

Expanding these roads, it should also 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) 

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. 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. 

 

(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 touted “density transition” label for the proposal seems designed to put a positive spin 

on development that is exactly the opposite of maintaining a “a clear separation between 

rural and urban uses”.  There is no explanation of why a “transition” is needed here.  The current 

land use designation for the property is the appropriate designation.   
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The applicant’s proposal 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 is a proposal to change the land use plan for this reason from one that complies with 

state law to one that does the opposite of what state law requires – and what is good planning 

for Sarasota County.  

 

(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.4  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.  

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

 

As explained above, this is exactly what the proposal would do.  The staff report’s attempt 

to disregard this fact on the basis that “[i]t is not necessarily a location that the public goes to in 

order to enjoy the splendors of Sarasota County” completely ignores the role and value of 

undeveloped rural land in creating and maintaining the rural lifestyle character of an area for the 

existing residents and landowners. 

 

 
4 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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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). 

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. 
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• 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. And of 

course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to receive the same 

positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 

“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.” 

• Balance jobs with housing.   

The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – 

producing uses.  

Final Compliance Analysis 

 The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s 

compliance with the mandatory statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that 

govern future land use amendments such as this one. 

The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use 

map amendments be based upon: 

“b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the 

character of the undeveloped land…. 

c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and 

requirements of [the statute].” (emphasis added). 
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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.  Neither 

the Application nor the Staff Report  include 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. 

This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major 

omission in the staff analysis.  There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of 

there being any kind of housing deficit that this application is necessary to meet.  As such, it is a 

very unnecessary suburban intrusion into a region the Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve.  

 

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. 

 

We also note that the Staff Report emphasizes several times that the subject site is private 

property.  If those references are to suggest that somehow it is inappropriate to strictly apply state 

planning law or the County’s Comprehensive Plan to the application, such a notion is completely 

misguided.  Private property rights do not render landowners immune from otherwise valid 

comprehensive planning restrictions; no property right exists to receive approval of a land use 

change to increase uses or density.   Martin County v. Yusem, 690 So. 2d 1288 (Fla. 1997).  All 

landowners acquire land subject to existing planning and zoning restrictions. Namon v DER, 558 

So. 2d 504 (Fla. 3d DCA 1990); Good v. United States, 39 Fed. Cl. 81, 112-14 (1997). 

 

Instead, in a situation like this, the responsibility is to existing County residents and 

taxpayers and fidelity to the County’s duly – adopted Comprehensive Plan. 

 

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, 
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Richard Grosso 

Cc:  Becky Ayech, President, Miakka Community Club 

Brett A. Harrington, AICP, bharring@scgov.net 

planner@scgov.net     
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Logan McKaig

From: richard grosso <richardgrosso1979@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 13, 2022 1:37 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert
Cc: Brett Harrington; Planner; Becky Ayech; richard grosso
Subject: Objection to CPA 2022-B
Attachments: 8.13.22  MCC CPA 2022-B Objection.pdf

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

  
Dear Chairman Maio and members of the County Commission,  

           I write on behalf of Miakka Community Club to formally object to and urge the Commission to deny,
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment CPA 2022-B.   We hope you will consider the many points offered in
the attached letter in support of our position. 

          Thank you greatly for your service and attention to our serious concerns about how the proposed land use
amendment would significantly degrade and adversely impact the unique and irreplaceable rural community of
Old Miakka.   

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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Logan McKaig

From: Allain Hale <allainhale@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 12:49 PM
To: Ron Cutsinger; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler; Alan Maio; Brett Harrington
Subject: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B

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

  
From: Allainhale@hotmail.com  
Date: Sat, Aug 27, 2022 at 11:27 AM 
  
SUBJECT: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B 
The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the mandatory 
statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use amendments such as this one.  
The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map amendments be 
based upon:  
“b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of the 
undeveloped land….  
c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of [the statute].” 
(emphasis added).  
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. Neither the Application nor the Staff Report 
include 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.  
This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff analysis. 
There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing deficit that this 
application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into a region the 
Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve.  
DENY CPA 2022-B.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Allain Hale 
5327 Densaw Road, 
North Port, FL  34287 
 

                                                      
 
 
‐ 
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Logan McKaig

From: Allain Hale <allainhale@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 11:57 AM
To: Planner
Subject: Directions for the Future

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

  

Deny 2022‐B  
 
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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to 
receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report:  
“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.”  
•                      • Balance jobs with housing.  
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY 2022-B.      
 
Thank you,  
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Allain Hale 
5327 Densaw Road, 
North Port, FL 
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Logan McKaig

From: Allain Hale <allainhale@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 1:52 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; ncdetert@scgoc.net; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Commissioners, please Deny 2022-B

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

  
SUBJECT: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B 
The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the mandatory 
statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use amendments such as this one.  
The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map amendments be 
based upon:  
“b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of the 
undeveloped land….  
c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of [the statute].” 
(emphasis added).  
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. Neither the Application nor the Staff Report 
include 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.  
This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff analysis. 
There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing deficit that this 
application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into a region the 
Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve.  
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
 
Thank you. 
 
B.C. Docter 
5327 Densaw Road, 
North Port, FL  34287 
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Planner

From: Leslie Harris-Senac, Filmmaker / Owner of Visions Unlimited Video Productions, Inc. <videogal3
@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 11:04 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: DENY cpa 2022-b

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Inappropriate use of Transferable Development Rights 
The proposal that the County Commission simply gift the applicant 3,000 dwelling unit 
Transferable 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 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 a new density to which it was never entitled in the first place. 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you for NOT supporting the misuse of TDRs. 
 
Thank you for planning well for our future, 
 
Leslie Harris 
Previous member of Sarasota Tree Advisory Committee (STAC)  
 
Cell Phone: 941/315-3456 
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 6:58 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: control URBAN SPRAWL please

CPA 2022‐B Correspondence… 
 

From: Leslie Harris‐Senac, Filmmaker / Owner of Visions Unlimited Video Productions, Inc. <videogal3@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 6:48 AM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: control URBAN SPRAWL please 
 

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

  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
 
It 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 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. 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
Thank you for all you do to preserve our way of life in Sarasota. 
 
Leslie Harris  
941‐925‐9253 
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Planner

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 

D-447



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, 
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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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Planner

From: Heidi <heidi@thenewyorkgroomer.com>
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 12:23 PM
To: Michael Moran; Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
 
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners to be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
 
  
--  
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Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 8:10 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner
Subject: CP2022-B

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

Sent from my iPa 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, 
570So.2d 1304 (Fla. 1990). Consistent with judicial decisions, the Comprehensive Plan recognizes that 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 a new density to which it was never entitled in the first place. 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you for not supporting the misuse of TDRs 
 
 
 
 
Janet Henshaw  
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 3:39 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; 

Micki.Ryan@sarsotaadvisory.net; Andrew Stultz; Justin Taylor; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Consistency

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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:  
• 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 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.  
The lifestyle opportunities 
• 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.  
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Janet Henshaw 
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 8:09 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner
Subject: CPA2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Janet Henshaw 
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 8:06 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA2002-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
 
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 have aUDC 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 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 area 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. 
DENY 2022-B 
 
Janet Henshaw 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 8:39 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; 

Micki.Ryan@sarsotaadvisory.net; Andrew Stultz; Justin Taylor
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
 
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Janet Henshaw 
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 3:48 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; 

MickiRyan@sarasotaadvisory.net; Andrew Stultz; Justin Taylor; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B agriculture

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
 
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: 
 “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. Section163.3162(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. 
PRESERVE THE RURAL AND AGRICULTURAL HISTORIC COMMUNITY OF OLD MIAKKA. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Janet Henshaw  
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 3:45 PM
To: Michael Moran; amaio@scgov.ner; Ron Cutsinger; ncderert@scgov.net; Christian Ziegler
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 

  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
 Janet Henshaw  
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Logan McKaig

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 10:22 AM
To: Matthew Osterhoudt
Subject: FW: SUBJECT:  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND TIME LIMITS

 
 

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 3:40 PM 
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; ncderert@scgov.net; Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger 
<rcutsinger@scgov.net>; Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net> 
Subject: SUBJECT: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND TIME LIMITS 
 

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

  
 
Good day Chairman Maio and fellow Commissioners, 
I am writing to request that you DO NOT cut the time for speakers from 5 minutes to 3 minutes during 
the Public Hearing on CPA 2022-B. 
The public is told that the time to bring up issues and provide statements is during the Public Hearing 
portion on the pertinent agenda item at the Commission meeting.  
Yet, when many people take advantage of this right, they are penalized by reducing the time 
allocated for speaking.   
This is not only unfair, but it does not create good governing. 
Again, if someone wants to speak, allow them the full five minutes.  After all, it is their government. 
Thank you.  
 
Janet Henshaw 
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 8:29 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Old Miakka Plan

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

  
 
 
Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made by staff 
during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be viewed as an attempt to avoid 
the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the OMNP was not adopted into 
the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however make that study and its detailed findings about the community 
from being directly relevant to this application. It is instead, the “best available” “data and analysis” about the 
character and importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the community by suburban development – against 
which the application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to say the least to hear 
planning staff seemingly suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of this 
application with state law. No serious claim can be made that this Future Land Use Amendment – which would 
allow over 4,000 acres of this community to be converted into a residential subdivision would be, in the 
language of the law, “based upon” the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  
In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that:  
“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its intended 
function ceases to have meaning.” 
DENY CPA 2022-B   
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
 
Thank you. 
Janet Henshaw 
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 8:23 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; ncderert@scgov.net; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner
Subject: CPA2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  
 
 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a 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 be considered a 
compatible land use decision.  
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 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 will 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. 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank 
Janet Henshaw 
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 11:50 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; ncderert@scgov.net; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Environmental Impacts

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

  
 
 
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 in a location 
where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
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 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.  
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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 acres of actual 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. 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
 
 
Thank you 
 
Janet Henshaw  
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Logan McKaig

From: Janet Henshaw <jhrightback@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 8:22 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; ncderert@scgov.net; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Transportation 

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

  
 
 
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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of 
traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached 
using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
Janet Henshaw 
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Logan McKaig

From: Roger A. Heppermann <rheppermann@marshallip.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 11:24 AM
To: Planner
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 Commissioner: 
 
We live in the Founders Club very near the community called Berns Creek.  The 
existing zoning allows for 717 homes in that community.  However, we understand 
that there is a request that the area be rezoned to allow construction of 5,000 
homes.  “The Keep the Country Country” group estimates this will generate an 
additional 47,150 average daily vehicle trips on our roads (per the County 
Transportation Manual.)   This is simply untenable.  We purchased a home in the 
Founders Club knowing that the zoning near it was for low density home ownership 
and this rezoning request completely changes that. This requested change is not 
fair to the residents who have chosen to live in the less populated regions of 
Sarasota as it completely changes the nature of our community including the 
amount of traffic and noise generated based on the higher density homes.   
 
Please VOTE NO on CPA-2022-B.  If you would like to discuss this vote, please feel 
free to call me at 312-622-4996. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Roger and Marcie Heppermann 
3330 Founders Club Drive 
Sarasota, Florida. 34240 

 
 

 

 
Roger A. Heppermann 
Partner 
Marshall, Gerstein & Borun LLP 
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233 South Wacker Drive 
6300 Willis Tower 
Chicago, IL 60606-6357 USA 
D: +1.312.474.6605 
T: +1.312.474.6300 
F: +1.312.474.0448 
rheppermann@marshallip.com 
marshallip.com 

The material in this transmission may contain confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, any 
disclosure or use of this information by you is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, 
please delete it, destroy all copies and notify Marshall, Gerstein & Borun LLP by return e-mail or by telephone at 
+1.312.474.6300. Thank you. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Andrea Hearn <andrea.hearn59@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2022 1:37 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA-2022-B

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Vote NO on CPA‐2022‐B 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: mary hettig <mary.hettig@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 13, 2022 3:07 PM
To: Alan Maio; cutsinger@scgov.net; Planner; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler; Brett 

Harrington
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 this plan.  Sarasota is already over congested and we have water issues.  When will the growth stop?  
 
Thank you 
Mary Hettig 
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Planner

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 2:00 PM
To: Michele Norton
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

For our record. 
 

From: athickok@aol.com <athickok@aol.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 9:15 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 

  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222‐B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long‐standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60‐80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non‐potable water 
storage facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities 
such as public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be 
green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172‐ year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used 
as principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision‐making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022‐B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
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Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Howard & Toni Hickok 
2253 Lena Lane 
Sarasota, FL  34240 
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Planner

From: athickok@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 9:09 AM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: Old Miakka

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
Founded in 1850, the rural Community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Never the less, this is a 
uniquely special place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the 
residents of Sarasota and surrounding counties and special to Sarasota County. 
 
In the early 80’s, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this: 
The project focuses on the unique lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share… 
…a portrait of the people who live in the small rural communities of Miakka and Myakka City. 
  
In 1989, Sarasota County funded	A	HISTORIC	RESOURCES	SURVEY	OF	OLD	MIAKKA	AND	SELECTED	
PORTIONS	OF	THE	MYAKKA	RIVER,	SARASOTA	COUNTY,	FLORIDA. 
  
2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
County Staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka study area.  These boundaries have never been 
disputed.  They are the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the Myakka River State Park and 
Myakka Valley Ranches to the south and west by Dog kennel Lane known now as Lorraine Road. 
The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is 
approximately 5.8 miles from the city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota 
County 
“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.”  This is a quote from Sarasota County Staff. 
  
Many stories and articles have been written about the Community of Old Miakka: 
1976 A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 
1986 Better	Homes	and	Gardens 
1987 Beall’s Sunday insert 
1988 Publix TV commercial 
2000 Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 
2003, 2018, 2020 2019 Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 
2019 Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the “Six to 
Save”.  Spotlighting the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites, and cultural resources 
in Sarasota County! The preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to 
historical resources at risk. 
2019 Recognized as a “This	Place	Matters”, part of the Place	Matters national campaign that celebrates 
special communities in the U.S. 
2020	Sarasota	Magazine 
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2020 Bitter	Southern	magazine 
2020 ABC local station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 
	 
All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be 
preserved.  NOT ONE said it should be paved over! 
Linda Maree stated it best: “Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can’t 
all live in places like Old Miakka.  But even us city folks like to know that the “country” is there when we 
want to visit it”. 
  
CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into this 172 year old rural and agricultural Community, i.e. Old Miakka. 
It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 
Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
Deny CPA2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
 
Howard & Toni Hickok 
2253 Lena Lane 
Sarasota, Florida  34240 
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Planner

From: athickok@aol.com
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 7:56 PM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: Directions for the future

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

  
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. And of course, if	this	project	is	approved,	each	new	
project	would	be	expected	to	receive	the	same	positive	observation	as	is	found	on	page	22	of	the	staff	
report: 
“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.” 
•                      • Balance jobs with housing. 
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
DENY	2022‐B.	 
KEEP	THE	COUNTRY…COUNTRY	FOR	CURRENT	AND	FUTURE	GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
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Howard & Toni Hickok 
2253 Lena Lane 
Sarasota, Florida  34240 
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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 
  
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. 
 
Howard & Toni Hickok 
2253 Lena Lane 
Sarasota, FL  34240 
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Planner

From: Tim Hornung <twhornung@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 3:48 PM
To: Alan Maio; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Ron Cutsinger; Planner
Subject: Re: Vote NO on CPA 2022 - F (rezoning of Lorraine Road)

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

  
I totally agree with everything stated in Karen's email and fully request a NO vote on CPA 22‐F. 
Please don't ruin our residential communities and endanger the health and safety of our homeowners, they 
deserve to be protected by those in office. 
 
Sincerely, Tim Hornung 
President, Sarasota Polo Ranches 
7910 Cow Camp Ln. 
Lakewood Ranch, FL 34240 

From: Karen O'Donnell <karenmoj@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 2:05 PM 
To: amaio@scgov.net <amaio@scgov.net>; ncdetert@scgov.net <ncdetert@scgov.net>; mmoran@scgov.net 
<mmoran@scgov.net>; cziegler@scgov.net <cziegler@scgov.net>; rcutsinger@scgov.net <rcutsinger@scgov.net>; 
planner@scgov.net <planner@scgov.net>; balesmc@gmail.com <balesmc@gmail.com>; twhornung@hotmail.com 
<twhornung@hotmail.com>; jjtwhat@gmail.com <jjtwhat@gmail.com> 
Subject: Vote NO on CPA 2022 ‐ F (rezoning of Lorraine Road)  
  
August 13, 2022 
 
 
Dear County Commissioners, 
 
     I am a 26 year resident of the Sarasota Polo Club (over 28 years including years we leased land). It is here where my 
husband and I put down roots, work and are raising a family. I recently became aware of the rather poorly advertised 
proposed rezoning of Lorraine Road that would take place literally across the street from my development and many 
neighborhoods of Waterside which would span from University Parkway to Fruitville as well as south of Clark Road. I have 
resided here since prior to the construction of Lakewood Ranch when we drove on gravel and went through ranch gates. 
Sadly, change is inevitable and we have watched the explosive growth in our area as well as throughout the county. Our 
area is now an expansive residential area that is rapidly growing with families of all ages. Throughout the day along 
Lorraine, there are walkers and bike riders often with children and pets enjoying a peaceful and "green" area as the 
opposing side of Lorraine is largely farms and 5-10 acre private residences. This will be destroyed if you allow industry to 
occupy this land. It would indeed be an environmental disaster as our air, soil and water will most certainly become 
polluted from the byproducts of increased diesel trucking and byproducts of manufacturing light or not. We and our 
horses, like our neighbors, rely on clean safe well water to drink, so I can't emphasize enough the fear this puts in our 
hearts and minds contemplating irreversible and catastrophic contamination. Additionally, countless species of local 
wildlife have already been displaced or destroyed in this previously 28,000 acre ranch as they were squeezed out of their 
habitats by construction known as "progress". The green acreage along Lorraine is vital to provide homes for the 
remainder of these precious lives as well. Sarasota needs more green areas to produce oxygen and remove pollution not 
more warehouses and industrial plants. Don't let greedy developers who just want to make a fast buck influence your 
critical decision making. You are creating the quality of the future for all life in Sarasota county that will be felt long after 
we are all passed on. It is a sacred duty to be stewards of our finite land and resources. There are plenty of vacant 
buildings commercial and residential that need to be utilized first. But regardless, residential areas such as Lakewood 
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Ranch should be buffered and safeguarded against commercial areas particularly those with the "industry" intention. 
History proves the inevitable negative consequences of failing to create these buffers. Please don't allow the destruction 
of an area tens of thousands proudly call home. Lastly, but perhaps with the greatest immediate impact, is the changes 
that industrialization will have on the traffic on Lorraine Road. This is a vital and rare north/south relief corridor that 
especially comes into play when I-75 becomes congested or shuts down which seems daily now. Lorraine allows an 
escape for people trying to get home or to work and out of harms way. If industry sprouts up, the additional semi and 
delivery truck traffic along with the automobiles of perhaps thousands of employees will be catastrophic. It will bring 
Lorraine down to a crawl during busy hours as well as pose serious safety issues for pedestrians and bikers along this 
route. This relief valve will be shut off permanently if the rezoning is approved. It is impossible to envision this type of 
traffic entering University and Fruitville which are ill prepared to handle it (look up the accident reports) not to mention 
further north on Lorraine where more residential neighborhoods and several schools are located. Think of the potential for 
tragedy. No one wants to be responsible for that. This is why I am speaking up as a citizen who is alarmed and concerned 
for my life and those of the countless folks around me who share the same potential downfall. Take a drive out our way to 
see for yourself. Please vote no to CPA 2022-F. Feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
                                                                                
Sincerely, 
 
Karen O'Donnell 
8122 Whiskey Pond Lane 
Lakewood Ranch, FL  34240 
(941) 266-1642 
karenmoj@aol.com 
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Logan McKaig

From: Diane Howard <oz.howard2013@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 11:49 AM
To: Michael Moran
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 

  
 
Dear Mr. Moran,  
 
PLEASE vote NO on CPA 2022‐B! 
 
Your constituents are counting on you!  
 
Regards,  
Diane Howard 
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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. 

D-495



3

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 
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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 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 5:54 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Subject: Inappropriate use of Transferrable Development Rights

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

  
Dear Commissioner, 
 
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 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 a new density to which it was never entitled in the first place. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B. 
 
Thank you for not supporting the misuse of TDRs. 
 
Mike Hutchinson 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 1:57 PM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Inappropriate use of Transferrable Development Rights

CPA 2022-B Correspondence… 
 
 
From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>  
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 12:26 PM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Inappropriate use of Transferrable Development Rights 
 
 
 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 9:05 AM 
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Inappropriate use of Transferrable Development Rights 
 
OOPS. This is the one for our record. 
 
From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>  
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 5:54 PM 
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: Inappropriate use of Transferrable Development Rights 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Commissioner, 
 
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 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 
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applicant –creating a new density to which it was never entitled in the first place. 
 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
 
Thank you for not supporting the misuse of TDRs. 
 
Mike Hutchinson 
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Planner

From: Brae Hanson
Sent: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 12:24 PM
To: Planner
Cc: Brett Harrington
Subject: FW: Written Notice that April 7, 2022 Neighborhood Workshop for CPA 2022-B Failed to Meet 

County Standards

Please enter into the record.   It may already be, as it looks like Brett was copied originally. 

Thank you.  

Brae Hanson 
Sarasota County Government | Planning & Development Services 

1660 Ringling Blvd., Sarasota, FL  34236 
Office:  941-861-5154 
Email:  bhanson@scgov.net   Web:  www.scgov.net  

All email sent to and from Sarasota County Government  
is subject to the public record laws of the State of Florida. 

From: Justin Taylor <Justin.Taylor@sarasotaadvisory.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 12:20 PM 
To: Brae Hanson <bhanson@scgov.net> 
Subject: Fw: Written Notice that April 7, 2022 Neighborhood Workshop for CPA 2022-B Failed to Meet County Standards 

Brae -  

Can you please make sure that this is entered into the record and that Josh Moye receives a copy. Thank you.  

Justin 

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 4:16 AM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Kevin Cooper <Kevin.Cooper@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Jordan 
Keller <Jordan.Keller@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Neil Rainford <Neil.Rainford@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Teresa Mast 
<Teresa.Mast@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Justin Taylor <Justin.Taylor@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Colin Pember 
<Colin.Pember@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Martha Pike <Martha.Pike@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Andrew Stultz 
<Andrew.Stultz@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Micki Ryan <Micki.Ryan@sarasotaadvisory.net> 
Subject: Written Notice that April 7, 2022 Neighborhood Workshop for CPA 2022-B Failed to Meet County Standards  
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Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2022 6:05 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

I didn’t see “Planner” on this one, so please place in CPA 2022-B Correspondence… 
 
From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 5:55 PM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: Fwd: CPA 2022-B 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
Get Outlook for Android 

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 4:26:33 PM 
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B  
  
For our record. 
  
From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 2:24 PM 
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: CPA 2022-B 
  

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Good day Commissioner, 
 
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State 
and then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
 
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
 
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500' buffers to 50' buffers; 
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The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily 
needs.  This creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water 
storage facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public 
facilities such as public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open 
space/greenbelt will not be green; 
 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it 
inserts itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the 
name from Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
 
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and 
used as principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
 
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, 
table this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected 
County Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the 
proposed CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
 
 Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
Mike Hutchinson 

D-513



From: Brett Harrington
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B Carrie Seidman column 8-14-22
Date: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:26:10 AM
Attachments: SarasotaHeraldTribune 2022-08-14_A23_0.pdf

CPA 2022-B Correspondence…place in file
 

From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:09 AM
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B Carrie Seidman column 8-14-22
 
 
 

From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net> 
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 10:04 AM
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B Carrie Seidman column 8-14-22
 
For our record.
 

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net> 
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 6:14 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: CPA 2022-B Carrie Seidman column 8-14-22
 

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

 
From  Today's HT - Old Miakka needs support in fight to save rural heritage. Also
attached is the column in pdf with photos.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Seidman Says by Carrie Seidman, Guest columnist

Last week the Sarasota County Planning Commission voted, 4-3, to recommend to the
Board of County Commissioners that it approve a comprehensive plan amendment
submitted by Schroeder-Manatee Ranch, Inc . which would increase the density on
more than 4,000 acres of rural land in the east county to accommodate up to 5,000 new
homes.
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The proposed 'Village Transition Zone,' located about 15 miles east of downtown
Sarasota along and north of Fruitville Road, would require moving the Countryside Line
and creating an entirely new land use designation.

It represents a dramatic and contradictory departure from the Sarasota 2050
Comprehensive Plan , created in 2002 to guide long range growth planning and
sustainability initiatives, prevent urban sprawl and protect historic areas like the
neighboring Old Miakka community.

The proposal now heads to county commissioners on Aug. 31, when residents will again
have an opportunity to give input, as more than three dozen did at the recent meeting.
(No one but city staff and the applicant spoke in favor of the amendment.) If
commissioners agree, the application will move to the state for review, after which it
would return for a final determination Oct. 25.

The area in question currently includes three zoning classifications that allow a
maximum of 717 houses; changing the entire area to any one of those three
classifications could result in as few as 200 dwellings or as many as 1,600. The increase
requested represents somewhere between a 733% and a 2,400% increase over those
figures, an amount the applicant described as 'slightly more dense.'

Given that virtually all employment and amenities would require a trip to town, it’s
estimated those 5,000 houses would generate more than 45,000 vehicle trips daily. In
addition, the amendment proposes a reduction of open space – from the currently
required 60% to 80% – to as little as 43% and a narrowing of a wildlife 'buffer zone' from
500 feet to 50 feet.

'This is the kind of project the well-thought-out 2050 Comprehensive Plan was written
to stop,' said Richard Grosso, attorney for the Miakka Community Club, representing
historic Old Miakka (which was established in 1850).

Among the residents who spoke in opposition was Becky Ayech, longtime president of
the Miakka Community Club, who has been battling local government and developers
for decades to preserve the community’s rural way of life. Though the decision
represented the latest defeat in her long crusade, Ayech was surprisingly upbeat after the
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vote.

'I actually considered it a win in a bizarre sense,' Ayech said. 'The last few times the
community has appeared before [the Planning Commission], it was a 7-0 vote against us.
So our arguments were persuasive enough to get almost half the vote. It’s an incredible
improvement.'

Ayech attributes the shift to a mounting grassroots concern throughout the county over
unchecked development, inadequate infrastructure and environmental threats – all
arguments presented by residents during the public comment. That sentiment appears
to be reflected in the candidates running for the two open commission seats to be filled
in November.

At least three – representing both the Republican and Democratic parties – are running
on platforms that are either outright anti-development or at least pro-controlled growth.
If this indeed is a key issue for voters, the incoming commission could make a decidedly
different call on this amendment than the currently seated board, which has strongly
favored developers.

Given that – and the significant departure from the 2050 Plan – it would make sense to
table discussion and decisions on this amendment until after voters have had their say, so
the newly-elected commissioners can be part of the decision-making process. After all,
whether the application is approved or not, they are the ones who will be dealing with
the decision for at least four, and possibly eight years.

Though the threats to Old Miakka have taken a variety of shapes over decades, the
argument put forth by Ayech and her neighbors has never changed. It’s succinctly
expressed on bright yellow signs posted near a corner of the land in question that read
'Keep the Country . . . Country. Rural heritage, not urban sprawl.'

'What this is about,' Ayech said, 'is current and future generations having the
opportunity to live on, learn from and love the land.'

It isn’t her persistence or passion that convinces me. My childhood was spent in the
county, too – in southwestern Michigan, outside a tiny village which has now given way
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to the sprawl of Amway corporate headquarters.

The lifestyle and values I grew up with as a 'country kid' were formative and remain an
integral part of who I am. Independence and self-sufficiency were instilled early on, as
was a strong work ethic and a respect for the land. Siblings, pets or your own self passed
for company when you lived far from town, and dinner was what was in the cupboard or
in the ground. You knew and helped your neighbors and they helped you, even if you
couldn’t see their place from yours.

I learned where food came from almost before I could walk, sitting in the garden stuffing
cherry tomatoes in my cheeks as Mom picked corn for dinner. A bolt of lightning that
struck and killed our Shetland pony, Popcorn, was a sobering lesson in the
ephemeralness of life. Kittens birthed in the hay barn taught us about reproduction long
before we learned the facts of life.

Not everyone wants to live 'in the sticks.' But anyone who has spent even a day in the
country can attest to the restorative value of fresh air, open vistas and wildlife sightings.
Let’s hope we, and the commissioners we elect this fall, continue to revere and retain
what little is left of our rural heritage.

Contact columnist Carrie Seidman at carrie.seidman@gmail.com

or 505-238-0392.
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Old Miakka needs support in fight to
save rural heritage

Seidman Says

Carrie Seidman

Guest columnist

Last week the Sarasota County Planning
Commission voted, 4-3, to recommend to
the Board of County Commissioners that it
approve a comprehensive plan amendment
submitted by Schroeder-Manatee Ranch,
Inc . which would increase the density on
more than 4,000 acres of rural land in the
east county to accommodate up to 5,000
new homes.

The proposed 'Village Transition Zone,'
located about 15 miles east of downtown
Sarasota along and north of Fruitville Road,
would require moving the Countryside Line
and creating an entirely new land use
designation.

It represents a dramatic and contradictory
departure from the Sarasota 2050
Comprehensive Plan , created in 2002 to
guide long range growth planning and
sustainability initiatives, prevent urban
sprawl and protect historic areas like the
neighboring Old Miakka community.

The proposal now heads to county
commissioners on Aug. 31, when residents
will again have an opportunity to give input,
as more than three dozen did at the recent
meeting. (No one but city staff and the
applicant spoke in favor of the amendment.)
If commissioners agree, the application will
move to the state for review, after which it
would return for a final determination Oct.
25.

The area in question currently includes
three zoning classifications that allow a
maximum of 717 houses; changing the
entire area to any one of those three
classifications could result in as few as 200
dwellings or as many as 1,600. The increase

Opinion https://sarasotaheraldtribune-fl.newsmemory.com/ee/_nmum/_default_...
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requested represents somewhere between a
733% and a 2,400% increase over those
figures, an amount the applicant described
as 'slightly more dense.'

Given that virtually all employment and
amenities would require a trip to town, it’s
estimated those 5,000 houses would
generate more than 45,000 vehicle trips
daily. In addition, the amendment proposes
a reduction of open space – from the
currently required 60% to 80% – to as little
as 43% and a narrowing of a wildlife 'buffer
zone' from 500 feet to 50 feet.

'This is the kind of project the well-thought-
out 2050 Comprehensive Plan was written
to stop,' said Richard Grosso, attorney for
the Miakka Community Club, representing
historic Old Miakka (which was established
in 1850).

Among the residents who spoke in
opposition was Becky Ayech, longtime
president of the Miakka Community Club,
who has been battling local government and
developers for decades to preserve the
community’s rural way of life. Though the
decision represented the latest defeat in her
long crusade, Ayech was surprisingly
upbeat after the vote.

'I actually considered it a win in a bizarre
sense,' Ayech said. 'The last few times the
community has appeared before [the
Planning Commission], it was a 7-0 vote
against us. So our arguments were
persuasive enough to get almost half the
vote. It’s an incredible improvement.'

Ayech attributes the shift to a mounting
grassroots concern throughout the county
over unchecked development, inadequate
infrastructure and environmental threats –
all arguments presented by residents during
the public comment. That sentiment appears
to be reflected in the candidates running for
the two open commission seats to be filled
in November.

At least three – representing both the
Republican and Democratic parties – are
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running on platforms that are either outright
anti-development or at least pro-controlled
growth. If this indeed is a key issue for
voters, the incoming commission could
make a decidedly different call on this
amendment than the currently seated board,
which has strongly favored developers.

Given that – and the significant departure
from the 2050 Plan – it would make sense
to table discussion and decisions on this
amendment until after voters have had their
say, so the newly-elected commissioners
can be part of the decision-making process.
After all, whether the application is
approved or not, they are the ones who will
be dealing with the decision for at least four,
and possibly eight years.

Though the threats to Old Miakka have
taken a variety of shapes over decades, the
argument put forth by Ayech and her
neighbors has never changed. It’s succinctly
expressed on bright yellow signs posted
near a corner of the land in question that
read 'Keep the Country . . . Country. Rural
heritage, not urban sprawl.'

'What this is about,' Ayech said, 'is current
and future generations having the
opportunity to live on, learn from and love
the land.'

It isn’t her persistence or passion that
convinces me. My childhood was spent in
the county, too – in southwestern Michigan,
outside a tiny village which has now given
way to the sprawl of Amway corporate
headquarters.

The lifestyle and values I grew up with as a
'country kid' were formative and remain an
integral part of who I am. Independence and
self-sufficiency were instilled early on, as
was a strong work ethic and a respect for
the land. Siblings, pets or your own self
passed for company when you lived far
from town, and dinner was what was in the
cupboard or in the ground. You knew and
helped your neighbors and they helped you,
even if you couldn’t see their place from
yours.
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I learned where food came from almost
before I could walk, sitting in the garden
stuffing cherry tomatoes in my cheeks as
Mom picked corn for dinner. A bolt of
lightning that struck and killed our Shetland
pony, Popcorn, was a sobering lesson in the
ephemeralness of life. Kittens birthed in the
hay barn taught us about reproduction long
before we learned the facts of life.

Not everyone wants to live 'in the sticks.'
But anyone who has spent even a day in the
country can attest to the restorative value of
fresh air, open vistas and wildlife sightings.
Let’s hope we, and the commissioners we
elect this fall, continue to revere and retain
what little is left of our rural heritage.

Contact columnist Carrie Seidman at
carrie.seidman@gmail.com

or 505-238-0392.

Cattle graze in a field off Myakka Road in Old Miakka. Last week the Dan Wagner/Herald-Tribune
file

Sunday, 08/14/2022   Page .A23
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Planner

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 4:09 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Subject: Environmental Impacts

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

  
  
SUBJECT: Environmental Impacts  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the new 
road or for a wildlife corridor. Leaving these area 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 this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes 
on site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
 
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% 
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Open 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 acres of actual 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 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Mike Hutchinson 
President of Bern Creek Improvement Association 
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Planner

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 5:25 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Subject: URBAN SPRAWL - CPA-2022-B

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

  
 
  
The application constitutes urban sprawl  
 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover 
page and the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing 
shows this proposal to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property is currently undeveloped and consists of  
approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area 
Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped 
land with suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It 
is completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management 
Area (RMA) system – which “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.  
 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing 
urban centers was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances 
of 12 miles or more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to 
drive that distance along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even 
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more egregious is the use of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is 
over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be at that western property line. The more 
relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the 
majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several additional 
miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it a 
short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 
 
(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 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.  
 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Mike Hutchinson 
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From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 10:31 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Subject: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

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

  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
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.  
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• 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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be 
expected to receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report:  
 
“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.”  
 
• Balance jobs with housing.  
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY CPA 2022-B.   
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Mike Hutchinson 
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Planner

From: Mike Hutchinson <mph_04@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:29 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Subject: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B

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

 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the 
mandatory statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use 
amendments such as this one.  
 
The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map 
amendments be based upon:  
 
b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of 
the undeveloped land….  
c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of 
[the statute].” (emphasis added).  
 
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. Neither the Application nor 
the Staff Report include any analysis of the amount of land required to meet the County’s projected 
residential needs under the comprehensive plan’s current time frame. 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.  
 
This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff 
analysis. There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing 
deficit that this application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into 
a region the Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve.  
 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Mike Hutchinson 
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From: Mike Hutchinson
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B does not pay for itself
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:51:13 AM

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

Dear Commissioners,

At the Planning Commission meeting on CPA 2022-B Rex Jensen stated that he will
cover all the infrastructure costs for the project. That is not correct. Current County
Utilities customers are paying to for the construction of the water line being extended
out Fruitville to Lakepark Estates. See the memo from Michael Mylett dated June 5,
2019 with the subject Utility Agreement with Lakepark Estates Florida, LLC, FY2019
Budget Amendment, and Fruitville Road Water Improvements Project. The memo
states "especially those that may be located to the east of the Lakepark development."  
This is Lakewood Ranch Southeast.  

This was approved by you, The Board of County Commissioners, on June 5, 2019 by a
unanimous vote. 

Take specific note of the"oversize" of the line at a cost of $1.6 million. Current County
Utilities customers are paying to reduce the costs that should be covered by the
developers. 

Sincerely,

Michael Hutchinson

D-529

mailto:mph_04@verizon.net
mailto:mmoran@scgov.net
mailto:cziegler@scgov.net
mailto:NCDetert@scgov.net
mailto:amaio@scgov.net
mailto:rcutsinger@scgov.net
mailto:planner@scgov.net


Memorandum re: Lakewood Ranch Southeast Traffic 

Date:  August 19, 2022 

To:  Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 

From:  Rex Jensen 

Re:  Lakewood Ranch Southeast ‐Fewer Cars on Fruitville than Hamlets in This Location 

I.  Hypothetical Hamlet Is an Inferior Form of Development.  Compared to the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast Plan, a hypothetical Hamlet development is an inferior choice in this location.  It is worse for 
neighboring residents and for the much more distant Old Miakka for two reasons: 

 Buffers for Hamlets are only 500 feet, whereas this buffer is exceeded in many areas under the 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan; and 

 The Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan puts LESS traffic on Fruitville Road than a hypothetical 
hamlet development would but on that same road, despite having more units. 

It is worse for Sarasota County as well because: 

 a Hamlet development in this location would not complete the transportation network (e.g., 
Bourneside Blvd.), leaving that task to Sarasota County;  

 residences within the Hamlet would use septic tanks as opposed to central sewer (not taking 
advantage of the County’s significant investment in Bee Ridge Treatment Plant capacity); and 

 the County and School Board would receive appreciably lower revenues over the long‐term 
horizon from a variety of sources. 

This memorandum describes the impact of a hypothetical Hamlet development by a third party, 
compared to the Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan proposed by SMR. 

II.  Comparison of the Two Plans.  A Hamlet Plan under 2050 is very different from what SMR is 
proposing.  Figure 1, below is a side‐by‐side comparison of the two alternatives. 

Figure 1, Plan Comparison 
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III.  Hamlets Would Put More Traffic on Fruitville.  A hypothetical third party Hamlet development on 
this site (current 2050 Plan) would put more cars on Fruitville than would the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast Plan (proposed amendment).  This is a matter of 4th grade arithmetic and common sense.  
Under 2050, Hamlets require 60% Open Space and allow 1 dwelling unit within the developed area.  At 
4,120 acres, that equates to a total of 1,648 dwelling units and 50,000 sq. ft. of non‐residential uses that 
could be developed “as is” under the existing Comprehensive Plan. 

In that scenario, a third party developer would NOT build Bourneside as a through road.  Rather they 
would loop a 2 lane road system from Fruitville Road, back to Fruitville Road as set forth in Map 1 below.  
Thus, 100% of the trips from 1,648 units would be on Fruitville Road.  All that is needed to move 
forward with a Hamlet development is to is submit a rezone, and our neighbors (from their comments) 
would love the project because 2050 has a very venerable, holy blessing and total buy‐in with the 
surrounding rural lands and their residents, to hear them talk.  (I am being sarcastic.  If a Hamlet had 
been proposed, they still would have protested and we all know it.) 

Map 1, Hypothetical Hamlet 

  

 

Even though it would contain more units (between 4,120 and 5,000), the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
project as proposed by SMR would put less traffic on Fruitville than would one based upon Hamlet 
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provisions.  The reason is traffic can only go to Fruitville.  Under a Hamlet development 100% of the 
1,648 units would use Fruitville Road to enter and exit.   

The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan is very different because it creates connections which would not 
otherwise exist and this alters traffic patterns for the better.  See Map 2, Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
Concept Plan, below. 

Map 2, Lakewood Ranch Southeast Concept Plan 

 

Under SMR’s Lakewood Ranch Southeast traffic study, approved by the County, over 75% of the traffic 
would go north to University Parkway as opposed to south to Fruitville.  Only 25% of the traffic will use 
Fruitville with only 18.5% of the trips heading west toward I‐75.  This is shown on Map 3, Traffic 
Distribution. 
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Map 3, Traffic Distribution 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC Traffic Analysis 

 

 

Thus, traffic on Fruitville from SMR’s proposal would be only 56% of the traffic that the Hamlet driven 
proposal would place on Fruitville.  The math is simple:  

 100% of 1,648 units plus 50,000 square feet of non‐residential uses on Fruitville =1,648  which 
generates 1,303 peak hour trips for a Hamlet vs. 

 25% of 5,000 units on Fruitville=1,250 units for the Lakewood Ranch Southeast proposal which 
generates 877 peak hour trips 

 877/1,303= 67%...end of story. 

The reason for this positive difference with the SMR proposal is the traffic distribution that becomes 
possible when you have a completed road network. 

IV.  Other Differences.  Hamlet development would have other negative differences from the SMR 
proposal in a variety of ways.  First, homes in the Hamlet would be on septic tanks, thereby not taking 
advantage of the County’s investment in wastewater treatment plant upgrades.  Septic tanks are 
tantamount to an environmental sin.  Evidence of this is the incredible expense that Sarasota County 
incurred in curing the problems in the Phillipi Creek basin several years ago.  Second, a Hamlet in this 
location would not provide an additional north/south road and trail linkage which would in truth aid in 
hurricane evacuation and traffic distribution.  Third, the developer of a Hamlet would not provide the 
provisions on assistance by SMR with Fruitville road that are provided in the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
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DOCC Master Development Order.  Fourth, a Hamlet would not provide nearly the mobility fees and 
other revenues that would be provided under SMR’s Proposal.  Fifth, Hamlet development would impact 
OLD MIAKKA to a greater degree by forcing eastbound Fruitville Road traffic out to Verna Road since 
Bourneside Blvd would not be constructed (which would have provided a better path to SR 70). 

The only reason one would favor Hamlet development would be if one was confused by the 
misperception that lower density always equals lower impact.  That isn’t always the case.  This isn’t a 
game of absolute numbers.  It is a game of relative impacts and the Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan is 
much better for neighbors, the County, and the much more remote Old Miakka than Hamlet 
development would be in this location. 

V.  Conclusion.  Under any measure, the SMR plan is vastly superior to the current requirements of the 
2050 plan.  This is particularly true if one is concerned with traffic impacts and having development 
done properly. 
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Memorandum Re: CPA 2022‐B and DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast 22‐134868 GR 

Date:  August 19, 2022 

To:  Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 

From:  Rex Jensen 

Re:  Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan Buffers Bern Creek BETTER than Existing 2050 Plan 

Bern Creek Residents erroneously claim that the Village Transition Zone Resource Management Area 
and the Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan will alter their rural life style promised by the existing Sarasota 
2050 Plan.  The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan preserves and materially adds to the buffers required in 
the 2050 Plan and actually improves buffer protection beyond what is required by various 2050 
Resource Management Areas (“RMAs”) that currently exist under the 2050 Plan.   

I.  Existing 2050 Greenbelts.  Under the existing 2050 Plan, any development permitted by the 2050 
RMAs must provide a 500 foot Greenbelt against the Bern Creek Neighborhood.  The existing 2050 RMA 
on the subject property required a Greenbelt buffer of 500 feet as depicted on Map 1 below.   

Map 1, 500 Foot Buffer 

Per 2050 Plan 

 
Google Earth Image 8/2022 
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II.  Lakewood Ranch Southeast Buffers Adjacent to Bern Creek Are Much Larger than 2050 Buffers.  
The actual buffers provided by the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan exceed the requirements of the 

2050 plan by a considerable margin.  Map 2 shows the vastly expanded buffer protection of the 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan.  This protected area consists of the nearly 2,000 acre Heritage Ranch 
Conservation Area, the 460+/‐ Deed Restricted Area, the buffer approved in the existing Lake Park 
Estates project, and the expanded Lakewood Ranch Southeast wildlife corridor.  Moreover, as an added 
assurance that the Greenbelt adjacent to Bern Creek will not be reduce to anything less than the 500‐
foot minimum (although a much greater buffer is proposed in the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan), VTZ 
Policy 3.2 provides: “The 500‐foot Greenbelt located adjacent to The Ranches at Bern Creek shall not be 
eligible for modification or reduction.” 

Map 2, Expanded Buffer 

Per Lakewood Ranch Southeast Illustrative Plan 

 

The Open Space buffer (outlined in burgundy) in Map 2 dwarfs the required 500 foot Greenbelt buffer 
per the 2050 Plan (outlined in yellow).  Thus, from the standpoint of proximity to development, the 
proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan vastly enhances protection for the Bern Creek Neighborhood 
over what they are entitled to receive under the current 2050 Plan. 

III.  Moving Bourneside Blvd East Provides Additional Protection.  Map 3 shows that the Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast Plan also better protects Bern Creek by relocating Bourneside Boulevard further to 

the east from the location previously depicted (prior to CPA 2022‐B and CPA 2022‐G).  Prior to SMR’s 
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proposal to relocate Bourneside, as shown in the County’s existing Thoroughfare Plan it would have 
been build in the buffer area on the east side of Bern Creek, making the 500+/‐ foot buffer approved in 
Lake Park Estates all but illusory.  In this regard, the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan is a material 
improvement over the status quo.  

Map 3, Bourneside Boulevard Relocation 

Per CPA 2022‐G and Illustrative Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan 

 

The redline is the previous location of Bourneside.  It is in a location over which SMR has an existing 
easement in which it could have  built(and perhaps still can build) this road.  Better planning however 
dictates relocating this road further east to the alignment shown in dark blue.  

IV.  Conclusion.  The foregoing Map series leads to the obvious conclusion that the Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast Plan provides vastly greater buffering than is required by the existing 2050 Plan. In addition, 
the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan is superior to the previously existing thoroughfare plan by moving 

Bourneside Boulevard approximately three quarters of a mile away from Bern Creek.  Thus, from the 

standpoint of buffering, Bern Creek Residents are well protected if you approve the Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast Plan.  
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1

Logan McKaig

From: Rex Jensen <rex.jensen@smrranch.com>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 10:49 AM
To: Brett Harrington; Matthew Osterhoudt; Michele Norton; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; 

Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner
Cc: Caleb Grimes; Kyle  Grimes; LaBarr, Katie; Laura Cole; Tony Chiofalo; Suzanne Fugate
Subject: CPA 2022-B Partial Responses to Messrs. Grosso, Gauthier & Alpher
Attachments: Failings of 2050.docx; Gauthier Rebuttal.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 

  
All…attached find some partial responses to the above referenced.  More on the way…but please include these in the 
record for CPA 2022‐B along with my earlier memos 
 
Rex E. Jensen 
President & CEO 
Schroeder‐Manatee Ranch, Inc. 
14400 Covenant Way 
Lakewood Ranch, Florida 34202 
(941) 757‐1600 
 
Assistant: Sue Chaney 
(941)757‐1602 
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Memorandum 
 
Date: August 28, 2022 
 
To: Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 
 
From: Rex Jensen 
 
Re: Rebuttal to Gauthier “Planning” Analysis 
 
I.  Introduction.  Below is a response to the “analysis” of the VTZ Proposal by Mr. Gauthier on 
behalf of Ms. Schoettle and “Save the Country, Inc.” (which was formed in late June with the 
express purpose of opposing the VTZ application).  For the sake of brevity, I quote his summary 
points below and my response is contained in each section.  Commenting upon the body of the 
work adds little as that portion is merely a regurgitation of the conclusions that began the 
“analysis”.  Please include my comments in the official record for the August 31, 2022, public 
hearing on CPA 2022-B. 
 
The following is taken from his missive to you. 
 
I was asked by Save the Country, Inc., to prepare an independent analysis of the comprehensive 
plan amendment you will consider at your August 31, 2022, public hearing (CPA 2022-B). My 
report on the Village Transition Zone amendment is attached. Please include this letter and report 
in the official record for the August 31, 2022, public hearing on CPA 2022-B.  This is not an 
independent analysis.  It is a superficial analysis of a complex proposal on behalf of an 
interested party who is against the idea.  This review is way shy of a thorough analysis and 
is more of a “cursory drive by” of the VTZ proposal, harbors no direct knowledge of 2050 
and its history, local conditions and regulations of Sarasota County, and has no insight as 
to Lakewood Ranch.  It is hard to tell whether the analysis was performed by a real 
planner or a former DCA bureaucrat.  This is a simplistic hit piece born of: 1) interested 
party opposition; and 2) the discredited policies of the old Department of Community 
Affairs (“DCA”).  These discredited policies led the governor (in multiple administrations) 
and the State Legislature (in multiple sessions) years ago to eviscerate DCA for its anti-free 
market, state centralized planning efforts and to convert it into the new department of 
Economic Opportunity, which is now much more aligned with the policies of the Office of 
the Governor and the State Legislature. 
 
My expert evaluation (hmmm…a self-branded expert…how lucky we are) of the proposed CPA 
2022-B results in a strong conclusion that this amendment warrants a more detailed and in-depth 
analysis of the unknown consequences of the proposed VTZ on the County’s framework for rural 
planning. 2050 was not a study in rural planning.  It was an attempt to utilize land in a 
manner that would be superior to the identified sprawl of low density rural residential 
development.  Even so, it was far from perfect. Allowing such a major departure from the 
carefully structured balances in the 2050 Plan without full analysis and incorporating basic 
development requirements currently absent from the application poses significant risks to other 
developments and the community as a whole.  While it may have begun with good intentions, 
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2050 is not a work of carefully constructed balances.  It is a concoction of overly specific 
planner driven mandates, devoid of ground-truthing.  Rather than a carefully constructed 
framework, it was over constructed to the point that in 20 years, there are no approved 
projects that totally implement its mandates.  There have been no results from 2050 in 20 
years that authentically implement all of its carefully crafted principles.  We know from 
experience that the overly prescriptive nature of the Villages did not allow for development 
decisions to occur in a predictable, fair or cost-effective manner, which should be the tenets 
of any good planning framework.   
 
Furthermore, 20 years of practically no growth in the Hamlets in a hot real estate market, 
prove that this land form is not viable.  The VTZ land form we are proposing allows the 
County to strengthen and direct development towards an existing community with a strong 
sense of place and a proven track record of fulfilling its promises while protecting 
neighboring properties more effectively than Hamlets would do. 
 
It is about time for a reasoned alternative which is a limited and sensible departure on a 
specific property from a plan that doesn’t work as hoped.  Basic development requirements 
are referenced very clearly in both the application and the Unified Development Code.  The 
VTZ proposal produces fewer impacts to other developments than those currently 
authorized under 2050.  The “significant risks” to neighbors and other properties come 
from 2050 itself, not from this proposal. 
 
He also says that the VTZ proposal is being made without full analysis.  This is untrue.  We 
have presented an extensive analysis in our application and staff’s analysis has gone even 
beyond that.  This proposal has been fully analyzed under any measure.  
 
Among my conclusions and concerns, discussed in more detail in the attached report, are the 
following summary points: 
 
1. Major Planning Departure / Minimal Public Participation  
CPA 2022-B is a major departure from the Village/Open Space structure of the carefully and 
collaboratively developed 2050 Plan. Unlike the process used to produce the 2050 Plan, this 
CPA has received only minimal public input. This process has meticulously followed all rules 
for public input for any public or private comprehensive plan amendment.  There is a 
continuing stream of opportunities for public engagement yet to come as well.  There is no 
lack of opportunity for public participation, either to date, or in the future.  
 
2. Uncertain Long-Range Consequences  
The proposed amendment will carve a 4,120-acre hole in the Village/Open Space RMA and may 
set dominoes falling that will debilitate the 2050 Plan framework entirely. This is complete 
speculation against the backdrop of certainty that Hamlet development authorized by the 
carefully crafted 2050 Plan will cause greater traffic and visual impact than that of the 
VTZ Proposal.  Lakewood Ranch has a 27-year long track record of delivering quality 
results at little or no cost to taxpayers, not to mention a sustained environmental lift on a 
number of key measures.  To speculate that it “may set dominoes falling” in a negative way 
is hardly consistent with an independent planning analysis. 
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3. Three-fold Jump in Residential Development on the Site  
Under the existing Hamlet Overlay, up to an estimated 1,648 residential units are possible and an 
60% open space requirement is applicable. The proposed VTZ in CPA 2022-B increases the 
residential units to 5,000 with an open space requirement as low as 43%. The increase over 
development allowed under the existing zoning for 5- and 10- acre rural homesteads is even 
greater.  So what? Even though it contains more dwelling units than a Hamlet, the VTZ 
proposal puts less traffic impact on Sarasota County’s transportation system than the 
otherwise mandated Hamlets and provides much greater collateral benefits and greater 
view shed protection.  Impacts must be measured on a NET BASIS.  It is not a game of 
absolute numbers.  Rather is a game of relative impacts and relative benefits to the greater 
community.  The VTZ proposal beats the status quo of the Hamlets on every meaningful 
measure.  Consider the following chart. 
 

 
 
First let’s discuss traffic.  In point of fact, the VTZ would produce fewer trips on Fruitville 
Road than would the Hamlets.  Each and every trip from a Hamlet will be on Fruitville 
Road and only Fruitville Road.  As to the VTZ, only 25% of trips will be on Fruitville with 
most going northward on Bourneside to University Parkway.  Thus, Hamlets would put 
150% to 187% more traffic on Fruitville than would the VTZ proposal.  Second the view 
shed from the VTZ proposal is vastly superior to that of Hamlets. 
 
4. “Gifted” Residential Density – Not Earned  
The VTZ proposal seeks increased density without associated increased benefits to the County 
and its residents. Hamlets provide 60% open space focused on preserving environmentally 
sensitive areas and are granted a density of one unit per acre for the developed area. Villages, 
intended to be the more urban and dense development areas, earn higher density allocations 
through acquisition and transfer of development rights and the creation of greenways and open 
space. The developer created VTZ does not earn its increased density and reduces the open 
space, buffers and greenways to be provided.  Again, this is wrong on so many levels.  All land 
uses begin with a base density.  For this site, Villages are too dense and too burdened with 
useless and impractical mandates.  Hamlets are not dense enough to mobilize the economics 
of proper development and greater community benefit.  The base density of 1 unit per 
gross acre is not excessive.  Any further density must be earned by way of building 
affordable and community housing or by using the TDR program (buying density from 
Sending Zones) which is part of the 2050 program though infrequently used. 
 
5. No Demonstrated Need for Additional Residential Units  
Comprehensive planning defines not just the locations for land uses, densities and intensities but 
also the timing and phasing of development. Planning that creates an unwarranted excess of land 
available for any land use is setting the stage for problems. A “2020 Residential Capacity 

Development Total Fruitville Trips Pct. Difference

Alternative Daily Trips Peak Hour Avg. Daily Peak Hour Avg. Daily

Hamlet 14,202 1,303 14,202 149‐180% 154‐187%
VTZ Max 36,945 877 9,236 67.3% 65.0%

VTZ Base 30,443 722 7,611 55.4% 53.6%
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Analysis” prepared by County Planning staff found that the land available for residential 
development under Future Land Use designations was almost 300% more than the projected 10-
year demand.  This is highly disingenuous.  He is misusing the Capacity Analysis.  It is 
simply used by staff for the narrow purpose of determining whether the County needs to 
initiate a Comp Plan Amendment given short housing supply.  It mandates the use of 
BEBR projections which are 1,540 homes per year.  If the 10-year supply is shown to be 
equal to or less than the 10-year demand it is incumbent upon the County to consider this 
factor in any upcoming plan amendments.  That is the sole purpose of the Capacity 
Analysis process, which was properly conducted by staff. 
 
However, new home sales and building permits are at numbers much greater than 1,540 
per year.  Building permits have averaged 4,000 per year for the last five years.  These 
“actual experience figures” are a more accurate guide on housing supply vs demand.  Also, 
it is misleading and highly unusual for an “expert planner” to use a short-term supply 
figure in a long-term setting like a comprehensive plan (especially a carefully crafted and 
well considered work of art like 2050).  Actual sales in Sarasota County for the last five 
years are listed below.  They are well in excess of BEBR projections and that is a normal 
thing. 
 
 

  
 
Extended for the long-term planning horizon, the foregoing ACTUAL figures justify 
increasing potential supply, not decreasing it.  As County Commissioners, you are entitled 
to believe actual experience, despite what Messrs. Grosso and Gauthier think. 
 
6. Enables Urban Sprawl  
CPA 2022-B is clearly urban sprawl. The VTZ is situated in a remote location, fails to provide a 
clear separation between urban and rural uses and consists of low density, automobile-dependent 
development without any internal capture of vehicle trips. There is no requirement to provide for 
shopping or employment for the approximately 11,150 future residents within what will 
essentially be a small city. The VTZ clashes with the development patterns carefully constructed 
in the 2050 Plan to avoid this type of urban sprawl.  This is hardly urban sprawl under any 
measure, particularly under both the statutory analysis that staff conducted and the clear 
history of 2050 itself.  Staff’s analysis is correct under state statutes.  The carefully 
constructed 2050 Plan very clearly indicted 5-10 acre large lot development as “urban 
sprawl” and it is.  There is no sense in which Lakewood Ranch could be deemed “urban 
sprawl”, unless it would be under the long discredited DCA polices which have been 
routinely rejected by the Office of the Governor and State Legislature over the last several 
administrations and sessions. 

New Home Sales in Sarasota County 2017‐2021

Zonda 3rd Party Data 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Townhome/SF 2,085 2,393 2,665 3,182 3,297

Condo/Mid/Hi 573 476 556 515 565

Total New Home Sales 2,658 2,869 3,221 3,697 3,862
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7. Reduced Open Space in VTZ versus Hamlet  
The reduction in quantity and quality of open space under the proposed VTZ is contrary to the 
fundamental purposes of the 2050 Village/Open Space RMA and leads to inadequate buffering 
and separation of VTZ development from proximate rural lands and adjacent hamlet 
development.  To call the buffering provided by the 2050 Plan adequate is laughable.  A 
500-foot buffer sounds great in theory but in practice, 500 feet of flat land gives no view 
shed relief of any kind.  One need only to drive on Fruitville Road toward Verna Road to 
see that.  The Lakewood Ranch approach provides much better view shed protection for 
neighboring properties and the more distant Old Miakka area.  One has only to drive the 
major arterials in Lakewood Ranch to find evidence of the far more effective landscaping 
used to buffer neighborhoods containing tens of thousands of homes. 
 
8. Lack of Specificity in VTZ definition versus Hamlet  
The proposed VTZ fails to incorporate any “smart growth” requirements intended to mitigate the 
negative effects of urban sprawl and development. Instead, the “continuation of Lakewood 
Ranch” development from Manatee County is referred to as the “standard”. The VTZ proposal 
is not just a continuation of Manatee County development.  Has no one heard of 
Waterside?  Lakewood Ranch is an excellent example of smart growth policies wed to a 
practical approach to development that has found favor with consumers on a national 
scale, with a proportionately small external impact to the surrounding community.  This 
can be seen with the human eye and you are all familiar with it. 
 
9. Future of Roadway Congestion  
The Transportation Impact Analysis for CPA 2022-B shows a bleak future for Fruitville Road 
and the many residents that travel on Fruitville to and from the eastern area of Sarasota County. 
This state evacuation route already has a failing segment between Sarasota Center Boulevard and 
Lorraine Road. By 2045, multiple segments of Fruitville are projected to operate below the level 
of service standard. The VTZ will only worsen this situation.  The VTZ proposal puts vastly 
less traffic on Fruitville Road than what is authorized under the Hamlet designation. 
Hamlets can be constructed with almost complete certainty, requiring only a quasi-judicial 
rezone and being completely consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  Is that really want 
the community wants?  The construction of Bourneside Blvd completes the northern 
portion of Sarasota County’s thoroughfare plan and redirects traffic away from Fruitville 
Road.  The creation of new connections also enhances the efficiency of the road network for 
evacuation purposes, rather than diminishing it.  To ignore this VTZ proposal is to also 
ignore opportunities to cooperate on areas of mutual interest such as various sections of 
Fruitville Road, which can only be obtained with the willing help of Lakewood Ranch. 

In closing, I respectfully conclude that CPA 2022-B and the proposed VTZ undergo 
additional planning analysis to ensure that the 2050 Plan and developments approved under 
its existing requirements are not undermined.  This proposal has been fully analyzed.  The 
assertion that it has not is untrue.  We have presented an extensive analysis in our 
application and staff’s analysis has gone even beyond that.  The opposition is merely 
seeking delay.   Thank you for your consideration. 
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Memorandum 

 

Date:  August 28, 2022 

To:  Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 

From:  Rex Jensen 

Re:  2050 Plan‐Changing Circumstances and Errors Which Justify Amendment 

I.  Executive Summary.  It has been erroneously asserted by counsel for some opposed to CPA 2022‐B 
that a Comprehensive Plan with a dated planning horizon (such as the year 2050) cannot be amended by 
the County that adopted the plan until that planning horizon is reached (in this case, 2050) UNLESS: 1) 
changing circumstances justify the amendment; or 2) some error in the original plan justifies the 
amendment.  While this argument is ludicrous on its face (had the County been arrogant enough to 
have called it the Year 3000 Plan, we could not amend it until the year 3000 goes the argument 
…really???), circumstances really have changed radically in the 20 years that this plan has been in 
operation.  Moreover, those 20 years of plan operation and experience have revealed errors which were 
present at the time the 2050 Plan was adopted. 

The first of the Changing Circumstances was that actual and recently projected population growth have 
radically exceeded original projections of 20 years ago.  Accordingly, the need for housing is much 
greater than originally projected.  The second Changing Circumstance is that growth in the 2050 area did 
not satisfy the justified need for originally projected housing units (let alone the increased revised need). 

This brings us to the fundamental error of 2050, present at the time of adoption, which was the 
mandated and irrationally micro‐managed form of “new urbanism”) that no one could comply with 
absent numerous waivers and variations and that few wanted to buy in any event. 

II.  Changing Circumstances. 

A.  Actual Population Growth and Revised Growth Projections Far Exceeded Original Expectations.  
When the Plan was adopted in the year 2000, the population in 2050 was projected to be 540,000 
residents (I will come back to this word later) in Sarasota County.  During the adoption process a slide 
deck of 82 slides were used to present the 2050 concept to the public.  Below are Slides 24 through 26 
from that deck which shows this projection, the division of population between incorporated areas and 
the unincorporated county, and the number of housing units needed to accommodate the resident 
population.   
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Thus, in the year 2000, with a crystal ball that had the clarity of the vision of one of our famous local 
fortune tellers, we predicted that in the year 2050 the population the county would be 540,000 
residents and 376,000 of those residents would live in the unincorporated area and these 376,000 
people would require 208,000 homes.  Since we began with an “existing stock” of 126,000 homes, that 
meant that we needed 82,000 additional homes in the unincorporated area by the year 2050.  Since the 
Existing Urban Service Area and the Future Urban Areas could accommodate a total of 35,000 units, that 
meant that the 2050 Overlay Area needed to accommodate 47,000 new dwelling units by the end of 

2050, as shown in slide 64 of the original 2050 presentation. 

 

Also note that the original 2050 housing demand projection was based upon BEBR population 
projections.  It is interesting to emphasize that BEBR projections EXPRESSLY EXCLUDE SEASONAL 

POPULATION.  Today Sarasota County has nearly 92,000 seasonal residents.  Do they live in cars or do at 
least a few of them need seasonal homes? 

The fact is that growth was much more robust than predicted and has generated an even greater need 

for housing.  Actual population growth to date has exceeded these FY 2000 estimates and projections 
for future growth have been revised upwards.  Below is a comparison of the Original 2000 Projections 
and what those Projections would be if done today.  

 

Using the same percentage split between incorporated vs unincorporated and the FY 2000 multiplier of 
people per household, the number of homes in the unincorporated area increases from 208,000 to 
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218,000.  So going through the same math, we had 126,000 units in 2000, and will need an additional 
92,000 by 2050.  Since Urban and Future Urban capacity of 35,000 additional homes has not changed, 
we now need 57,000 units in that same 2050 Overlay Area, an increase of over 21%!!!  That is a change 
in circumstances if not evidence of a fundamental error. 

That brings us to the second changing circumstance, the fact that growth in the 2050 Overlay Area is not 
occurring in a manner or at a pace to accommodate housing needs.  To achieve these growth 
projections, the 2050 Overlay Area would have to grow by over 940 homes per year to hit 47,000 homes 
in 50 years or by 1,140 homes to hit 57,000 homes in that same planning horizon. 

Growth, however, has not occurred at anywhere near this pace in the 2050 Overlay Area for the last 20 
years since this visionary 2050 Plan has existed.  Why not?  This brings us to fundamental errors in the 
Original 2050 Plan.  2050 mandates a development form that few desire. 

B.  Fundamental Errors in 2050.  The original 2050 Plan carried two fundamental errors and these are 
responsible for 2050’s inability to satisfy housing needs.  The first error is poor ground truthing.  The 
second error is that totally ignored economic reality and the market economy.  Poor ground truthing is 
evident from the original presentation slides.  A notable example is Slide 9 below, which shows the land 
in the northernmost village (on SMR land) as being mostly developable.  It is not, and was not at that 
time, since the land is, and was in the year 2000, mostly consisting of 30 foot deep lakes resulting from a 
shell mining operation.  The point is that this one village could only accept a fraction of the total number 
of units ultimately needed to accommodate planning horizon projections. 

 

To date, this northern village (Lakewood Ranch Waterside) is the only existing successful village in the 
2050 Overlay Area and it is not building out to the total density contemplated by the foregoing graphic 
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after over 20 years of actual experience.  Other areas depicted have similar issues.  By the time one 
deals with required open space, stormwater, road rights of way, parks, school sites, wetlands and other 
native habitat, it may be difficult to accommodate the needed housing units, unless one allows for 
carefully crafted proposals like CPA 2022‐B that will offer the needed housing in a specifically defined 
area which causes less external impact than is otherwise required by the existing 2050 Overlay. 

The second reason that 2050 is not successful is that it ignores market forces, such as cost efficiency, 
affordability, and consumer preferences.  In a market driven economy, it is a fundamental mistake to 
ignore market forces.  2050 consists of a great many prescriptive New‐Urbanist mandates for 
community design, relationships between uses, architecture, and other factors.  This failure to plan 
consistently with reality has led to a plethora of waivers that are necessary to build anything that is 
practical and that a consumer would buy or could afford to buy.  The main tenets of Open Space and 
Fiscal Neutrality are fine.  New urbanism as the only approved development form is not and that is the 
failure of 2050 to keep its promises. 

 

Pictures are worth many words.  Using Google Earth historic aerials, the first aerial below is of most of 
the 2050 Overlay Area as it was in 2000.  The second aerial is dated in 2020 and shows very few 
differences from the one dated 20 years earlier.   

Hamlets…to be or not to be…that is the question.  If 2050’s mandated Hamlets are so hotly desired by 
consumers, where are the homes?  Only two approvals in the Hamlet exist.  One is a Hamlet and one is 

a Conservation Subdivision and they only consist of 490+/‐ units.  Sarasota is supposedly a desirable 
market.  If there was consumer demand, builders would find a way to meet it.  Clara Peller might rightly 
ask, “Where’s the Beef??”  The simple truth is that the highly sought after “New Urban Oasis” Hamlets 
sung about by the Angels in the mandate heavy 2050 Plan are a “Planner’s Fantasy” and little more.  
There is no real demand for them and they are financially ruinous to build.  That is a fundamental error 
that merits a change to a development form that is more marketable, and which produces a lesser 
impact to Sarasota County and to neighboring properties than the undesirable Hamlets which are 
mandated by 2050.  This is why a new form called the Village Transition Zone (VTZ) is necessary. 

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Blank] 
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After 22 Years, Where Are All the Hamlets??? 
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IV.  What is Sprawl??  Legal counsel for the opposition to CPA 2022‐B erroneously calls the VTZ proposal 
in CPA 2022‐B “sprawl”.  However, that is clearly NOT what the thoughtful, visionary, carefully crafted, 
community consensus driven 2050 Plan called “sprawl”.  Slides 29 and 33 of the original 2050 
presentation clearly indicted RURAL ESTATE LOTS as sprawl that would not accommodate the need for 
future housing nor protect environmental systems. 

 

 

State Statutes are also clear about what is sprawl and what is not.  Your staff is correct in its analysis that 
is part of the record.  Development as represented by the VTZ proposal is not sprawl under state law 
and policy.  Sprawl mentioned in 2050 and in state statutes is low density 5‐10 acre lot sprawl. 
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V.  Vision or Hallucination?  Legal counsel for the opposition to CPA 2022‐B begins his criticism of the 
VTZ proposal by saying that the 2050 Plan had such a wonderful vision over a 50‐year planning horizon.  
Mr. Alpher also quite justifiably dwells on the “vision” of 2050 in his comments to you.  So…we all 
concede that vision is an important thing. 

There is often a blurry line between vision and hallucination.  We can often only know the difference by 
our experience with it.  2050’s “vision” seems more like hallucination to me after 20 years of very 
disappointing experience.  To suggest that such an ineffective plan with a 2050 “Expiration Date” cannot 
be changed or improved until 2050 is the epitome of sophomoric drivel and contrary to state law and 
sensible land use policy, and your inherent powers as County Commissioners. 

Mr. Alpher was a good Planning Commissioner and was and is a man of integrity.  His well‐meaning 
memo, however, unintentionally proves many of my points.  He asks “What Is Vision?”  Vision and 
hallucination are different sides of the same coin.  We only know which it is when the coin lands on the 
hard table of experience.  The coin never lands on its edge producing draw between the two.  It lands on 
one side or the other.  If a thing succeeds, it was born of vision.  If a thing fails, it was born of a vision 
that was naught but hallucination. 2050’s coin is tilting in that latter direction. 

2050 is a father with many bastards, but no true born children.  Of the projects cited by Mr. Alpher as 
evidence of 2050 delivering its promises, not a one of them meet the full letter of the so “carefully 
crafted and balanced” 2050 Plan.  Palmer Ranch is a highly desirable, well executed community.  
Numerous 2050 exceptions were given in recent Palmer Ranch expansion approvals (notably on 
greenways and open space) and rightly so.  We would have been so much better off if 2050 would have 

used the original parts of Palmer Ranch as the model.  For some reason, the carefully crafted 2050 

Plan, endorsed both then and apparently now by Mr. Alpher specifically chose NOT to use Palmer 

Ranch as a model.  The Settlement Area is far from representing the full incorporation of 2050 
principles.  Rather, the process of moving forward with the Settlement Area was an agonizing process of 
trying to deal with the many impractical 2050 mandates in a manner that produced a consumer friendly, 
practical result.  If 2050 was so perfectly crafted, was the product of community consensus, and offered 
consumers what they wanted, why was that?? 

Mr. Alpher extols Hi Hat Ranch as the latest incarnation of 2050.  Hi Hat Ranch is yet to be started and 
will only be home to 13,000 homes, not 30,000.  Mark my words, before the first of those homes is built, 
many variances will be requested, and no doubt, will and should be granted.  Experience has shown 
2050 to be the round hole into which the community has to attempt to pound the square peg.  So we 
will do yet again when it comes time to move forward with Hi Hat Ranch. 

Surely most of you have now visited Waterside Place.  There is no better “Village Center” anywhere in 
Sarasota County, including Palmer Ranch.  (It is the third such Village Center in Lakewood Ranch.  How 
many of Mr. Alpher’s favorites have even one?)  Nonetheless, Waterside Place is not the result of 
adherence to the micro‐managing mandates of 2050.  Rather, it is the product of numerous exceptions 
to those “carefully crafted” rules.  The problem with 2050 is that it was not carefully crafted.  2050 was 
over crafted by many people with an unrealistic gleam in their eyes and a stunted sense of practicality. 

Also, I have to say that I was “in the room” every day that 2050 was “crafted” and it was far from a 
peaceful consensus with us staring in awe at this wonderful concept as it descended from heaven to 
grace an unsuspecting band of troglodytes.  Rather, it was a process that was very noisy…like a 
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chihuahua giving birth to a full‐grown cow with neither animal happy about the process.  Many of the 
individuals who now laud 2050 as a gift from the angels actually spoke against its adoption.  I was there. 

Mr. Alpher confuses my vision with my goal.  My vision with Lakewood Ranch has always been to build 
the best community in the United States and we have done that if you listen to consumers.  That vision 
is driven by stewardship, attention to detail while looking at the big picture, building infrastructure 
ahead of demand, excellent aesthetics, broad mix of uses, creation of an unparalleled lifestyle, and 
developing partnerships with local government.  Lakewood Ranch stands as a testimony to that vision 
and every project cited by Mr. Alpher pales in comparison to it on every possible measure.  (In fact, they 
are all “projects” whereas Lakewood Ranch is a community…and there is a big difference.)  My goal is to 
also deliver a community that is economically successful.  The last time I checked, that was in my job 
description.  The last time I checked, that is what businesses try to do.  As long as the community is 
profitable consistent with the above vision, I am fine with that.  The greater community outside out 
boundaries has benefited more from Lakewood Ranch, than any other development (including every 
single one cited by Mr. Alpher) and will continue to benefit from us in the future. 

VI.  Protecting Old Miakka.  I will grant you that OLD Miakka is deserving of protection.  But let’s also be 
realistic.  In point of fact, the “old schoolhouse” is 3.64 MILES from the intended intersection of Fruitville 
Road and Bourneside Blvd.  Projects along Fruitville Road potentially impact Old Miakka in two main 
ways.  The first is the amount of traffic put on Fruitville Road.  The second is the view from Fruitville 
Road into the project.  On both counts, the VTZ proposal would protect Old Miakka better than would 
Hamlets or Conservation Subdivisions. 

 

First let’s discuss traffic.  In point of fact, the VTZ would produce fewer trips on Fruitville Road than 
would the Hamlets.  Each and every trip from a Hamlet will be on Fruitville Road and only Fruitville 
Road.  As to the VTZ, only 25% of trips will be on Fruitville with most going northward on Bourneside to 
University Parkway.  Thus, Hamlets would put 150% to 187% more traffic on Fruitville than would the 
VTZ proposal.  How does the 2050 status quo this “Keep Country the Country”? 

The second way of protecting Old Miakka is by having a view shed that is more appealing than the ‘feel 
good” but useless 500‐foot setback for Hamlets and Conservation Subdivisions.  Drive any of the main 
arterials in Lakewood Ranch and you wouldn’t know from the landscaping that tens of thousands of 
people live on the other side of the berm.  Drive down Fruitville Road past the one existing project and 
you see every one of the homes even though the developer did a great job of complying with all the 
requirements for buffering.  The 500‐foot buffer that everyone seems to love is useless for that purpose 
and it is plain to see.  How does the 2050 status quo “Keep Country the Country”? 

VII.  Our Request.  We are not asking you to overturn the hallowed, carefully crafted 2050 Plan which is 
the subject of angelic anthems.  We are asking you to give us an alternative to a development form that 
doesn’t work and that no one wants.  This alternative is limited to a specific property because of specific 

Development Total Fruitville Trips Pct. Difference

Alternative Daily Trips Peak Hour Avg. Daily Peak Hour Avg. Daily

Hamlet 14,202 1,303 14,202 149‐180% 154‐187%
VTZ Max 36,945 877 9,236 67.3% 65.0%

VTZ Base 30,443 722 7,611 55.4% 53.6%
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considerations.  It is not a wholesale gutting of 2050.  We believe that our VTZ proposal is an 
improvement in a variety of ways and respectfully request that you to approve it. 

D-552



1

Planner

From: Cu2shine <cu2shine@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 1:58 PM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: Fwd: CPA 2022-B

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

  
 
 
Subject: CPA 2022-B 

I am asking you to deny this Variance to the 2050 Comprehensive Plan for Obvious 
Reasons that have been presented by the residents of eastern Sarasota 
County..   Sincerely, David Johnson 
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Planner

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 
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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: 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 

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. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bonnie Jupiter 
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Planner

From: Bonnie Jupiter <blj@bjupiter.com>
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 12:41 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 INCOMPATIBLE LAND USE

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

Planning commissioners: 

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 storm water 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. 

DENY 2022-B. 

Thank you. 

Bonnie Jupiter 
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Planner

From: Bonnie Jupiter <blj@bjupiter.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 12:36 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 INCOMPATIBLE WITH ADJACENT LAND

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

Planning Commissioners: 

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 have aUDC 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 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 area 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. 
 
DENY 2022-B. 
 

Thank you. 

Bonnie Jupiter 
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Planner

From: Bonnie Jupiter <blj@bjupiter.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 9:54 AM
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: 

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. 
 
DENY 2022-B. 
 

Thank you. 

Bonnie Jupiter 
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Logan McKaig

From: Bonnie Jupiter <blj@bjupiter.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 2:50 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: TRANSPORTATION

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

  

Commissioners: 

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. Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only 
allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee 
County which is most easily reached using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022-B.   
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON 
LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 

Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 

Bonnie Jupiter 
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Logan McKaig

From: Bonnie Jupiter <blj@bjupiter.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 1:42 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: URBAN SPRAWL

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

  

Commissioners: 

The application constitutes urban sprawl  
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover 
page and the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing 
shows this proposal to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land l… 
east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped 
land with suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It 
is completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management 
Area (RMA) system – which “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.  
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, 
completely ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall 
character of the area. 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing 
urban centers was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances 
of 12 miles or more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to 
drive that distance along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even 
more egregious is the use of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is 
over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be at that western property line. The more 
relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the 
majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several additional 
miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it a 
short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 
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(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 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.  
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of 
uses, and compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the 
impacts to surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other 
protections approval of the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 

Thank you. 

Bonnie Jupiter 
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 6:22 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: BCC 8/31/22 MEETING AGENDA ITEMS 2 & 3

CPA 2022‐B Correspondence…one in support 
 

From: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net>  
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 3:25 PM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Cc: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>; Lisa Wenzel <lwenzel@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: BCC 8/31/22 MEETING AGENDA ITEMS 2 & 3 
 
For the record 
 

From: Rod Krebs <rodkrebs@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 2:36 PM 
To: Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>; Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Ron 
Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>; Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net> 
Cc: Matthew Osterhoudt <MOSTERHO@scgov.net> 
Subject: BCC 8/31/22 MEETING AGENDA ITEMS 2 & 3 
 

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

  

Dear Commissioners,  I have been a homebuilder/developer for over 
50 years in Sarasota.  I previously owned the 2,000 acres contiguous 
with & east of the subject property.  Consequently, I was an active 
participant in the formulation and approval of the 2050 plan and 
subsequent amendments.  Based on my understanding of the 2050 
Plan and the needs of the County, I believe the proposed changes will 
provide substantial benefits to our future and should be 
approved.  The location which provides connections between 
Fruitville and University is especially appealing and offers needed 
redundancy for all aspects of development like roads and 
utilities.  The timing is also efficacious with new homes and the entire 
development benefiting from all kind of creative innovations that are 
poised to make our lives better.  I have no financial interest in the 

D-573



2

subject property or surrounding parcels.  I just think this is a good 
proposal and ask that you approve it.  Rod Krebs 
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Logan McKaig

From: Abby Di Lecce <a.a.dilecce@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 10:35 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast; Colin Pember; Martha Pike; Neil Rainford; 

Micki Ryan; Andrew Stultz; Justin Taylor
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B CONSISTENCY

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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:  
• 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 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.  
The lifestyle opportunities 
• 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.  
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Abby Di Lecce 
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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. 
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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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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, 
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Stephen S. Lexow MD 
9229 Blind Pass Road 
Sarasota FL 34242 
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Logan McKaig

From: Barbara Lockhart <npconservancy@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 5:05 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  

Dear Commissioners, Planner of the Day and Mr. Harrington, 

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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. 

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 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 area 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 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 will 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 
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
‐‐ 
Barbara Lockhart, President 
The Environmental Conservancy of North Port, Inc. 
dba The Environmental Conservancy of North Port And Surrounding Areas 
3465 Alfred Road, North Port, FL 34286 
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941‐218‐9775 
NPconservancy@gmail.com 
www.facebook.com/ecnorthport 
www.ecnorthport.com 
@npconservancy 
Tax ID Number 84‐4132468  
a 501c3 non‐profit corporation 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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Planner

From: Barbara Lockhart <npconservancy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:27 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: SUBJECT: OLD MIAKKA PLAN

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

  

Dear Commissioners, Planner of the Day and Mr. Harrington, 

Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made by 
staff during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be viewed as an 
attempt to avoid the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the OMNP 
was not adopted into the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however make that study and its detailed 
findings about the community from being directly relevant to this application. It is instead, the “best available” 
“data and analysis” about the character and importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the 
community by suburban development – against which the application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) 
(a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to say the least to hear planning staff seemingly suggest that the study 
had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of this application with state law. No serious claim 
can be made that this Future Land Use Amendment – which would allow over 4,000 acres of this 
community to be converted into a residential subdivision would be, in the language of the law, “based 
upon” the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 

In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that: 

“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its intended 
function ceases to have meaning.” 
  
DENY CPA 2022‐B  
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
  
Thank you. 
 
‐‐ 
Barbara Lockhart, President 
The Environmental Conservancy of North Port, Inc. 
dba The Environmental Conservancy of North Port And Surrounding Areas 
3465 Alfred Road, North Port, FL 34286 
941‐218‐9775 
NPconservancy@gmail.com 
www.facebook.com/ecnorthport 
www.ecnorthport.com 
@npconservancy 
Tax ID Number 84‐4132468  
a 501c3 non‐profit corporation 
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Planner

From: Barbara Lockhart <npconservancy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:37 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Re: TRANSPORTATION

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

  
 

Dear Commissioners, Planner of the Day and Mr. Harrington, 

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. Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will 
only allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked. 

"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 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, 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 Equestrian Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached using 
Fruitville Road. 

DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN 
FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
‐‐ 
Barbara Lockhart, President 
The Environmental Conservancy of North Port, Inc. 
dba The Environmental Conservancy of North Port And Surrounding Areas 
3465 Alfred Road, North Port, FL 34286 
941‐218‐9775 
NPconservancy@gmail.com 
www.facebook.com/ecnorthport 
www.ecnorthport.com 
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@npconservancy 
Tax ID Number 84‐4132468  
a 501c3 non‐profit corporation 
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Planner

From: Barbara Lockhart <npconservancy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:41 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Re: URBAN SPRAWL

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

  
 

Dear Commissioners, Planner of the Day and Mr. Harrington, 

The application constitutes urban sprawl. 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page 
and the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this 
proposal to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear. 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning 
outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2) 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped 
land with suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is 
completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area 
(RMA) system – which “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. 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, 
completely ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall 
character of the area. 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban 
centers was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances of 12 miles or 
more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance 
along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious is the use 
of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. None of the 
homes will actually be at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from the middle and 
far northeastern portions of the property where the majority of the residential development is proposed. Those 
driving distances would be several additional miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one 
who actually makes that drive could call it a short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact 
and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 
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(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 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. 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, 
and compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval 
of the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 

  
Thank you. 
‐‐ 
Barbara Lockhart, President 
The Environmental Conservancy of North Port, Inc. 
dba The Environmental Conservancy of North Port And Surrounding Areas 
3465 Alfred Road, North Port, FL 34286 
941‐218‐9775 
NPconservancy@gmail.com 
www.facebook.com/ecnorthport 
www.ecnorthport.com 
@npconservancy 
Tax ID Number 84‐4132468  
a 501c3 non‐profit corporation 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 

D-589



1

Planner

From: Barbara Lockhart <npconservancy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:43 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

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

  
 

Dear Commissioners, Planner of the Day and Mr. Harrington, 

--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. 
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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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be 
expected to receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 
 
“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.” 
 
• Balance jobs with housing. 
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
Barbara Lockhart, President 
The Environmental Conservancy of North Port, Inc. 
dba The Environmental Conservancy of North Port And Surrounding Areas 
3465 Alfred Road, North Port, FL 34286 
941‐218‐9775 
NPconservancy@gmail.com 
www.facebook.com/ecnorthport 
www.ecnorthport.com 
@npconservancy 
Tax ID Number 84‐4132468  
a 501c3 non‐profit corporation 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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Planner

From: Barbara Lockhart <npconservancy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:45 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B

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

  
 

Dear Commissioners, Planner of the Day and Mr. Harrington, 

The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance 
with the mandatory statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land 
use amendments such as this one. 

The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map 
amendments be based upon: 

b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the 
character of the undeveloped land…. 

c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements 
of [the statute].” (emphasis added). 

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. Neither the 
Application nor the Staff Report include any analysis of the amount of land required to meet the 
County’s projected residential needs under the comprehensive plan’s current time frame. 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. 

This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the 
staff analysis. There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of 
housing deficit that this application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban 
intrusion into a region the Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve. 

DENY CPA 2022-B. 

Thank you. 

Barbara Lockhart, President 
The Environmental Conservancy of North Port, Inc. 
dba The Environmental Conservancy of North Port And Surrounding Areas 
3465 Alfred Road, North Port, FL 34286 
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941‐218‐9775 
NPconservancy@gmail.com 
www.facebook.com/ecnorthport 
www.ecnorthport.com 
@npconservancy 
Tax ID Number 84‐4132468  
a 501c3 non‐profit corporation 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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Planner

From: Barbara Lockhart <npconservancy@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 7:34 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

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

  
 

Dear Commissioners, Planner of the Day and Mr. Harrington, 

The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the new 
road or for a wildlife corridor. Leaving these area 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 this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed. 

  
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 
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were approved as a Hamlet, there would be 2,400 acres of Open space, The Applicant’s 50% Open 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 acres of actual 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 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
‐‐ 
Barbara Lockhart, President 
The Environmental Conservancy of North Port, Inc. 
dba The Environmental Conservancy of North Port And Surrounding Areas 
3465 Alfred Road, North Port, FL 34286 
941‐218‐9775 
NPconservancy@gmail.com 
www.facebook.com/ecnorthport 
www.ecnorthport.com 
@npconservancy 
Tax ID Number 84‐4132468  
a 501c3 non‐profit corporation 
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Planner

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 2:02 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Incompatible with Adjacent Land

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
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 have aUDC 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 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 area 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you  
 
 
Peggy Long 
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Planner

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 2:11 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
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 
  
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Peggy Long 
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Planner

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 2:12 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Agriculture

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
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: 
 “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. 
PRESERVE THE RURAL AND AGRICULTURAL HISTORIC COMMUNITY OF OLD MIAKKA. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Peggy Long 
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Hannah Sowinski

From: Lisa Wenzel
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 8:07 AM
To: Brett Harrington
Cc: Hannah Sowinski; Todd Dary
Subject: FW: Neighborhood Workshop Request

Please see below.  
 
Thank you,  

Lisa Wenzel 
Planning and Zoning Division Manager 
Planning and Development Services Department 
Sarasota County Government 
1660 Ringling Blvd. Sarasota, Florida 34236 
Phone: 941-237-0015 
Email: lwenzel@scgov.net  
Website: www.scgov.net/PDS 
 

 
All mail sent to and from Sarasota County Government is subject to the public records law of Florida.  

 

From: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 7:55 AM 
To: Lisa Wenzel <lwenzel@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Neighborhood Workshop Request 
 
Lisa, 
Please ensure this gets to the applicable planner.  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.  
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From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 4:54 PM 
To: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Neighborhood Workshop Request 
 
For our record. 
 

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 3:47 PM 
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net>; 
Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net> 
Cc: Planner <planner@scgov.net> 
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. 
 
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. 
 
 
Peggy Long 
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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 Neighborhood Workshop as allowed under Sarasota County Resolution 2021-165 
for CPA 2022-B and Development of Critical Concern. 
 
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. 
 
 
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: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 1:58 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Incompatible Land Use

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
 
Peggy Long 
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Logan McKaig

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 12:33 PM
To: Matthew Osterhoudt
Subject: FW: Public Participation and Time Limits

 
 

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 12:26 PM 
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: Public Participation and Time Limits 
 

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

  
 
 
Good day Chairman Maio and fellow Commissioners, 
 
 
I am writing to request that you DO NOT cut the time for speakers from 5 minutes to 3 minutes during 
the Public Hearing on CPA 2022-B. 
The public is told that the time to bring up issues and provide statements is during the Public Hearing 
portion on the pertinent agenda item at the Commission meeting.  
Yet, when many people take advantage of this right, they are penalized by reducing the time 
allocated for speaking.   
This is not only unfair, but it does not create good governing. 
Again, if someone wants to speak, allow them the full five minutes.  After all, it is their government. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Peggy Long 
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Logan McKaig

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 12:18 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Old Miakka Plan

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

  
 
Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made by staff 
during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be viewed as an attempt to avoid 
the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the OMNP was not adopted into 
the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however make that study and its detailed findings about the community 
from being directly relevant to this application. It is instead, the “best available” “data and analysis” about the 
character and importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the community by suburban development – against 
which the application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to say the least to hear 
planning staff seemingly suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of this 
application with state law. No serious claim can be made that this Future Land Use Amendment – which would 
allow over 4,000 acres of this community to be converted into a residential subdivision would be, in the 
language of the law, “based upon” the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  
In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that:  
“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its intended 
function ceases to have meaning.” 
DENY CPA 2022-B   
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
 
Peggy Long 
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Logan McKaig

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 12:23 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Environmental Impacts

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

  
 
 
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 in a location 
where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
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 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.  
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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 acres of actual 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. 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
Peggy Long 
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Logan McKaig

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 12:15 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Compatibility

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

  
 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
 
Peggy Long 
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Logan McKaig

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 3:37 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Urban Sprawl

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

  
 
The application constitutes urban sprawl  
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page and 
the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this proposal 
to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning 
outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with 
suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is completely 
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – 
which “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.  
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban centers 
was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances of 12 miles or more to 
downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance along Fruitville 
Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious is the use of distances at the 
very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be 
at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of 
the property where the majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several 
additional miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it 
a short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl.  
(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.  
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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 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.  
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
 
Peggy Long 
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Logan McKaig

From: Long <long@mailmt.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 3:36 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Transportation

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

  
 
   
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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of 
traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached 
using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
Peggy Long 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 4:59 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Keep the Country Country

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222‐B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and then on 
October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long‐standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60‐80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This creates over 
47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non‐potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as public 
safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts itself into a 
172‐ year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from Old Miakka to 
Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table this 
proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County Commissioners 
be part of the decision‐making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed CPA 2022‐
B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for themselves and 
their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Jack Lungmus 
Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:02 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Old Miakka

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
 
Founded in 1850, the rural Community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Nevertheless, this is a uniquely special 
place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the residents of Sarasota and 
surrounding counties and special to Sarasota County. 
 
In the early 80’s, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this: 
The project focuses on the unique lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share… 
…a portrait of the people who live in the small rural communities of Miakka and Myakka City. 
  
In 1989, Sarasota County funded A HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY OF OLD MIAKKA AND SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE 
MYAKKA RIVER, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA. 
  
2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
County Staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka study area.  These boundaries have never been disputed.  They are 
the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the Myakka River State Park and Myakka Valley Ranches to the south 
and west by Dog kennel Lane known now as Lorraine Road. 
The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is approximately 5.8 miles from 
the city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota County 
“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.”  This is a quote from Sarasota County Staff. 
  
Many stories and articles have been written about the Community of Old Miakka: 
1976 A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 
1986 Better Homes and Gardens 
1987 Beall’s Sunday insert 
1988 Publix TV commercial 
2000 Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 
2003, 2018, 2019, 2020 Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 

2019 Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the “Six to 
Save,” spotlighting the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites, and cultural resources in 
Sarasota County! The preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to historical 
resources at risk. 

2019 Recognized as a “This Place Matters,” part of the Place Matters national campaign that celebrates 
special communities in the U.S. 
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2020 Sarasota Magazine 

2020 Bitter Southerner magazine 
2020 ABC local station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 

  

All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be 
preserved.  NOT ONE said it should be paved over! 

Linda Maree stated it best: “Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can’t all live 
in places like Old Miakka.  But even us city folks like to know that the “country” is there when we want to visit 
it.” 

  

CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into this 172-year-old rural and agricultural Community, i.e. Old Miakka. 

It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 

Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 

Deny CPA2022-B. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

John Lungmus 

Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:13 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Keep The Country Country

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

  
Commissioners:  
 
SUBJECT: 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. Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only 
allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked. 

"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 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, 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 Equestrian Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM 
AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
John Lungmus 
Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:07 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: SUBJECT CPA2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  
Commissioners:  
 

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a 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 be considered a 
compatible land use decision. 

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 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 area 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 homesteads 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 will 
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. 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN 
FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you. 
 
John Lungmus 
Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:09 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Keep the Country Country

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

  
Commissioners:  
 
SUBJECT: OLD MIAKKA PLAN 

 Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement 
made by staff during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be 
viewed as an attempt to avoid the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff 
emphasized that the OMNP was not adopted into the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however 
make that study and its detailed findings about the community from being directly relevant to this 
application. It is instead, the “best available” “data and analysis” about the character and importance of 
Old Miakka and the threats posed to the community by suburban development – against which the 
application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to say the least to hear 
planning staff seemingly suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of 
this application with state law. No serious claim can be made that this Future Land Use Amendment 
– which would allow over 4,000 acres of this community to be converted into a residential 
subdivision would be, in the language of the law, “based upon” the Old Miakka Neighborhood 
Plan. 

In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that: 

“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its intended 
function ceases to have meaning.” 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
John Lungmus 
Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:11 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Keep the Country Country

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

  
Commissioners:  
 

SUBJECT: Environmental Impacts 

 

The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the new 
road or for a wildlife corridor. Leaving these area 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 this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed. 
 
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.” 
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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 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 acres of actual 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 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
John Lungmus 
Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:15 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Keep The Country Country

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

  
Commissioners;  
 
SUBJECT: URBAN SPRAWL 
  

The application constitutes urban sprawl 

 

A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page and 
the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this 
proposal to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear. 

 

The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of §163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. 
Stat., because it: 
 

(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of 

approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” 
(Staff Report, p.2) 

 

(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. 
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This is exactly what the proposal does, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with 
suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is completely 
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – 
which “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. 

 

Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely ignoring the 
rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
 

Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing 
urban centers was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances 
of 12 miles or more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to 
drive that distance along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even 
more egregious is the use of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is 
over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be at that western property line. The more 
relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the 
majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several additional 
miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it a 
short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 

 

(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 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. 

 

It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to surrounding 
agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of the application would 
allow. 
  
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
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John Lungmus 
Joan Morgan 
 
 
 

D-623



1

Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:17 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Keep The Country Country

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

  
Commissioners:  
 
SUBJECT: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE 
 

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. 
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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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to receive 
the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 
 
“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.” 
 
• Balance jobs with housing. 
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
John Lungmus 
Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:18 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Keep The Country Country

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

  
Commissioners:  
 

SUBJECT: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B 

 

The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the 
mandatory statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use 
amendments such as this one. 

 

The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map 
amendments be based upon: 

 

b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of 
the undeveloped land…. 

c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of 
[the statute].” (emphasis added). 

 

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. Neither the Application nor 
the Staff Report include any analysis of the amount of land required to meet the County’s projected 
residential needs under the comprehensive plan’s current time frame. 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. 

 

This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff 
analysis. There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing 
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deficit that this application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into 
a region the Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve. 

 

DENY CPA 2022-B. 

 

Thank you. 

John Lungmus 

Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: John Lungmus <jacklungmus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 5:17 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Keep The Country Country

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 

  
Commissioners:  
 
SUBJECT: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE 
 

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. 
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• 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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to receive 
the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 
 
“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.” 
 
• Balance jobs with housing. 
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
John Lungmus 
Joan Morgan 
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Logan McKaig

From: richard mackool <phacomd@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 11:40 AM
To: Alan Maio
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  
 
Dr Richard Mackool 
4079 Founders Club Dr, Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: Jerry Madden <jerrymadden7905@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 4:39 PM
To: Alan Maio
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 

  
Mr. Maio, 
 
Please vote NO for CPA 2022‐B 
 
Jerry Madden 
3384 Founders Club Dr. 
Sarasota, Fl. 34240 
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Planner

From: smarvin47@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2022 5:01 AM
To: czgler@scgov.net; Ron Cutsinger; Alan Maio; Nancy C. Detert; 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 

  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222‐B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long‐standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60‐80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non‐potable water 
storage facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities 
such as public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be 
green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172‐ year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used 
as principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision‐making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022‐B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate.  
Claudia and Steve Marvin 
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Logan McKaig

From: smarvin47@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 2:26 PM
To: Planner
Subject: Evacuation route question

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

  
I would like this to be part of public records.  I'm concerned that as Fruitville road is the designated evacuation route; how 
this plays into the plan of more traffic on Fruitville road. What took me 20 minutes to get from Lena Lane to the Crossings 
at Honore now takes me 40 minutes when I leave between 7:45 - 8:15 a.m.?  The road is backed up well east of Lorraine 
Road at a near standstill. Is there a plan for a light at Lorraine any time soon?  It also poses hazards for the two schools 
between Lorraine and Debrecen, especially if someone wants to turn east onto Fruitville Road. Perhaps it would help if 
the commissioners took a ride down Fruitville Road in the morning and around 3:00 which could give you more insight into 
what is happening. Thank you for your consideration. Claudia Marvin 
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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 
  
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. 
Thank you. Claudia and Steve Marvin 
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Planner

From: smarvin47@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 2:22 PM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: Deny CPA 2022B

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
Founded in 1850, the rural Community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Never the less, this is a 
uniquely special place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the 
residents of Sarasota and surrounding counties and special to Sarasota County. 
 
In the early 80’s, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this: 
The project focuses on the unique lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share… 
…a portrait of the people who live in the small rural communities of Miakka and Myakka City. 
  
In 1989, Sarasota County funded	A	HISTORIC	RESOURCES	SURVEY	OF	OLD	MIAKKA	AND	SELECTED	
PORTIONS	OF	THE	MYAKKA	RIVER,	SARASOTA	COUNTY,	FLORIDA. 
  
2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
County Staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka study area.  These boundaries have never been 
disputed.  They are the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the Myakka River State Park and 
Myakka Valley Ranches to the south and west by Dog kennel Lane known now as Lorraine Road. 
The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is 
approximately 5.8 miles from the city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota 
County 
“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.”  This is a quote from Sarasota County Staff. 
  
Many stories and articles have been written about the Community of Old Miakka: 
1976 A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 
1986 Better	Homes	and	Gardens 
1987 Beall’s Sunday insert 
1988 Publix TV commercial 
2000 Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 
2003, 2018, 2020 2019 Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 
2019 Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the “Six to 
Save”.  Spotlighting the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites, and cultural resources 
in Sarasota County! The preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to 
historical resources at risk. 
2019 Recognized as a “This	Place	Matters”, part of the Place	Matters national campaign that celebrates 
special communities in the U.S. 
2020	Sarasota	Magazine 
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2020 Bitter	Southern	magazine 
2020 ABC local station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 
	 
All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be 
preserved.  NOT ONE said it should be paved over! 
Linda Maree stated it best: “Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can’t 
all live in places like Old Miakka.  But even us city folks like to know that the “country” is there when we 
want to visit it”. 
  
CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into this 172 year old rural and agricultural Community, i.e. Old Miakka. 
It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 
Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
Deny CPA2022-B. 
Thank you. Steve and Claudia Marvin 
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Logan McKaig

From: smarvin47@aol.com
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2022 3:33 PM
To: Ron Cutsinger; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022B

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

  
SUBJECT:  CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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. 
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 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 will 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 
DENY	2022‐B			KEEP	THE	COUNTRY...COUNTRY	FOR	CURRENT	AND	FUTURE	GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
Steve and Claudia Marvin 
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Planner

From: Amy Mathey <amymathey57@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:17 PM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: planer@scgov.net; bharring@svgov.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 to CPA 2022‐B.  This would be an absolute disaster to our already over crowded roads. 
Thank you. 
Sent from my iPad 
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Logan McKaig

From: Tom M <matrullo@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 9:42 AM
To: Alan Maio; Michael Moran; Ron Cutsinger; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert
Cc: Planner; Steve Kirk; Elma Felix; Commissioners
Subject: Good planning rarely occurs after the fact

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 

  
8.23.22 
 
To the Board of Sarasota County Commissioners: 

amaio@scgov.net, mmoran@scgov.net, rcutsinger@scgov.net, cziegler@scgov.net, 
ncdetert@scgov.net 

RE: CPA 2022 B and CPA 2022-F - Failure to see the Big Picture 
 
It's been a while since Sarasota could legitimately claim to be one of Florida's outstanding counties with regard 
to thoughtful planning. At one time, it was known for taste, moderate growth, and modest plans. Today it's in a 
dead heat with Broward County for Growth Gone Wild.  

 
"Wild" not only because of the excessive overreach of developments such as Skye Ranch, Hi Hat, Wellen Park 
and Waterside, but also because you -- the County -- utterly failed to consider future needs, and to prudently 
provide for them before approving these and other large housing projects. 
 
One specific proof of this is coming this Wednesday, when a half-baked plan to allocate lands on Lorraine 
Road for industrial and business uses comes up for a 6 p.m. neighborhood workshop. [Video of this workshop 
is now posted below.] 
 
As you know, Lorraine will be an important North-South artery. When complete, it will extend south from 
Manatee County, running alongside key parts of Waterside, and Hi Hat down past Artistry to Skye Ranch 
before terminating where 681 connects with I-75: 
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To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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When the proposal to set aside spaces for industry on Lorraine (CPA 2022-F) recently came up at the Planning 
Commission, it was voted down. The Commission didn't cite potential impacts to homeowners as its reason. 
Rather, the major sticking point was that Rex Jensen, Pat Neal, and the other developers involved with 
Waterside and Skye Ranch would not wish -- or allow -- such uses on their land. 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 

Waterside, Hi Hat, 
Skye Ranch 

But there's a prior issue. You believe you are obligated to find land to meet the needs of future economic 
development, but have you done the analysis to demonstrate that this need exists?  
 
I ask because it has come to you only now, after Waterside is built out (and wishes to double its size), Hi Hat is 
approved, and Skye Ranch is well underway. 
 
According to members of the Planning Commission, the developers whose wishes you approved are advising 
you in no uncertain terms that they will refuse industrial and business uses near their large, pricey 
developments. 
 
And there's the rub: You knew the scope of Waterside, how it extended from University Parkway to Fruitville 
Road, and from I-75 to Lorraine. You knew the proposed scope of Hi Hat and that of Skye Ranch. You knew all 
this before these mega-housing projects were approved. Wouldn't that have been the moment to say: 

Wait a second, Messers Jensen, Turner, Neal, et al, we will have a need for economic 
development east of I-75. We will need you to work with our planners to allocate space for 
future businesses before we can consider approving your plan. 

Not only did you not apply forethought and public sense when you had bargaining power, but in fact you were 
giddy with delight in giving Rex and Pat the power to re-write Sarasota County's 2050 Plan-- the plan that is 
supposed to represent the collective vision of residents, builders, and the County. Rex and Pat took full 
advantage to write a chapter that allows them to increase density, to skip a host of planning steps, and to get 
underway while the market is hot. 

Throughout this process, no one seems to have considered the big picture -- balancing the whole set of needs 
that come with shaping a well organized, very attractive county. You handed over the controls built into our 
Comp Plan to Rex and Pat, who have rewritten it to satisfy their highly profitable business plans. 
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In short, Commissioners Maio, Moran, Cutsinger, Ziegler and Detert, the barn door is wide open, the horses 
are long gone. You're wondering how to meet the growing needs of Sarasota's business and industrial sectors, 
but where is the analysis that proves this need exists? 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

One  recent industrial "need" you tried to meet was Jim 
Gabbert's. You nearly approved putting a dump next to the Celery Fields, with no analysis of need. 

At that time, our residents suggested looking at other areas where such uses could more sensibly be 
organized.  

Now, having now carpeted most of Northeast Sarasota with plans for yet more gated communities, you are 
facing two challenges: (1) Where to find space for putative industrial uses, and (2) How to justify erasing 89% 
of Old Miakka - our last unique rural community - in order that Pat Neal and Rex Jensen can pave it with yet 
more boring human warehousing, without their having proved any demonstrated need.  

Appeasement of private interests rarely meets the comprehensive demands of well-thought-out public 
planning. 

                                                                                             Respectfully, 

                                                                        Tom Matrullo 

 

Business Parks on Lorraine: Neighborhood Workshop  

 
 
‐‐  
 
== 
matrullo@gmail.com 
 
classics 
metamorphoses 
citizens for sarasota 
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Logan McKaig

From: Patrice Matz <flgirlintx@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2022 10:25 AM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Justin Taylor; Teresa Mast; Micki Ryan; 

Martha Pike; Colin Pember; Andrew Stultz
Cc: Brett Harrington; Planner
Subject: Deny CPA 2022 - B on August 4th,2022 Planning Commission Agenda

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
I am strongly opposed to CPA 2022-B and ask that you recommend denial to the Board of 
County Commissioners.  Homeowners with 5- and 10-acre homesteads in the vicinity of the 
lands included in CPA 2022-B will suffer significant negative impacts to quality of life, 
decreased safety on the roadways, increased flooding, increased noise and light 
pollution, loss of habitat and increased danger for wildlife, and many other assaults on 
the qualities of rural life.  In the 2050 Plan, Hamlets were the buffer and transition 
from the higher density and mix of land uses in Villages to the rural areas (5- and 10-
acre homes sites) and rural lifestyle, roadway character and viewshed were to be 
preserved. The proposed Village Transition Zone provides even less transition than 
hamlets to our rural homesteads.  The proposed VTZ RMA has higher density, reduced open 
space, and reduced greenway and buffer requirements compared to Hamlet development and is 
not an appropriate or compatible transition to rural areas.  CPA 2022-B is not consistent 
with the County’s Comprehensive Plan and should be denied. 
 
I agree with the objections and statements made in the letters from attorney Richard 
Grosso filed on behalf of the Miakka Community Club and with other Sarasota County 
residents that oppose CPA 2022-B.  This proposed development is urban sprawl that is 
incompatible with surrounding rural and agricultural lands, will overwhelm a currently 
stressed road system with over 47,000 additional daily vehicle trips, reduces habitat 
protection and buffers, and will destroy over 4,000 acres of historic rural and 
agricultural lands 
 
 Please include this letter in the official record of the hearing on CPA 2022-B held on 
August 4, 2022.  Vote No on CPA 2022-B. 
 
  

--  
 
Thank you,  
Patrice Matz    
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Planner

From: Patrice Matz <flgirlintx@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 11:00 AM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler
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 

  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
‐‐  
 
Thank you,  
Patrice Matz    
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Planner

From: Patrice Matz <flgirlintx@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2022 8:14 AM
To: Alan Maio; Michael Moran; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler
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 

  

Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222‐B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and then on 
October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long‐standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60‐80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This creates over 
47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non‐potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as public 
safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts itself into a 
172‐ year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from Old Miakka to 
Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table this 
proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County Commissioners 
be part of the decision‐making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed CPA 2022‐
B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for themselves and 
their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
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‐‐  
 
Thank you,  
Patrice Matz    
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Logan McKaig

From: Patrice Matz <flgirlintx@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 7:34 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Brett Harrington; 

Planner
Subject: SUBJECT: OLD MIAKKA PLAN

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

  
 
 
 Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made by staff 
during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be viewed as an attempt to avoid 
the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the OMNP was not adopted into 
the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however make that study and its detailed findings about the community 
from being directly relevant to this application. It is instead, the “best available” “data and analysis” about the 
character and importance of Old Miakka and the threats posed to the community by suburban development – against 
which the application is adjudged under §163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to say the least to hear 
planning staff seemingly suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of this 
application with state law. No serious claim can be made that this Future Land Use Amendment – which would 
allow over 4,000 acres of this community to be converted into a residential subdivision would be, in the 
language of the law, “based upon” the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that: 
“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its intended 
function ceases to have meaning.” 
DENY CPA 2022-B  
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you.‐‐ 
 
Thank you,  
Patrice Matz    
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Logan McKaig

From: Patrice Matz <flgirlintx@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:14 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Brett Harrington; Planner; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran
Subject: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

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

  
 
 
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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to 
receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 
“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.” 
•                      • Balance jobs with housing. 
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
DENY 2022-B.  
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS.‐‐ 
 
Thank you,  
Patrice Matz    
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Planner

From: bmaybe@verizon.net
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 5:56 PM
To: Commissioners
Subject: Development of  land in the Old Miakka Area

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

  
Hello. As a long term Sarasota County resident, whose family has been here over 75 years, I am asking you to remember 
that part of Sarasota County's charm is its open spaces and rural neighborhoods, in addition to its culture and beaches.  I 
am also asking you to recognize the impact that developing large tracts of land has on our environment, and on our 
economy.  Lastly, I am asking you to understand and respect that our rural neighborhoods deserve to keep the integrity of 
their neighborhoods. Developing residential properties eastward strains our existing infrastructure and service economy, 
and costs us more for all of our county services.  Please consider rejecting additional development.  
 
Thank you. 
Beth Mayberry 
North Port, FL  
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Logan McKaig

From: Tom Mcardle <tsmc10551@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 11:06 AM
Subject: CPA 2022-B Proposed Land Use Change in East County

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
t is inconceivable to me  that the Sarasota County Commission would even consider this proposed major increase in 
permitted development in the East County. It will not benefit the residents of Sarasota, just line the developers pockets 
at the expense of a tremendously reduced quality of life for all Sarasota tax paying residents who currently reside there 
and in the county east of I‐75. 
 
As it is, the remaining land that can be developed west of the 2050 development area will overburden the current and 
even proposed transportation infrastructure. I‐75 already suffers from frequent congestion delays, and there is no viable 
north south route alternative. The proposed extension of Lorraine Road will funnel alternate I‐75 traffic through the new 
residential areas, which is not compatible with the original plans. 
 
No plans are in place to increase the capacity of I‐75 to accommodate all of the current growth in Sarasota and Manatee 
Counties. It borders on negligence for the County Commission(s) to increase development densities in the face of 
inadequate infrastructure to handle the added burdens. 
 
And maybe most importantly, we thought these rural areas were protected for another 25+ years and old Miakka would 
be protected forever. 
 
Please vote with your conscience and vote NO.. Honor the efforts of your predecessors who expended tremendous time 
and effort to plan for orderly growth. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Tom Mcardle 
8949 Artisan Way 
Sarasota, 34240 
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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. 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: Deborah McCabe <dmccabe@ridium.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 4:19 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA2022-B

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

  
SUBJECT:  CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY  
 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 area 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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
 
 

Regards, 

Deborah McCabe   
Ridium Technologies, Inc. 

Manufacturer of SeaTouch™ Food ERP Software 
 
1212 Cowpen Lane 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Tel: (941) 379-9900  
Direct: (941) 203‐1949 

Notice:  This e-mail message is confidential and is intended only for the use of the individual and/or entity identified in the address line of this message. If you have 
received this message in error, or are not the named recipient(s), please notify us immediately by telephone (941) 379-9900 

Ridium has taken reasonable precautions to ensure that no viruses are contained in this email, but does not accept any responsibility once this email has been 
transmitted.  You should scan attachments (if any) for viruses. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Karen McCaw <kdmccaw@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 8:21 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner
Cc: Karen McCaw
Subject: Deny CPA 2022-B Planning Commission Agenda
Attachments: Document_2022-08-03_200649.pdf; Document_2022-08-03_201403.pdf

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Mr. Brett Harrington, 
 
Please consider the attached letter.  
 
I strongly oppose this plan being approved. 
 
Thank you!! 

Karen McCaw  
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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: Caitlin McMullen <coolbluereason@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 8:59 PM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Justin Taylor; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan; Neil Rainford; Martha Pike; 

Colin Pember; Jordan Keller; Teresa Mast
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBLE WITH ADJACENT LAND

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

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 have aUDC 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 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 area 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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you 
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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 
  
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. 
 
--  
Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Logan McKaig

From: Heidi <heidi@thenewyorkgroomer.com>
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2022 3:49 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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. 
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 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 will 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 
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
 
 
 
‐‐  
Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Logan McKaig

From: Heidi <heidi@thenewyorkgroomer.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 3:30 PM
To: Planner
Subject: TRANSPORTATION

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

  
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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of 
traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked. 
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached 
using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND 
 
‐‐  
Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Logan McKaig

From: Heidi <heidi@thenewyorkgroomer.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 2:04 PM
To: Planner
Subject: URBAN SPRAWL

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

  
The application constitutes urban sprawl 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page and 
the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this proposal 
to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear. 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning 
outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2) 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with 
suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is completely 
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – 
which “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. 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban centers 
was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances of 12 miles or more to 
downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance along Fruitville 
Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious is the use of distances at the 
very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be 
at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of 
the property where the majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several 
additional miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it 
a short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 
(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 hammock, and hardwood-coniferous mixed. The project is 
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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. 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
 
‐‐  
Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Logan McKaig

From: Heidi <heidi@thenewyorkgroomer.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:25 PM
To: Planner
Subject: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

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

  
 
 
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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to 
receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 
“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.” 
•                      • Balance jobs with housing. 
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
DENY 2022-B.  
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank y 
‐‐  
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Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Logan McKaig

From: Heidi <heidi@thenewyorkgroomer.com>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 11:23 AM
To: Planner
Subject: Final Compliance Analysis of CPA 2022-B

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

  
The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the mandatory 
statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use amendments such as this one. 
The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map amendments be 
based upon: 
“b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of the 
undeveloped land…. 
c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of [the 
statute].” (emphasis added). 
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. Neither the Application nor the Staff Report 
include 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. 
This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff analysis. 
There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing deficit that this 
application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into a region the 
Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve. 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
 
‐‐  
Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Planner

From: Alan Maio
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 2:01 PM
To: Michele Norton
Subject: FW: CPA-2022-B

For our record. 
 

From: Heidi <heidi@thenewyorkgroomer.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 12:28 PM 
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; 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 

  
 
 
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Ratner, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
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Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
‐‐  
Thank you.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Heidi Minihkeim, Owner 
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 9:46 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: VOTE NO on CPA-2022-B

CPA 2022‐B Correspondence… 
 
 

From: Robert Moran <bobmoran2@msn.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 8:48 AM 
To: Sylvia Rocco <president@tfchoa.org>; Brett Harrington <bharring@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 

  
Brett, just wanted to let you know that I have sent an email to all the County Commissioners asking them to vote no on 
CPA‐2022‐B. I live in that area and frankly that kind of development will over run any roads or zoning laws you develop. 
There is little reason for the traffic from that development to go south on Fruitville Road because all the developed 
property and shopping is North of where they will live. To allow this to happen, is just creating another traffic jam and 
more unhappy voters. A slower more modest development is a more holistic approach to Sarasota’s future.  
 
Robert Moran 
Sarasota Resident 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Logan McKaig

From: Cindy Morris <proplan@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 12:18 PM
To: Christian Ziegler
Cc: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Christian ‐ This new zoning from 717 homes to 5,000 generating an additional 47,150 additional daily vehicle trips on our 
roads makes absolutely no sense. 
 
Please vote NO on this issue. This absolutely ruins why homes were purchased in this area. 
 
Vote NO, 
 
Cindy Morris 
The Founders Club 
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Planner

From: CHRISTINE NIEDERPRUEM <shashilooki@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 5:22 PM
To: Nancy C. Detert; Alan Maio; Michael Moran; Ron Cutsinger; Christian Ziegler; Planner
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 Chairman Maio, Commissioner Detert, Commissioner Moran, Commissioner Ziegler, and Commissioner Cutsinger, 
Please don’t approve CPA 2022‐F. Further commercial intrusion into predominantly residential areas, further 
disturbances in our rural areas, has to stop. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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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: Karen O'Donnell <karenmoj@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 2:05 PM
To: Alan Maio; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Ron Cutsinger; Planner; 

balesmc@gmail.com; twhornung@hotmail.com; jjtwhat@gmail.com
Subject: Vote NO on CPA 2022 - F (rezoning of Lorraine Road)

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

  
August 13, 2022 
 
 
Dear County Commissioners, 
 
     I am a 26 year resident of the Sarasota Polo Club (over 28 years including years we leased land). It is here where my 
husband and I put down roots, work and are raising a family. I recently became aware of the rather poorly advertised 
proposed rezoning of Lorraine Road that would take place literally across the street from my development and many 
neighborhoods of Waterside which would span from University Parkway to Fruitville as well as south of Clark Road. I have 
resided here since prior to the construction of Lakewood Ranch when we drove on gravel and went through ranch gates. 
Sadly, change is inevitable and we have watched the explosive growth in our area as well as throughout the county. Our 
area is now an expansive residential area that is rapidly growing with families of all ages. Throughout the day along 
Lorraine, there are walkers and bike riders often with children and pets enjoying a peaceful and "green" area as the 
opposing side of Lorraine is largely farms and 5-10 acre private residences. This will be destroyed if you allow industry to 
occupy this land. It would indeed be an environmental disaster as our air, soil and water will most certainly become 
polluted from the byproducts of increased diesel trucking and byproducts of manufacturing light or not. We and our 
horses, like our neighbors, rely on clean safe well water to drink, so I can't emphasize enough the fear this puts in our 
hearts and minds contemplating irreversible and catastrophic contamination. Additionally, countless species of local 
wildlife have already been displaced or destroyed in this previously 28,000 acre ranch as they were squeezed out of their 
habitats by construction known as "progress". The green acreage along Lorraine is vital to provide homes for the 
remainder of these precious lives as well. Sarasota needs more green areas to produce oxygen and remove pollution not 
more warehouses and industrial plants. Don't let greedy developers who just want to make a fast buck influence your 
critical decision making. You are creating the quality of the future for all life in Sarasota county that will be felt long after 
we are all passed on. It is a sacred duty to be stewards of our finite land and resources. There are plenty of vacant 
buildings commercial and residential that need to be utilized first. But regardless, residential areas such as Lakewood 
Ranch should be buffered and safeguarded against commercial areas particularly those with the "industry" intention. 
History proves the inevitable negative consequences of failing to create these buffers. Please don't allow the destruction 
of an area tens of thousands proudly call home. Lastly, but perhaps with the greatest immediate impact, is the changes 
that industrialization will have on the traffic on Lorraine Road. This is a vital and rare north/south relief corridor that 
especially comes into play when I-75 becomes congested or shuts down which seems daily now. Lorraine allows an 
escape for people trying to get home or to work and out of harms way. If industry sprouts up, the additional semi and 
delivery truck traffic along with the automobiles of perhaps thousands of employees will be catastrophic. It will bring 
Lorraine down to a crawl during busy hours as well as pose serious safety issues for pedestrians and bikers along this 
route. This relief valve will be shut off permanently if the rezoning is approved. It is impossible to envision this type of 
traffic entering University and Fruitville which are ill prepared to handle it (look up the accident reports) not to mention 
further north on Lorraine where more residential neighborhoods and several schools are located. Think of the potential for 
tragedy. No one wants to be responsible for that. This is why I am speaking up as a citizen who is alarmed and concerned 
for my life and those of the countless folks around me who share the same potential downfall. Take a drive out our way to 
see for yourself. Please vote no to CPA 2022-F. Feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
                                                                                
Sincerely, 
 
Karen O'Donnell 
8122 Whiskey Pond Lane 
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Lakewood Ranch, FL  34240 
(941) 266-1642 
karenmoj@aol.com 
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Logan McKaig

From: Kathleen Perlman <perlmankathleen@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2022 9:40 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 

  
Vote No on 2022‐B!!!!!!! 
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Logan McKaig

From: M P <perlman.mike@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 8:07 AM
To: Planner

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

  
VOTE NO on CPA-2022-B 
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Logan McKaig

From: M P <perlman.mike@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 8:03 AM
To: Planner

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

  

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a 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 be considered a compatible land use decision. 

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 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 area 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 homesteads 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 will 
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. 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN 
FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you. 
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Logan McKaig

From: M P <perlman.mike@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 5:38 PM
To: Planner

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

  

The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the new 
road or for a wildlife corridor. Leaving these area 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 this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed. 
 
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 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”: 
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 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 acres of actual 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 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
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Logan McKaig

From: M P <perlman.mike@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:18 PM
To: Planner

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

  

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. 
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. • 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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to receive 
the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 
 
“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.” 
 
• Balance jobs with housing. 
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 

D-698



1

Logan McKaig

From: M P <perlman.mike@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 2:19 PM
To: Planner

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

  

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. Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only 
allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked. 

"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 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, 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 Equestrian Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM 
AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Zacharias Pieri <zpieri@usf.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 11:06 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  

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 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 area 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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
 
Zacharias Pieri  
 
‐‐  
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Logan McKaig

From: Barry Preston <bp@pg-cap.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 11:27 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett Harrington
Cc: ejdifazio@gmail.com
Subject: SUBJECT:  CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY 

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

  

Honorable Sarasota County Commissioners and planner, 

I write urge you to DENY 2022-B and KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND 
FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  

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 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 area 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 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 will 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  
 
Thank you 
 
Barry Preston 
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800 N Tamiami TR 
No 707 
Sarasota, FL 34236 
401‐639‐3072 
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Memorandum Re: CPA 2022-B and DOCC Lakewood Ranch Southeast 22-134868 GR 

Date: August 19, 2022 

To: Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 

From: Rex Jensen 

Re: Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan Buffers Bern Creek BETTER than Existing 2050 Plan 

Bern Creek Residents erroneously claim that the Village Transition Zone Resource Management Area 

and the Lakewood Ranch Southeast plan will alter their rural life style promised by the existing Sarasota 

2050 Plan.  The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan preserves and materially adds to the buffers required in 

the 2050 Plan and actually improves buffer protection beyond what is required by various 2050 

Resource Management Areas (“RMAs”) that currently exist under the 2050 Plan.   

I.  Existing 2050 Greenbelts.  Under the existing 2050 Plan, any development permitted by the 2050 

RMAs must provide a 500 foot Greenbelt against the Bern Creek Neighborhood.  The existing 2050 RMA 

on the subject property required a Greenbelt buffer of 500 feet as depicted on Map 1 below.   

Map 1, 500 Foot Buffer 

Per 2050 Plan 

 

Google Earth Image 8/2022 
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II.  Lakewood Ranch Southeast Buffers Adjacent to Bern Creek Are Much Larger than 2050 Buffers.  

The actual buffers provided by the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan exceed the requirements of the 

2050 plan by a considerable margin.  Map 2 shows the vastly expanded buffer protection of the 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan.  This protected area consists of the nearly 2,000 acre Heritage Ranch 

Conservation Area, the 460+/- Deed Restricted Area, the buffer approved in the existing Lake Park 

Estates project, and the expanded Lakewood Ranch Southeast wildlife corridor.  Moreover, as an added 

assurance that the Greenbelt adjacent to Bern Creek will not be reduce to anything less than the 500-

foot minimum (although a much greater buffer is proposed in the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan), VTZ 

Policy 3.2 provides: “The 500-foot Greenbelt located adjacent to The Ranches at Bern Creek shall not be 

eligible for modification or reduction.” 

Map 2, Expanded Buffer 

Per Lakewood Ranch Southeast Illustrative Plan 

 

The Open Space buffer (outlined in burgundy) in Map 2 dwarfs the required 500 foot Greenbelt buffer 

per the 2050 Plan (outlined in yellow).  Thus, from the standpoint of proximity to development, the 

proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan vastly enhances protection for the Bern Creek Neighborhood 

over what they are entitled to receive under the current 2050 Plan. 

III.  Moving Bourneside Blvd East Provides Additional Protection.  Map 3 shows that the Lakewood 

Ranch Southeast Plan also better protects Bern Creek by relocating Bourneside Boulevard further to 

the east from the location previously depicted (prior to CPA 2022-B and CPA 2022-G).  Prior to SMR’s 
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proposal to relocate Bourneside, as shown in the County’s existing Thoroughfare Plan it would have 

been build in the buffer area on the east side of Bern Creek, making the 500+/- foot buffer approved in 

Lake Park Estates all but illusory.  In this regard, the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan is a material 

improvement over the status quo.  

Map 3, Bourneside Boulevard Relocation 

Per CPA 2022-G and Illustrative Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan 

 

The redline is the previous location of Bourneside.  It is in a location over which SMR has an existing 

easement in which it could have  built(and perhaps still can build) this road.  Better planning however 

dictates relocating this road further east to the alignment shown in dark blue.  

IV.  Conclusion.  The foregoing Map series leads to the obvious conclusion that the Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast Plan provides vastly greater buffering than is required by the existing 2050 Plan. In addition, 

the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Plan is superior to the previously existing thoroughfare plan by moving 

Bourneside Boulevard approximately three quarters of a mile away from Bern Creek.  Thus, from the 

standpoint of buffering, Bern Creek Residents are well protected if you approve the Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast Plan.  
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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: Brett Harrington
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 11:58 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: CPA 2022-B

CPA 2022-B Correpsondence… 
 
From: HELEN REED <hmreed1958@aol.com>  
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 9:44 AM 
To: Donna Carter <Donna.Carter@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Kevin Cooper <Kevin.Cooper@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Jordan 
Keller <Jordan.Keller@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Teresa Mast <Teresa.Mast@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Colin Pember 
<Colin.Pember@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Martha Pike <Martha.Pike@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Neil Rainford 
<Neil.Rainford@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Micki Ryan <Micki.Ryan@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Andrew Stultz 
<Andrew.Stultz@sarasotaadvisory.net>; Justin.Tayler@sarasotaadvisory.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 
  
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 
Thank you, Helen Reed 
 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: HELEN REED <hmreed1958@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 1:13 PM
To: Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Compatibility

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

  
 

  
Commissioners  - 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
 
Helen Reed 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: Sylvia Rocco <randsrocco@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 3:04 PM
To: Alan Maio
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 

  
VOTE NO ON CPA 2022‐B  
 
 
Sylvia Rocco 
3579 Founders Club Dr 
Sarasota, FL   34240 
randsrocco@gmail.com 
201-248-0113 
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Logan McKaig

From: HELEN REED <hmreed1958@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 2:23 PM
To: Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett Harrington; Alan 

Maio
Subject: Environmental Impact CPA 2022

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

  
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 in a location 
where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
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 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:  
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“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 acres of actual 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. 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you, 
Helen Reed 
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Logan McKaig

From: HELEN REED <hmreed1958@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 5:29 PM
To: Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Planner; Alan Maio; Nancy C. Detert
Subject: Urban Sprawl

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

  
The application constitutes urban sprawl  
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page and 
the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this proposal 
to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning 
outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with 
suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is completely 
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – 
which “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.  
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban centers 
was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances of 12 miles or more to 
downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance along Fruitville 
Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious is the use of distances at the 
very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be 
at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of 
the property where the majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several 
additional miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it 
a short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl.  
(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 hammock, and hardwood-coniferous mixed. The project is 
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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.  
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you.  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: HELEN REED <hmreed1958@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 9:11 AM
To: Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Planner; Alan Maio; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

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

  
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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to 
receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report:  
“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.”  
•                      • Balance jobs with housing.  
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
DENY 2022-B.   
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you, 
Helen Reed 
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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 4,100 acres were developed at allowable Hamlet densities, the number of houses could be as 
little as 200 houses and as many as 1,600.  If the land were developed at the highest density of 1,600 
houses then this would create 12,768 daily trips impacting our roadways.   
 
What LWR developers are proposing instead is 5,000 houses.  This would create 39,900 daily 
trips.  The total traffic generated under the existing 1 to 5 zoning is 5,722 daily trips.  This amendment 
proposes classic urban sprawl and is the exact opposite of what the 2050 Plan was created to end. 
 
 Developers are also proposing a reduction of the required 500' buffer to only 50' and also to limit the 
Open Space requirement to as little as 43%.  The Hamlet open space requirement is 60%. The current 
1unit per 5 acres zoning   requires 80% open space. 
 
The 4,100 acres is within the boundaries as defined in the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  These are 
historic rural and agricultural lands that were guaranteed protection under the 2050 Plan and the 
county approved, Countryside Line. 
 
The requested density increase from 1 unit per acre to 2 units per acre with the proposed VTZ 
designation, is not a transitional zone, but urban sprawl on top of Rural Heritage zoning of 1 unit per 5 
or 10 acres.   And these units wont be required to be developed on 1/2 acre lots, but the lots can be any 
size.  
 
This amendment is not compatible with 5 acre homesteads in Old Miakka.  CPA 2022-B is urban 
sprawl.  Calling it a Village Transitional Zone (VTZ) doesn't change the fact that it's urban sprawl 
proposed right over the top of the Countryside Line and the historic Rural Heritage community of Old 
Miakka.  
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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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Logan McKaig

From: Gayle Reynolds <greynoldsdesign@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 9:25 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: M/S Sierra Club urges the BOCC to 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 amendment CPA 2022‐B, Lakewood Ranch southeast, a 4,100 acre proposal to increase diensities and 
extend LWR to Fruitville Rd.   
 
 
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 Hamlet allowances to high  density development, to create a new high density 
Village Transition Zoning, (VTZ) zoning.  2022‐B proposes density increases to the existing Lake Park Estates, reduces 
green ways and buffers from 500' to 50', with no town center or commercial planned in the entire 4100 acres.  
 
17℅ of the Lakewood Ranch SE site occurs in a flood plain, which includes Gum Slough, Myakka River headwaters and 
Donna Bay . 
 

Amendment 2022‐B is a plan to create sprawl, hopscotched to nearly the end of Fruitville Rd and 
Sarasota County.  These lands begin across from the existing entrance to Highhat ranch, which received density 
increases far beyond Hamlet allowances and was approved by this board as high density village zoning. 
 
If these 4,100 acres were developed at the current zoning with allowable Hamlet densities, the number 
of houses could be as little as 200 houses and as many as 1,600.   
If the land were developed at the highest density of 1,600 houses, this would create traffic increases of 
12,768 daily trips impacting our overburdened roadways.   
 
What LWR developers are proposing instead is 5,000 houses.  These units won't be required to be 
developed on 1/2 acre lots, but the lots can be any size. This would create traffic increases to 39,900 
daily trips, as opposed to the total traffic generated under the existing 1 to 5 acre zoning of 5,722 daily 
trips.   
 
Developers are also proposing a reduction of the required 500' buffer to only 50' and limit the Open 
Space requirement to as little as 43%.  The Hamlet open space requirement is 60%. The current 1unit 
per 5 acres zoning requires 80% open space.  
 
The requested density increase from 1 unit per acre to 2 units per acre with the proposed VTZ 
designation, is not a transitional zone, but urban sprawl on top of Rural Heritage zoning of 1 unit per 5 
or 10 acres.   
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The 4,100 acres is within the boundaries as defined in the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  These are 
historic rural and agricultural lands that were guaranteed protection under the 2050 Plan and the 
county approved, Countryside Line. 
 
This amendment is not compatible with 5 acre homesteads in Old Miakka.  CPA 2022-B is nothing more 
than a plan to create urban sprawl in a remote rural location of Sarasota County.  Calling it a Village 
Transitional Zone (VTZ) doesn't change the fact that it's urban sprawl proposed right over the top of 
the Countryside Line and the historic Rural Heritage community of Old Miakka.  
 
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 by an independent consultant and wildlife underpasses must be 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 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 interconnected corridors are planned and of sufficient size to protect 
the threatened and endangered species that inhabit the area? 
 
This amendment proposes classic urban sprawl, the exact opposite of what the 2050 Plan was created 
and approved to do, by the Board of County Commissioners, landowners and developers and this 
community.  
 
Amendment 2022‐B is an ill conceived plan that proposes, unjustifiably, to grab land from the public domain.  
 
The Manatee/Sarasota Sierra Club urges the Board of County Commissioners to protect your citizens and taxpayers, 
the environment and the Rural Heritage of Sarasota County, by voting NO on CPA 2022‐B. 
 
Gayle Reynolds 
Conservation Chair, 
Manatee/Sarasota Sierra Club 
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Logan McKaig

From: Gayle Reynolds <greynoldsdesign@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 6:17 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert; Michael 

Moran
Subject: M/S Sierra Club urges the BOCC to 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 amendment CPA 2022‐B, Lakewood Ranch southeast, a 4,100 acre proposal to increase diensities and 
extend LWR to Fruitville Rd.   

 
 
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 Hamlet allowances to high  density development, to create a new high density 
Village Transition Zoning, (VTZ) zoning.  2022‐B proposes density increases to the existing Lake Park Estates, reduces 
green ways and buffers from 500' to 50', with no town center or commercial planned in the entire 4100 acres.  
 
17℅ of the Lakewood Ranch SE site occurs in a flood plain, which includes Gum Slough, Myakka River headwaters and 
Donna Bay . 
 

Amendment 2022‐B is a plan to create sprawl, hopscotched to nearly the end of Fruitville Rd and 
Sarasota County.  These lands begin across from the existing entrance to Highhat ranch, which received density 
increases far beyond Hamlet allowances and was approved by this board as high density village zoning. 
 
If these 4,100 acres were developed at the current zoning with allowable Hamlet densities, the number 
of houses could be as little as 200 houses and as many as 1,600.   
If the land were developed at the highest density of 1,600 houses, this would create traffic increases of 
12,768 daily trips impacting our overburdened roadways.   
 
What LWR developers are proposing instead is 5,000 houses.  These units won't be required to be 
developed on 1/2 acre lots, but the lots can be any size. This would create traffic increases to 39,900 
daily trips, as opposed to the total traffic generated under the existing 1 to 5 acre zoning of 5,722 daily 
trips.   
 
Developers are also proposing a reduction of the required 500' buffer to only 50' and limit the Open 
Space requirement to as little as 43%.  The Hamlet open space requirement is 60%. The current 1unit 
per 5 acres zoning requires 80% open space.  
 
The requested density increase from 1 unit per acre to 2 units per acre with the proposed VTZ 
designation, is not a transitional zone, but urban sprawl on top of Rural Heritage zoning of 1 unit per 5 
or 10 acres.   
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The 4,100 acres is within the boundaries as defined in the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  These are 
historic rural and agricultural lands that were guaranteed protection under the 2050 Plan and the 
county approved, Countryside Line. 
 
This amendment is not compatible with 5 acre homesteads in Old Miakka.  CPA 2022-B is nothing more 
than a plan to create urban sprawl in a remote rural location of Sarasota County.  Calling it a Village 
Transitional Zone (VTZ) doesn't change the fact that it's urban sprawl proposed right over the top of 
the Countryside Line and the historic Rural Heritage community of Old Miakka.  
 
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 by an independent consultant and wildlife underpasses must be 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 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 interconnected corridors are planned and of sufficient size to protect 
the threatened and endangered species that inhabit the area? 
 
This amendment proposes classic urban sprawl, the exact opposite of what the 2050 Plan was created 
and approved to do, by the Board of County Commissioners, landowners and developers and this 
community.  
 
Amendment 2022‐B is an ill conceived plan that proposes, unjustifiably, to grab land from the public domain.  
 
The Manatee/Sarasota Sierra Club urges the Board of County Commissioners to protect your citizens and taxpayers, 
the environment and the Rural Heritage of Sarasota County, by voting NO on CPA 2022‐B. 
 
Gayle Reynolds 
Conservation Chair, 
Manatee/Sarasota Sierra Club 
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Planner

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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Logan McKaig

From: Sylvia Rocco <president@tfchoa.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 2:33 PM
To: Brett Harrington
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 Mr. Harrington,  
 
The Founders Club Community Association opposes CPA 2022‐B and we ask our Board of Commissioners to 
vote NO on August 31st.   
 
Our community fronts on Fruitville Road and the road's current level of service is F.  The construction of an 
additional 5000 homes will create an estimated 45,000 additional daily trips, not including the huge amounts 
of commercial vehicles expected.  This increase in traffic will negatively affect the quality of life of those of us 
who live in the area. 
 
Our residents are also rightly concerned about the negative impact that narrower buffers and a 597% increase 
in allowable units will cause. 
 
We ask that our elected Commissioners consider not only the immediate impacts of this proposal, but also the 
long‐term effects that their decision will have on our beautiful Sarasota County.   
 
Again, we ask that the BCC DENIES CPA 2022‐B 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sylvia Rocco 

 

 

Sylvia Rocco 
President 
The Founders Club Community Association 
Cell: 201‐248‐0113 
Email: president@tfchoa.org 
Web: www.tfchoa.org  

 
 
NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attachment to this e-mail message contain confidential information that may be legally 
privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not review, re-transmit, print, copy, use or disseminate this e-mail or any 
attachments to it. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify us immediately by return e-mail or by telephone at (201) 248-
0113 and delete this message. Please note that if this e-mail message contains a forwarded message or is a reply to a prior message, 
some or all of the contents of this message or any attachments may not have been produced by the sender. Opinions, conclusions and 
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other information expressed in this message are not given or endorsed by TFCHOA or Board Members unless otherwise indicated by 
an authorized representative independent of this message. 
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Logan McKaig

From: susan roman <scrom51@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 3:05 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA2022-B Compitibiity 

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

  
Please put a stop to the overbuilding of our rural lands. As an alternative to “growing Sarasota” (and does that really 
need to happen?) use the available land within the city and suburban areas. Keep unmanaged growth, and then best of 
luck to all of us as we try to obtain the water needed to support that growth as well as the burdened infrastructure that 
is already in decline. Keep raising taxes and turn our town into one geared toward the wealthy only, and then try finding 
city/county and other services employees necessary to support that growth and  service: there will be none as they 
won’t be able to afford living here. NYC didn’t become NYC overnight, nor did Miami. Is that what the commission wants 
here? And if YES, then WHY????  
 
Bottom line, and fundamentally, the proposed land use CPA2022 is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE‐1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a 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 be considered a compatible land use decision.  
  
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 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 area 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 homesteads 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 will 
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. 
  
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN 
FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you, 
Susan & Albert Roman 
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Sarasota  
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Logan McKaig

From: Betsy Romeri <betsyromeri@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 11:14 AM
To: justin.tayler@sarasotaadvisory.net
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B INCOMPATIBLE LAND USE

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Mr. Tayler,  
 
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. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Betsy Romeri 
3745 Caledonia Lane 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Planner

From: Betsy Romeri <betsyromeri@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 2:35 PM
To: Donna Carter
Cc: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B Agriculture

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
 
Dear Ms. Carter,  
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: 
 “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. 
PRESERVE THE RURAL AND AGRICULTURAL HISTORIC COMMUNITY OF OLD MIAKKA. 
DENY 2022-B. 
Thank you, 
Betsy Romeri 
3745 Caledonia Lane 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
508-740-6785 

D-728



1

Planner

From: Betsy Romeri <betsyromeri@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 11:30 AM
To: Justin Taylor; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B Consistency

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Mr. Taylor, 
 
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: 
• 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 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. 
The lifestyle opportunities 
• 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. 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you,  
Betsy Romeri 
3745 Caledonia Lane 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
508-740-6785 
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Planner

From: Betsy Romeri <betsyromeri@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 12:44 PM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: saving rural Miakka

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
Founded in 1850, the rural Community of Old Miakka predates Sarasota County.  Never the less, this is a 
uniquely special place in Sarasota County.  Special to the people who homestead there, special to all the 
residents of Sarasota and surrounding counties and special to Sarasota County. 
 
In the early 80’s, John McCarthy, Sarasota Historical Department, wrote this: 
The project focuses on the unique lifestyles and the values which Myakka residents share… 
…a portrait of the people who live in the small rural communities of Miakka and Myakka City. 
  
In 1989, Sarasota County funded A HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY OF OLD MIAKKA AND SELECTED 
PORTIONS OF THE MYAKKA RIVER, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA. 
  
2005, the Board prioritized the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan. 
County Staff set the boundaries of the Old Miakka study area.  These boundaries have never been 
disputed.  They are the Manatee County lines to the north and east, the Myakka River State Park and Myakka 
Valley Ranches to the south and west by Dog kennel Lane known now as Lorraine Road. 
The community spans approximately 57 square miles or 36,590 acres.  The western edge is approximately 5.8 
miles from the city of Sarasota and occupies the northeastern corner of Sarasota County 
“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.”  This is a quote from Sarasota County Staff. 
  
Many stories and articles have been written about the Community of Old Miakka: 
1976 A HISTORY OF AGRICULTURE OF SARASOTA COUNTY FLORIDA 
1986 Better Homes and Gardens 
1987 Beall’s Sunday insert 
1988 Publix TV commercial 
2000 Old Miakka article by Linda Maree 
2003, 2018, 2020 2019 Sarasota Herald Tribune articles 
2019 Sarasota Alliance History and Preservation Coalition chose Old Miakka as one of the “Six to 
Save”.  Spotlighting the most threatened historic properties, archaeological sites, and cultural resources in 
Sarasota County! The preservation community in Sarasota County wants to bring awareness to historical 
resources at risk. 
2019 Recognized as a “This Place Matters”, part of the Place Matters national campaign that celebrates special 
communities in the U.S. 
2020 Sarasota Magazine 
2020 Bitter Southern magazine 
2020 ABC local station Mike Modrick's story on Old Miakka 
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All these stories/articles are about what a uniquely special place Old Miakka is and how it needs to be 
preserved.  NOT ONE said it should be paved over! 
Linda Maree stated it best: “Heavy population density is not a component of true rural living, so we can’t all 
live in places like Old Miakka.  But even us city folks like to know that the “country” is there when we want to 
visit it”. 
  
CPA 2022-B is an intrusion into this 172 year old rural and agricultural Community, i.e. Old Miakka. 
It is NOTHING reasonably close to the lifestyles/homesteads in Old Miakka. 
Keep the Country …Country for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land. 
Deny CPA2022-B. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Betsy Romeri 
6434 Indigo Bunting Pl 
Lakewood Ranch, FL 34202 
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Logan McKaig

From: Betsy Romeri <betsyromeri@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 10:06 AM
To: Planner; Brett Harrington; Commissioners
Subject: CPA2022-B

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

  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 
 
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a UDC requirement of 80% open space.  
 
Building a suburban residential neighborhood into this rural area, with open space, greenbelt and buffer 
requirements that are less – not greater - than those currently REQUIRED can in no way be considered a 
compatible land use decision. 
 
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 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 area 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 and noise. 
 
In short, densities of 2 units per acre does not preserve the rural character of the area, where one homestead per 
5 or 10 acres currently predominates. 
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 classic urban 
sprawl. This intrusion of suburban development into this sparsely developed rural area will threaten the existing 
way of life of the current residents.  
 
Visual buffers cannot overcome the sheer population density, suburban way of life, traffic, other urban 
infrastructure, and other features of a massive suburban development. 
DENY CPA 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you, 
Betsy Romeri 
508-740-6785 
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Logan McKaig

From: Betsy Romeri <betsyromeri@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 1:31 PM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Deny CPA2022-B, Environmental Impacts

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

  
Dear Commissioner Maio, 
 
Wildlife Corridor: 
The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the new road or for a 
wildlife corridor. Leaving these details to be addressed during the construction plan review is inadequate if there is 
no binding comprehensive plan standard 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). It is imperative that 
the County Commissioners insist on binding standards such as location, size, configuration, adequacy to protect 
specific wildlife species, and more to protect the future of this county and its wildlife. 
 
Dark Skies: 
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 in a location 
where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated this density of development is obviously inadequate. 
 
Water Conservation: 
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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed. 
 
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 Comprehensive Plan does not allow these protections to be put off to subsequent 
development approval processes, but requires binding policies that are demonstrably adequate to protect 
environmental resources as part of the land use change process. 
 
Plain and simple. 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.  
 
Open Space Requirements: 
While the applicant claims that its 50% open space preservation proposal satisfies the policy, it would constitute 
a reduction in the open space requirement compared to the current applicable requirements. The current land use 
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designation of OUE-1, OUR requires 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 space proposal would provide 2,000 acres in open space and its 
request for only 43% open space would preserve only 1,720 acres. 
 
Of course, it is also important to understand that the current 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 facilities listed above 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 acres of actual Open Space is inconsistent with ENV Objective 1.2. 
 
The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan – ENV Objective 1.3: 
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, 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you, 
Betsy Romeri 
508-740-6785 
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Logan McKaig

From: Betsy Romeri <betsyromeri@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2022 4:13 PM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Deny CPA 2022-B, Transportation

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

  
Dear Commissioner Maio, 
 
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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of 
traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked. 
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached 
using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
Betsy Romeri 
Founders Club 
508-740-6785 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2022 7:37 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 
  
SUBJECT:CPA 2022-B 
TEXT MESSAGE: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. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Sarasota County Planning Commission 
cc: Brett Harrington, Sarasota County Planning 
 
Via Email 
 
RE: Deny CPA 2022-B on August 4, 2022 Planning Commission Agenda 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 

I am strongly opposed to CPA 2022-B and ask that you recommend denial to the 
Board of County Commissioners.  Homeowners with 5- and 10-acre homesteads in the 
vicinity of the lands included in CPA 2022-B will suffer significant negative impacts to quality 
of life, decreased safety on the roadways, increased flooding, increased noise and light 
pollution, loss of habitat and increased danger for wildlife, and many other assaults on the 
qualities of rural life.  In the 2050 Plan, Hamlets were the buffer and transition from the higher 
density and mix of land uses in Villages to the rural areas (5- and 10-acre homes sites) and 
rural lifestyle, roadway character and viewshed were to be preserved. The proposed Village 
Transition Zone provides even less transition than hamlets to our rural homesteads.  The 
proposed VTZ RMA has higher density, reduced open space, and reduced greenway and 
buffer requirements compared to Hamlet development and is not an appropriate or 
compatible transition to rural areas.  CPA 2022-B is not consistent with the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan and should be denied. 
 

I agree with the objections and statements made in the letters from attorney Richard 
Grosso filed on behalf of the Miakka Community Club and with other Sarasota County 
residents that oppose CPA 2022-B.  This proposed development is urban sprawl that is 
incompatible with surrounding rural and agricultural lands, will overwhelm a currently 
stressed road system with over 47,000 additional daily vehicle trips, reduces habitat protection 
and buffers, and will destroy over 4,000 acres of historic rural and agricultural lands 
 

Please include this letter in the official record of the hearing on CPA 2022-B held on 
August 4, 2022.  Vote No on CPA 2022-B. 

 
      Sincerely,   

 

 

 

 

 

 

D-738



SOME ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO CPA 2022-B 

• Existing zoning on the subject properties allows only 717 homes.  If rezoned to 
“Hamlet” under the current 2050 Plan overlay, a maximum of 1,600 dwelling units 
would be allowed.  In stark contrast, the proposed CPA 2022-B will allow 
construction of a currently stated maximum of 5,000 dwelling units, with 
additional units to be sold or transferred.  This massive increase in density does not 
serve an important public purpose and is not in the best interests of the County or its 
residents. 

• The development allowed under CPA 2022-B will overwhelm a roadway system that 
is already under pressure.  The 5,000 single family dwelling units will generate an 
additional 47,150 average daily vehicle trips on roads for which there are no 
existing, adequate funding sources to address this impact (using 9.43 trips/day/sfdu, 
ITE Trip Generation Manual per County Transportation Planning on July 15, 2022).  
This situation will result in impairment of the only existing evacuation route for 
eastern Sarasota County, reduced safety from increased accidents, and reduced public 
health and safety from increased travel times for emergency services.  Even using a 
reduced trip generation number of 7.98/day/sfdu (which County staff uses without 
any foundation or reference other than CPA 2018-C, a hamlet development intended 
to have some internal trip capture unlike the proposed VTZ), the proposed 
development would generate 39,900 additional daily trips. 

• Proposed comprehensive plan amendment would supplant 4,120 acres of rural land 
that is currently an historic rural and agricultural community, Old Miakka, with 
inefficient rural sprawl development at densities that are incompatible with 
surrounding rural and agricultural lands. 
 

• CPA 2022-B significantly reduces requirements for open space, greenways and buffers 
from the overlay Hamlet RMA, which was already a large reduction from what is 
required under the existing zoning, and even is a reduction from what is required for 
the Village RMA. 
 

• The proposed amendment will significantly degrade and adversely impact the rural 
community of Old Miakka, existing rural homesteads, agricultural uses, wetlands and 
historic stormwater drainage patterns, and wildlife movement and habitat. 
 

• 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.   
 

• The proposed amendment is inconsistent with numerous policies, goals and objectives 
in the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan and the goals embodied in the 
“Directions for the Future” adopted on October 10, 2000, by Sarasota County 
Resolution No. 2000-230. 
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Planner

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2022 6:56 AM
To: Micki Ryan; Andrew Stultz; justin.tayler@sarasotaadvisory.net; Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA2022-B
Attachments: Letter for 8-4-22 P Commn Hearing on CPA 2022-B.docx

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
We are opposed to CPA2022-B 
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Planner

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2022 7:01 AM
To: Michael Moran
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 

  
 
 
 
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222‐B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long‐standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60‐80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non‐potable water 
storage facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities 
such as public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be 
green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts 
itself into a 172‐ year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
   
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used 
as principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision‐making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022‐B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
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Sincerely, 
  
  
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 
Sent from my iPad 
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Logan McKaig

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 6:59 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Save Old Miakka

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

  
Relative to the rural character of Old Miakka, Richard Grosso commented on a surprising statement made 
by staff during the presentation to the Planning Commission on August 4. In what can only be viewed as 
an attempt to avoid the finding of the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan (OMNP), staff emphasized that the 
OMNP was not adopted into the Comprehensive Plan. That does not at all however make that study and 
its detailed findings about the community from being directly relevant to this application. It is instead, the 
“best available” “data and analysis” about the character and importance of Old Miakka and the threats 
posed to the community by suburban development – against which the application is adjudged under 
§163.3177 (6) (a)(2)c, Fla. Stat. It was concerning to say the least to hear planning staff seemingly 
suggest that the study had no bearing, legally or otherwise, on the compliance of this application with 
state law. No serious claim can be made that this Future Land Use Amendment – which would 
allow over 4,000 acres of this community to be converted into a residential subdivision would be, 
in the language of the law, “based upon” the Old Miakka Neighborhood Plan.  
In closing on this point, we note and appreciate the staff’s observation that:  
“future consideration should be given to just how far east the Countryside Line can be moved before its intended 
function ceases to have meaning.” 
DENY CPA 2022‐B   
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 6:44 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Environmental Impact

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

  
The proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses on the new 
road or for a wildlife corridor. Leaving these area 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 this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes 
on site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
 
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 Space proposal would provide 2,000 acres in Open Space; Its request for only 43% Open Space would 
preserve only 1,720 acres.  
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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 acres of actual 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 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 6:39 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Transportation 

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

  
 
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. Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only 
allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  

"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 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, 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 Equestrian Center in Manatee County which is most easily 
reached using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON 
LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 6:35 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Directions for the Future

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

  
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.  
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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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be 
expected to receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report:  
 
“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.”  
 
• Balance jobs with housing.  
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.   
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 7:06 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Urban Sprawl

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

  
 
The application constitutes urban sprawl  
 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover 
page and the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing 
shows this proposal to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property is currently undeveloped and consists of  
approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area 
Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped 
land with suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It 
is completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management 
Area (RMA) system – which “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.  
 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing 
urban centers was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances 
of 12 miles or more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to 
drive that distance along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even 
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more egregious is the use of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is 
over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be at that western property line. The more 
relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the 
majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several additional 
miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it a 
short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent 
sprawl.  
 
(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 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.  
 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Logan McKaig

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 28, 2022 7:28 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Final Compliance Analysis CPA 2022-B

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

  
 
The Staff recommendation does not explain why it does not address the application’s compliance with the 
mandatory statutory provisions (other than its urban sprawl analysis”) that govern future land use 
amendments such as this one.  
 
The Amendment violates §163.3177 (6)(a).8, Fla. Sta., which requires that future land use map 
amendments be based upon:  
 
b. An analysis of the suitability of the plan amendment for its proposed use considering the character of 
the undeveloped land….  
c. An analysis of the minimum amount of land needed to achieve the goals and requirements of 
[the statute].” (emphasis added).  
 
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. Neither the Application nor 
the Staff Report include any analysis of the amount of land required to meet the County’s projected 
residential needs under the comprehensive plan’s current time frame. 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.  
 
This is a mandatory requirement relative to proposed land use changes; It is a major omission in the staff 
analysis. There is no demonstration or even consideration whatsoever of there being any kind of housing 
deficit that this application is necessary to meet. As such, it is a very unnecessary suburban intrusion into 
a region the Comprehensive Plan seeks to preserve.  
 
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
 
Thank you.  
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 
Sent from my iPad 
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Logan McKaig

From: wendy rossiter <bigwendy@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 6:35 AM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY 

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

  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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.  
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 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 area 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 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 will 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  
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you 
Wendy and Rick Rossiter 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: Donald Saba <donaldsaba@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 5:16 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: CPA 2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  
My name is Don Saba and I am a native Sarasotan.  I have been a Land Use Planner and Real Estate Appraiser for 45 
years.  Professionally, I am of the opinion that the proposed land use is incompatible with the intent of the 2050 
Comprehensive Plan and with Old Miakka adjacent land uses.  The intent of the 2050 Plan was to keep the rural areas of 
the County rural and to avoid increasing land use densities and decreasing open space requirements.  Approval of 5,000 
dwelling units on 4,000 acres would increase the current allowed densities by 600%.   
 
The current RURAL AREA designation was put into place in order to protect native habitats, maintain open spaces and to 
preserve agricultural land.  By increasing the densities to two units per acre in an area which is typically limited to a 
maximum of one unit per five acres in the OUR districts would be detrimental to the rural character of the area.  This is 
especially the case with regard to the dramatic increase in traffic and the urban sprawl light pollution that this proposed 
project would bring to Old Miakka. 
 
Promises were made by the County many years ago to keep the rural areas rural, to keep traffic from exceeding capacity 
on Fruitville Road, and to limit the damaging light pollution to the Old Miakka area.  I live in the City of Sarasota, 
however, eight years ago my wife and  I purchased five acres in Old Miakka for the very purpose of enjoying the rural 
character of the community.   Over the last year I have noticed a dramatic increase in traffic on Fruitville Road east of I‐
75 coming from the new areas of Lakewood Ranch and from other developments that have been approved near the east 
end. 
 
Old Miakka was settled in 1850.  Once you destroy the rural character of the community then a way of life is gone 
forever.  KEEP THE COUNTRY ,,,, COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS!!!! 
 
Donald L. Saba, SRA, AICP 
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Planner

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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Logan McKaig

From: Erin Saba <e.saba@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 11:21 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA2022-B

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

  
SUBJECT: 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 in a location 
where neither the code nor the plan have contemplated this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
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 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:  
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“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 acres of actual 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. 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
 
Erin Saba 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Logan McKaig

From: Erin Saba <e.saba@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 9:41 PM
To: Planner
Subject: 2022-B

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

  
 
SUBJECT: 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. 
Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only allow for ‘stacking‘ of 
traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  
"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 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, 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 Estuarine Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached 
using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022-B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erin Saba 
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Logan McKaig

From: Erin Saba <e.saba@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 8:13 PM
To: Planner
Subject: SUBJECT: DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE 

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

  
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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to 
receive the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report:  
“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.”  
•                      • Balance jobs with housing.  
  
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
DENY 2022-B.   
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
Thank you. 
 
Erin Saba 
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Logan McKaig

From: Beth <bethschaub@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:54 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA2022-B COMPATIBILITY

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

  

Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 

The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a 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 be considered a 
compatible land use decision. 

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 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 area 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 homesteads 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 will 
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. 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN 
FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
Thank you. 
 

D-760



1

Logan McKaig

From: Kyle Schaub <skyle2213@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 2:44 PM
To: Planner
Subject: Environmental Impacts CPA 2022-B  

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

  
Good afternoon Commissioner (Planner of the day): 

The CPA 2022-B proposal includes no binding comprehensive plan requirements for wildlife underpasses 
on the new road or for a wildlife corridor. Leaving these area 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 this density of 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. We also believe that there has been 
inadequate analysis of the water quality impacts from potential nutrient laden reuse water stored in great volumes on 
site within the Myakka Wild and Scenic River Watershed.  
 
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 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  
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 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 acres of actual 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 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022‐B  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kyle M. Schaub 
Sarasota, FL  
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Logan McKaig

From: Kyle Schaub <skyle2213@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 5:38 PM
To: Planner
Subject: URBAN SPRAWL regarding 2022-B

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

  
Good afternoon commissioner (Planner of the day) -  
 
The application constitutes urban sprawl 
 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover 
page and the map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing 
shows this proposal to be urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of §163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. 
Stat., because it: 
 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast property is currently undeveloped and consists of  
approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area 
Boundary….” (Staff Report, p.2)  
 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped 
land with suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It 
is completely contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework - the Resource Management 
Area (RMA) system – which “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.  
 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely ignoring the 
rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing 
urban centers was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances 
of 12 miles or more to downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to 
drive that distance along Fruitville Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even 
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more egregious is the use of distances at the very western property line of the project area. The site is 
over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually be at that western property line. The more 
relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern portions of the property where the 
majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances would be several additional 
miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes that drive could call it a 
short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto-dependent sprawl. 
 
(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 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.  
 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to surrounding 
agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of the application would 
allow. 
  
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 
 
Kyle M. Schaub         
Sarasota, FL  
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Logan McKaig

From: Kyle Schaub <skyle2213@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:46 PM
To: Planner
Subject: TRANSPORTATION

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

  
Good day Commissioner (Planner of the day):    

Fruitville Road is the only road into Sarasota not only from 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. Sections of Fruitville Road are at level of service “F”.  Widening Fruitville Road will only 
allow for ‘stacking‘ of traffic and the 45,000 daily trips will be stacked.  

"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 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, 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 Equestrian Center in Manatee County which is most easily reached using Fruitville Road. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON LEARN FROM 
AND LOVE THE LAND. 
 
Thank you for your wise decision to DENY. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kyle M. Schaub  
Sarasota, FL 
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Logan McKaig

From: Annie Schiller <annieschiller@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 4:19 PM
To: Planner
Subject: CPA 2022-B Compatibility

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

  
Fundamentally, the proposed land use is incompatible with the adjacent land. 
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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. 
 
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 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 will 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. 
 
DENY 2022-B   KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you 
 
‐‐  
Annie 
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Logan McKaig

From: Susan Schoettle <spgumm@mailmt.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 12:30 PM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Brett Harrington; 

Planner
Subject: Keep the Country, Inc. and Support for Opposition to CPA 2022-B
Attachments: Ltr to BCC re Supporters 8-19-22.pdf

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioner Maio and Sarasota County Commissioners ‐ 
 
Keep the Country, Inc. was formed by residents of northeastern Sarasota County's rural area to help preserve and 
protect the rural  lands, rural homesteads, quality of life, environment, wildlife and wildlife habitat, and agriculture 
remaining in our County.  Keep the Country, Inc. has reached out to many other residents and entities in Sarasota 
County to inform them of the devastating impacts that will result from CPA 2022‐B. 
Many individuals and organizations have joined in support of our opposition to CPA 2022‐B.  The attached letter lists 
some of our supporters ‐ and more will be listed in the near future.  This list of supporters documents that the concerns 
about the destruction of our remaining rural areas is of concern to not just the residents of Bern Creek (which will be 
surrounded by urban sprawl if this CPA is approved), is of concern to not only residents of the rural area, but is of great 
concern to residents and organizations across Sarasota County.  The values and benefits of our rural areas too all of 
Sarasota County include serving as a refuge for wildlife, as a stormwater retention area of vast acres providing 
protection to downstream facilities and land, as a home for many people that have chosen and cherish a rural life, and 
as a place for current and future generations to live on, learn from and love the land.  Please include this email and the 
attached letter in the record for the public hearing on CPA 2022‐B on August 31, 2022. 
Please vote no on CPA 2022‐B. 
 
Respectfully, Susan Schoettle‐Gumm 
 
Susan Schoettle‐Gumm, President 
Keep the Country, Inc. 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 7:45 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Omission of restrictive covenants by Applicant from CPA 2022-B and related DOCC application

Categories: CPA 2022-B Lkwd Rn SE

Please place in CPA 2022-B Correspondence File 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Susan Schoettle <spgumm@mailmt.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 4:22 PM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Cc: James Dierolf <jdierol@scgov.net>; John Hickey <jhickey@scgov.net>; Lisa Wenzel <lwenzel@scgov.net>; Hannah 
Sowinski <Hsowinski@scgov.net> 
Subject: RE: Omission of restrictive covenants by Applicant from CPA 2022-B and related DOCC application 
 
Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
Brett - Thank you for responding to me (and I apologize for misspelling your name previously).  With all due respect, I do 
not see how simply calling the land burdened by the restrictive covenants open space demonstrates that the perpetual 
restrictive covenants will be fulfilled. 
The VTZ language clearly allows uses in VTZ Open Space that are inconsistent with the terms of the restrictive covenants. 
In fact, the applicant is proposing a major public trail crossing the protected wetlands and adjacent lands.  Will Planning 
Staff be reviewing the restrictive covenants in relation to the broad uses under the proposed Open Space language?  The 
wetlands are to be managed and maintained in a manner that maintains or improves ecological condition and 
functionality from the baseline in 2008.  Their condition and functionality would be negatively impacted if, for example, 
stormwater flows into, on or out of the area are modified, or if any impervious surfaces or structures are placed in the 
area on which the restrictive covenants apply.  I did not see any specific conditions or requirements the County was 
placing on the burdened lands or any recognition by County staff that the restrictive covenants exist.  Can you please 
show me where the County considered these restrictions when reviewing the CPA and/or the DOCC?  If I missed 
something, please let me know where I can find it. 
Thank you for your assistance, Susan 
 
--- 
Susan Schoettle-Gumm PLLC 
18099 Deer Prairie Drive 
Sarasota, FL  34240 
941-320-3054 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally privileged and/or 
confidential information intended solely for the use of the addressee.  If the reader of this message is not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any reading, dissemination, distribution, copying or other use of this message, its 
contents and/or its attachments is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this message in error, please notify the 
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sender immediately by telephone (941-320-3054) or by electronic mail, and delete this message and all copies and 
backups thereof.  Thank you. 
 
On Tue, 2 Aug 2022 15:24:48 +0000, Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
wrote: 
> Susan, 
> I just heard back from Stantec and the response is that Private  
> Restrictive Covenants are associated with portions of the property. 
> The proposed VTZ Master Plan illustrates that the restrictions are  
> being respected. 
> Sincerely, 
> -Brett 
> 
> Brett A. Harrington, AICP 
> Planning & Development Services Department Long Range Planning  
> Division 
> 1660 Ringling Blvd. | Sarasota, FL 34236 
> P: 941-861-5187| bharring@scgov.net 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Brett Harrington 
> Sent: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 10:41 AM 
> To: Susan Schoettle <spgumm@mailmt.com>; Matthew Osterhoudt  
> <mosterho@scgov.net>; Hannah Sowinski <hsowinski@scgov.net> 
> Cc: James Dierolf <jdierol@scgov.net>; John Hickey <jhickey@scgov.net> 
> Subject: RE: Omission of restrictive covenants by Applicant from CPA  
> 2022-B and related DOCC application 
> 
> Good Morning Susan, 
> We did receive your original email and I forwarded it to the  
> Applicant's agent for them to consider and respond to as necessary. I  
> have received 
no 
> response from them with regard to your inquiry. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> -Brett 
> 
> Brett A. Harrington, AICP 
> Planning & Development Services Department Long Range Planning  
> Division 
> 1660 Ringling Blvd. | Sarasota, FL 34236 
> P: 941-861-5187| bharring@scgov.net 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Susan Schoettle <spgumm@mailmt.com> 
> Sent: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 9:50 AM 
> To: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net>; Brett Harrington  
> <bharring@scgov.net>; Hannah Sowinski <Hsowinski@scgov.net> 
> Cc: James Dierolf <jdierol@scgov.net>; John Hickey <jhickey@scgov.net> 
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> Subject: Re: Omission of restrictive covenants by Applicant from CPA  
> 2022-B and related DOCC application 
> 
> Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious  
> of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login Information 
> 
> 
> 
> Matt, Bret and Hannah - I don't know if I have missed a reply from you 
or 
> if you have not had an opportunity to review the issues and  
> information 
in 
> my July 21, 2022 email regarding restrictive covenants on land north  
> of 
the 
> Bern Creek Ranches subdivision that is part of the proposed CPA 2022-B. 
I 
> would appreciate a response from the Planning Department and/or the  
> applicant before the Planning Commission hearing this Thursday.  If I 
have 
> missed finding where the restrictive covenants are addressed in the  
> CPA 
or 
> the DOCC applications, please let me know where to look.  As always, I  
> appreciate your assistance.  Thanks, Susan Schoettle 
> 
> --- 
> Susan Schoettle-Gumm PLLC 
> 18099 Deer Prairie Drive 
> Sarasota, FL  34240 
> 941-320-3054 
> 
> CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail and all attachments transmitted 
with 
> it may contain legally privileged and/or confidential information 
intended 
> solely for the use of the addressee.  If the reader of this message is 
not 
> the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any reading,  
> dissemination, distribution, copying or other use of this message, its  
> contents and/or its attachments is strictly prohibited.  If you have  
> received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately  
> by telephone (941-320-3054) or by electronic mail, and delete this  
> message 
and 
> all copies and backups thereof.  Thank you. 
> 
> On Thu, 21 Jul 2022 13:04:58 -0400, Susan Schoettle  
> <spgumm@mailmt.com> 
> wrote: 
>> Matt, Bret and Hannah - I have reviewed most of the materials  
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>> submitted 
> by 
>> the Applicant for CPA 2022-B and the related DOCC application.  I  
>> have 
> not 
>> found any reference to the attached restrictive covenants that apply  
>> to lands north of the north boundary of the Bern Creek Ranches rural  
>> subdivision and east of Gum Slough.  These restrictions were part of  
>> a cooperative settlement related to the location of a major  
>> transmission corridor by FPL.  A group of residents of eastern  
>> Sarasota County successfully engaged in the administrative approval  
>> process and, with 
> the 
>> support of FPL, were able to have the corridor relocated from the  
>> north boundary of Bern Creek and other areas negatively impacted by  
>> the 
> proposed 
>> corridor.  If I am mistaken about the absence of these recorded  
>> restrictions from the development review and the applications, please  
>> provide me with details on the location of this information in both  
>> applications and with how the County will require that the covenants  
>> are fully complied with and will be into perpetuity.  The covenants  
>> do allow for transfer of development rights from the wetland area;  
>> however, they 
> do 
>> not allow any impervious surfaces, pavement, structures, or other  
>> development within or affecting the protected area. 
>> 
>> These covenants apply to linear wetland systems and were recorded and 
> are 
>> intended to apply in perpetuity.  The omission of these restrictive  
>> covenants from the application materials relating to CPA 2022-B and  
>> associated DOCC is difficult to comprehend as the consultant that has  
>> submitted the applications for these development proposals (Stantec)  
>> is 
> the 
>> same consulting firm that has provided at least one annual monitoring  
>> report on the linear wetlands.  I have been in touch with Glenn  
>> Compton, President of Manasota-88, and it is his intention to insure  
>> that the covenants and commitments regarding this land are followed  
>> and the 
> wetlands 
>> protected in perpetuity.  Mr. Compton is out of the country at the 
> present 
>> time but will be following up on this matter with the County and the  
>> Applicant.  Please feel free to contact me if you have questions  
>> about these restrictions as I was one of the citizen leaders opposing  
>> the 
> initial 
>> corridor for the FPL major transmission line and may be able to  
>> provide some additional background information. 
>> 
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>> I look forward to hearing from the County regarding the necessity of  
>> including these restrictive covenants in any development approvals 
> related 
>> to the affected land. 
>> 
>> Regards, Susan Schoettle 
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Logan McKaig

From: Leslie Senac <videogal3@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 3:07 PM
To: Planner
Cc: Brett Harrington
Subject: DENY CPA 2022-B because of INCONSISTENCIES, among other things

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Dear Public servant, 
 
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:  
• 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 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.  
The lifestyle opportunities 
• 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.  
DENY CPA 2022-B. 
Thank you. 
 
Thank you,  
Leslie Harris  
941-925-9253 
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Logan McKaig

From: Oscar <oscar@centuryinstrument.com>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2022 8:42 AM
To: Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: SUBJECT: URBAN SPRAWL

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

  
Hello Commissioners  
  
The application constitutes urban sprawl  
 
A picture is often worth 1,000 words, and it is striking how clearly the location map on the cover page and the 
map on page five of the staff report for the Aug. 4 Planning Commission hearing shows this proposal to be 
urban sprawl. An analysis of its details makes this even more clear.  
 
The proposed land use amendments would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contradiction of 
§163.3177(6)(a)(9), Fla. Stat., because it: 
 
(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. As explained by the staff report, “[t]he Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
property is currently undeveloped and consists of  
approximately 4,120 acres of land l… east [meaning outside of] of the Urban Service Area Boundary….” (Staff 
Report, p.2)  
 
(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, supplanting 4,120 acres of agricultural and undeveloped land with 
suburban development. The application proposes a particularly inefficient use of land. It is completely 
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s policy framework ‐ the Resource Management Area (RMA) system – 
which “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.  
 
Surprisingly however, the staff report makes no mention of the fact that this is a rural area, completely 
ignoring the rural and agricultural lands surrounding development and the overall character of the area. 
 
Next, the staff’s presentation of the project regarding how far this development is from existing urban centers 
was both highly questionable and misleadingly incorrect. The assertion that distances of 12 miles or more to 
downtown are proximate is not realistic – particularly given how long it takes to drive that distance along Fruitville 
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Road, and how much open land one passes over along the way. Even more egregious is the use of distances at the 
very western property line of the project area. The site is over 4,120 acres in size. None of the homes will actually 
be at that western property line. The more relevant distances are those from the middle and far northeastern 
portions of the property where the majority of the residential development is proposed. Those driving distances 
would be several additional miles from downtown and other major activity centers. No one who actually makes 
that drive could call it a short one. And the location of the site is the opposite of compact and efficient. It is auto‐
dependent sprawl.  
 
(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 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.  
 
It is hard to square the staff report’s claim that “greenbelts will ensure the appropriate separation of uses, and 
compliance of the site design with relevant County regulations will protect and mitigate the impacts to 
surrounding agricultural and residential uses3 with the reduced greenbelt and other protections approval of 
the application would allow. 
  
DENY 2022‐B.  KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Thanks  
 
Asgeir Sigurdsson 
12017 Slough Rim Road 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
 
 
Century Instrument Company 
11865 Mayfield 
Livonia,  MI  48150 
Ph: 734‐427‐0340 
Fax: 734‐427‐5950 
oscar@centuryinstrument.com  
www.centuryinstrument.com 
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Planner

From: Cindi Smith <scindi755@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 3:20 PM
To: Brett Harrington
Cc: Planner
Subject: CPA 20222-B

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222‐B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and then on 
October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long‐standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60‐80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This creates over 
47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non‐potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as public 
safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts itself into a 
172‐ year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from Old Miakka to 
Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
  
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table this 
proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County Commissioners 
be part of the decision‐making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed CPA 2022‐
B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for themselves and 
their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Jonathan and Cindi Smith's  
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Logan McKaig

From: rose mary zednick <grey5147@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 5:34 PM
To: Planner
Subject: 2022B

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and Requests for Login 
Information 
 
 
 
We are VEHEMENTLY OPPOSED to 2022 B 
 
Dr and Mrs Cliff Smith 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Logan McKaig

From: Cindi Smith <scindi755@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 5:52 PM
To: Brett Harrington; Planner; Christian Ziegler; Michael Moran; Nancy C. Detert; Ron Cutsinger; Alan 

Maio
Subject: SUBJECT: 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....

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

  
I live off of Fruitville about a mile from Lorraine.  The other morning I needed to be at the Fruitville library to volunteer 
at an Election tent. It took me 30+ min to get from Lorraine to the library ( that's less than 5 mi).  Can you only imagine 
what the traffic will be like if this development puts in 5,000 dwelling Units!!! Please, say no to this insanity.   
 
Cindi Smith 
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Planner

From: Jeff Smith <jeffreysmith@lemartec.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2022 9:22 AM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Cc: Jeffrey Smith; mph_04@verizon.net
Subject: Request to Vote Against land use and zoning changes

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
   
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
 Jeffrey L Smith 
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_   

         
Jeffrey Smith      

PROJECT SUPERINTENDENT www.lemartec.com  
    

P: 305.273.8676 | C: 941.320.9490 11740 SW 80th St.,  
jeffreysmith@lemartec.com 

3rd Floor, Miami, Florida 33183  

  

 

 

    

 

CONFIDENTIAL NOTICE: This message may contain confidential and/or privileged information for the sole use of the intended recipient. If you have received this 

message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to this message and deleting it from your information system. 
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Logan McKaig

From: Nancy Sneed <nsneed888@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 1:09 PM
To: Alan Maio
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 the above referenced amendment.  Going from 717 homes to 5000 will cause a huge increase in 
traffic on Fruitville Rd.  
Nancy Sneed 
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Planner

From: William Spindel <bill@windshutters.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 3:35 PM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Nancy C. Detert; Christian Ziegler; Planner; Brett 

Harrington
Subject: KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY 

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

  
Good day Commissioner 
  
Proposed CPA 20222-B is scheduled to be heard by you on August 31, 2022 for transmittal to the State and 
then on October 26, 2022 for adoption. 
Two new Commissioners will be sworn in on Nov. 21, 2022. 
  
This proposal is a dramatic departure from the county’s long-standing comprehensive plan for this area. 
  
The application states there will be a reduction in Open Space from 60-80% down to 43%; 
The application states there will be a reduction of 500’ buffers to 50” buffers; 
The application states that residents of 5,000 houses must go off site for employment and daily needs.  This 
creates over 47,000 daily trips.  This does not reduce automobile trips; 
The application states that open space could contain stormwater facilities; potable or non-potable water storage 
facilities; public or private park facilities; telecommunications towers and facilities; and public facilities such as 
public safety stations and community centers. The 43% (1,720 acres) open space/greenbelt will not be green; 
This application does not preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture.  Rather, it inserts 
itself into a 172- year old historic rural and agricultural community and goes as far as to change the name from 
Old Miakka to Lakewood Ranch southeast. 
   
These are not the Directions for the Future the Comprehensive Plan 2050 RMA Chapter anticipated and used as 
principles to guide long range planning and sustainability initiatives for the county. 
  
Because of these dramatic departures, I am requesting you, the current Board of County Commissioners, table 
this proposed amendment or take the appropriate procedural measures and allow the newly elected County 
Commissioners be part of the decision-making process. 
They will have at least 4 and maybe 8 years that they will be responsible for implementation of the proposed 
CPA 2022-B.  They should be allowed to vote. 
  
Thank you for recognizing the importance of having the new Commissioners being afforded a buy in for 
themselves and their constituents. 
Thank you for supporting their right to participate. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
 
 
Bill Spindel 
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WINDSHUTTERS| Westcoast Shutters of Florida, Inc. 
1847 61st Street 
Sarasota, FL 34243 
Pnone‐941‐921‐5555 
Email‐ Bill@windshutters.com 
Web‐ www.windshutters.com 
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Logan McKaig

From: Lisa Stepancic <LStepancic@ocli.net>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 12:52 PM
To: Michael Moran
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 

  
VOTE NO ON  CPA 2022-B 
 
 
 
Dr Richard Mackool 
4079 Founders Club Dr 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
 
 
 
 
CAUTION: The information contained in this electronic e‐mail transmission and any attachments are intended 
only for the use of the individual or entity to whom or to which it is addressed, and may contain information 
that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this 
communication is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering this 
communication to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, 
copying or disclosure of this communication and any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately by telephone and electronic mail, and delete the 
original communication and any attachment from any computer, server or other electronic recording or 
storage device or medium. Receipt by anyone other than the intended recipient is not a waiver of any 
attorney‐client, physician‐patient or other privilege.  
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Planner

From: Arlene Sweeting <sweetingarlene@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 7:34 PM
To: Michael Moran; Alan Maio; Ron Cutsinger; Christian Ziegler; Nancy C. Detert
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 

Commissioners,  
 

I urge you to vote NO on CPA 2022-B. Keep the country...country for now and future generations to live on, 
learn from and love the land. This development would overwhelm the historic Old Miakka community, signal the 
beginning of the end of agriculture in the east county, and squeeze wildlife into narrow corridors.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Arlene Sweeting 
3826 Royal Palm Avenue 
Sarasota, FL. 34234 
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Logan McKaig

From: genekayt@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 11:11 AM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: Vote NO on 2022-B

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

  
Eugedne Thompson  
Founders Club Dr 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: Susan T <setriesch@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 9:51 AM
To: Christian Ziegler
Cc: Planner
Subject: Proposed Land Use Amendment for Lorraine Rd

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

  
Good Morning Commissioner Ziegler, 
 
My husband and I reside in the Lakehouse Cove community of Waterside, Lakewood Ranch.  Lakehouse Cove is adjacent 
to Lorraine Rd.   We purchased our home for the residential feel of the neighborhood in addition to its proximity to 
convenient food and entertainment venues at Waterside, the Sarasota Polo Grounds, and the many convenient 
amenities offered throughout Lakewood Ranch.    
 
We STRONGLY oppose the proposed redesignation of Lorriane Rd between Fruitville Rd and University Parkway to a 
"Business Park Corridor".  This change would be disruptive to so many aspects of the community.  In addition to the 
extra traffic and noise pollution on adjacent Lorraine Rd, there would be a danger to the students in the planned school 
near our community soon to be breaking ground.  Wildlife would be driven away from already dwindling habitats and 
we can expect tainting of the water resources that provide a natural respite to our residents and wildlife.   The 
redesignation would certainly devalue the homes many of us have worked our lives to obtain in retirement.   Finally, in 
addition to all the above, this change would taint the investment the city has made with the development of Waterside, 
an upscale dining and entertainment venue that represents the vision of our Lakewood Ranch community's growth.    
 
As representatives of our community interests, we urge you to vote "NO" to this proposal on August 30.  Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan and Lee Triesch 
8273 Grande Shores Dr 
Sarasota, FL 34240 
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Logan McKaig

From: mtrueb52@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 6:53 PM
To: mtrueb52@gmail.com
Subject: Berns Creek

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

  
 
 
If the developer is willing to post a $200 miIlion bond to make Fruitville an eight lane 
road from Honore to wherever this development will begin, to include stop lights and 
round abouts along the way, I am willing to am willing to support this East of The 
Founders Club community called Berns Creek.  Note that the existing zoning allows 
for 717 homes.  Pat Neal has requested the area be rezoned to allow construction 
of 5,000 homes.  “The Keep the Country Country” group estimates this will generate 
an additional 47,150 average daily vehicle trips on our roads (per the County 
Transportation Manual.)   This rezoning request was recently approved by the 
Planning Commissions with a close vote of 4-3.   
 
The County Commissioners will meet on August 31 to vote on the Planning 
Commissions’ recommendation.   
 
Be assured that if you approve this, I will do everything I can to ensure that 
you never serve in a public office ever again. 
 

Martin R. Trueb 
3183 Founders Club Drive 

Sarasota, FL 34240 

Mobile: (401) 486-4822 

Email:  mtrueb52@gmail.com  
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Planner

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 

D-792
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Logan McKaig

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 10:21 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: Vibrant diversity at risk

Add to the CPA 2022‐B Correspondence folder 
 

From: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 10:19 AM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Cc: Lisa Wenzel <lwenzel@scgov.net>; Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Vibrant diversity at risk 
 
For the record 
 

From: County Administrator <countyadministrator@scgov.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 8:46 AM 
To: Matthew Osterhoudt <mosterho@scgov.net> 
Cc: Brad Johnson <Brad.Johnson@scgov.net>; Michele McCloskey <mmccloskey@scgov.net>; Linda Benanti 
<lbenanti@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: Vibrant diversity at risk 
 
Matt, 
 
FYI, see email below. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Michele 
 
Michele Redden 
Executive Assistant to 
Mark Cunningham, Assistant County Administrator 
Brad Johnson, Assistant County Administrator 
 
Sarasota County Administration Center 
Office of County Administrator 
1660 Ringling Boulevard, 2nd floor 
Sarasota, FL 34236 
Office: 941-861-5293  
Fax: 941-861-5987  
Email: mredden@scgov.net 
Web: www.scgov.net 
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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. 
 

               
 

From: Public Good <sarasotavision@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 8:39 PM 
To: Public Good <sarasotavision@gmail.com> 
Subject: Vibrant diversity at risk 
 

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

  
On August 4, the Planning Commission approved the paving of the last rural heritage area in Sarasota County ‐ Old 
Miakka. The attorney for the community said:  
 

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 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. 

 
Becky Ayech would like citizens from all over Sarasota (and beyond) to write to the County Commissioners, and tell them 
why this proposal from Gigantasaurus Rex Jensen and Paving Pat Neal is a seriously bad idea. She's even written a letter 
that we can copy, paste, and mail to the Board ‐ her letter and their email addresses are here. 
 
Would you like your county to offer a diversity of ecosystems, of people, of culture and ways of life, or would you prefer 
that it pave itself into one giant anodyne gated community? For what it's worth, here's an open letter to the Board sent 
before Becky shared hers.  
 
Citizens for Sarasota County (CSC) is a coalition founded in 2014 to promote ethical, responsive government that 
preserves and enhances Sarasota's unique natural environment and cultural heritage while building a sound local 
economy based on effective stewardship and innovation.  
 
CSC 
=== 
Blog 
Facebook 
Twitter 
YouTube Channel 
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Logan McKaig

From: Bob Upchurch <mcbobu@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2022 10:03 AM
To: Donna Carter; Kevin Cooper; Jordan Keller; Neil Rainford; Teresa Mast; Justin Taylor; Colin Pember; 

Martha Pike; Andrew Stultz; Micki Ryan
Cc: Brett Harrington; Planner
Subject: Strongly opposed to CPA 2022-B
Attachments: CPA 2022-B SRQ.pdf

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Good Morning, 
 
Attached is my letter stating, I am strongly opposed to the CPA 2022-B plan.    
 
Thank you for your time on this matter that needs to be shut down. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Bob and Debra Upchurch 
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Logan McKaig

From: phyllis@phyllisegan.com
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 1:06 PM
To: Alan Maio; Nancy C. Detert; Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; Ron Cutsinger
Cc: Planner
Subject: Oppose CPA 2022-F

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

  
Dear Chairman Maio and fellow Commissioners, 
 
My husband and I purchased property in Shoreview, a Pulte division in 2018. We moved in the fall of 2019 and have 
been very happy with Sarasota and all that it has to offer. 
 
A big part of the appeal was the beauty and protected areas that are in and around Sarasota as well Lakewood Ranch. 
We anticipated expansion and growth but  done in a thoughtful, property ownership and community needs  sort of way.  
 
The proposal to turn 11 miles of Lorraine in a commercial and industrial area violates ALL of the reasons we chose to live 
here. In addition , it will threaten existing home values, create an unacceptable level of noise, traffic  and pollution and 
turn a nature preserve into a stretch of unsightly buildings. 
The city has benefited enormously from the property taxes from the existing and newer communities along the 
proposed strip of land. Why would you do something to devalue that and enormously reduce the appeal for future 
buyers.  
 
Please for the sake of the community and its residents that support Sarasota in so many ways, vote NO on this proposal 
on August 30. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Phyllis Egan 
Jim Vitale 
 
 
 
 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.
 width=

 

Virus-free.www.avast.com 
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Planner

From: Brett Harrington
Sent: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 9:53 AM
To: Planner
Subject: FW: NO on CPA 2022-B and CPA 2022-F

Categories: CPA 2022-B Lkwd Rn SE

CPA 2022-B Correpondence 
 
From: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 9:06 AM 
To: Brett Harrington <bharring@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: NO on CPA 2022-B and CPA 2022-F 
 
 
 
From: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 5:01 PM 
To: Michele Norton <mnorton@scgov.net> 
Subject: FW: NO on CPA 2022-B and CPA 2022-F 
 
For our record. 
 
From: Tom Warfel <tomwarfel@comcast.net>  
Sent: Monday, August 1, 2022 3:47 PM 
To: Alan Maio <amaio@scgov.net>; Nancy C. Detert <ncdetert@scgov.net>; Michael Moran <mmoran@scgov.net>; 
Christian Ziegler <cziegler@scgov.net>; Ron Cutsinger <rcutsinger@scgov.net> 
Cc: Sylvia Rocco <president@tfchoa.org>; Laurie Warfel <tandlwarfel@comcast.net> 
Subject: NO on CPA 2022-B and CPA 2022-F 
 

Caution: This email originated from an external source. Be Suspicious of Attachments, 
Links and Requests for Login Information 
  
Commissioners:  
Most people who live east of I-75 moved there because of the country atmosphere.  We understand 
that development east of I-75 is inevitable.  However, we urge you to develop the land with the lowest 
density possible.  We understand that developers want just the opposite because it increases their 
profit.  Please do what the people want not what the developers want.  Please vote NO on CPA 2022-
B and CPA 2022-F.  
Thank you,  
Thomas Warfel  
3218 Founders Club Drive  
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Logan McKaig

From: Tom Warfel <tomwarfel@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 12:04 PM
To: Alan Maio
Cc: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: NO on CPA 2022-B and CPA 2022-F

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

  
Al Maio,  
Most people who live east of I-75 moved there because of the country atmosphere.  We understand 
that development east of I-75 is inevitable.  However, we urge you to develop the land with the lowest 
density possible.  We understand that developers want just the opposite because it increases their 
profit.  Please do what the people want not what the developers want.  Please vote NO on CPA 2022-
B and CPA 2022-F.  
Thank you,  
Thomas Warfel  
3218 Founders Club Drive  
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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: Donna Wendell <lawn1975@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2022 8:52 AM
To: Alan Maio
Subject: Directions for the Future

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

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. 

D-801



2

 

. • 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. And of course, if this project is approved, each new project would be expected to receive 
the same positive observation as is found on page 22 of the staff report: 
 
“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.” 
 
• Balance jobs with housing. 
The proposal would create a significant imbalance of residential uses versus job – producing uses. 
 
DENY 2022‐B.  
 
KEEP THE COUNTRY…COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
 
Thank you. Gary and Donna Wendell Bern Creek Ranches 
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 building better communities ● saving special places 

July 27, 2022 
 
Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 
1660 Ringling Blvd. 
Sarasota, FL 34236 
 
Via electronic mail 
 
Re:  Sarasota County Village Transition Zone/Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2022-B 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
1000 Friends of Florida is a nonprofit growth management organization that has worked extensively to 
promote smart planning for communities and discourage urban sprawl throughout Florida, including in 
Sarasota County. Our commitment to these goals compels us to declare and explain our opposition to the 
Village Transition Zone comprehensive plan amendment now pending before you. 
 
This amendment is precisely the type of significant land use change that Sarasota’s existing 
comprehensive plan was meant to prevent.  The property to which this CPA would apply consists of 
4,120 acres of agricultural and vacant land with a handful of low-density residential uses that are 
appropriate and reflective of the rural community of Old Miakka.  The future land use designation on the 
Sarasota County FLUM for this property is Rural.  The applicant is unable to plausibly squeeze its desired 
land use densities into any of the existing land use categories that Sarasota County planning staff, elected 
officials and the public have created as part of the vision for smart growth in the county.  So instead, the 
applicant seeks to create an entirely new land use category to best suit private financial expectations.   
 
The new land use category would be “Village Transition Zone/Greenway RMA Overlay.”  A more 
appropriate label would be to simply call this type of land use what it is: sprawl.  The property is outside 
both the current and future Urban Service Boundaries and would require the extension of new wastewater 
service lines, potable water, roads and other public facilities.  These are all primary indicators of sprawl.  
These proposed changes run counter to our mission to promote smart growth and discourage sprawl. 
 
To understand the extent of the density being sought, a comparison of what is currently allowable with 
what is being applied for is warranted.  Existing zoning for the 4,120 acres would allow only 717 
dwelling units.  If rezoned to the existing land use category of Hamlet, it would allow a maximum of 
1,600 dwelling units.  The new sprawl land use category that is being sought by this developer-initiated 
CPA would allow a residential density of two dwelling units per gross developable acre, resulting in a 
total of 8,000 dwelling units — 5,000 as the capped density with 3,000 units available for the transfer of 
development rights.   
 
The amendment would cause suburban sprawl, increase traffic congestion and would violate the intent of 
the transitional density zones already contemplated by the establishment of Hamlets in the area that lies 
around the historic agricultural community of Miakka.  Continuing to create “transition” zones between 
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rural and suburban land uses would obviate the need for any transition at all if the entire land mass is 
sprawling development.   
 
One of the primary tenets to good land use planning is transparency and robust public engagement.  This 
principle is codified in Policy 1.3.4 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan, which states that 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.   The workshop for this CPA 
only involved one 15-minute neighborhood workshop hosted in a remote location.  This hardly meets the 
intention of the Policy. 
 
The amendment also violates Policy VOS 2.9 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan requiring that 
each Village development “shall provide adequate infrastructure that meets or exceeds the level of service 
standard adopted by the County and be Fiscally Neutral or Fiscally Beneficial.”  Certainly a transitional 
zone emanating from a Village development must likewise demonstrate that it is fiscally neutral or 
fiscally beneficial.   Sarasota County requires that the total proportionate share cost of infrastructure be 
included, not simply the existing impact fee rates but all expenses for the expansion of public facilities.  
This is because impact fees have proved over time to produce inadequate revenue to pay for all the 
required expenses associated with new public facilities. This developer-initiated comprehensive plan 
amendment fails to provide this requisite data and analysis and as such, must not be adopted. 
 
As a result of the sprawl and economic impact this proposed comprehensive plan amendment would have 
on the residents and taxpayers of Sarasota County, not to mention the legacy of forever altering the 
agricultural community of Miakka, 1000 Friends of Florida respectfully requests that you reject this 
amendment as currently proposed.  Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions.  Thank you. 
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jane West 
Policy and Planning Director 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Officers: Susan Trevarthen, Chair • F. Gregory Barnhart, Vice Chair • Timothee Sallin, Secretary • Tim Jackson, Treasurer  
Board of Directors: Courtney Cunningham, Lee Constantine, Andrew Dickman, Jim Swann, Victoria Tschinkel, Jake Varn, Mark Watts  
Emeritus: Lester Abberger, Robert Davis, Jim Nicholas, Roy Rogers, Earl Starnes  
President: Paul Owens  

Post Office Box 5948 • Tallahassee, FL 32314-5948 • PHONE 850.222.6277 • FAX 850.222.1117 www.1000friendsofflorida.org • 
friends@1000fof.org 
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Planner

From: Jane West <jwest@1000fof.org>
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2022 1:29 PM
To: Planner; Brett Harrington
Subject: Village Transition Zone agenda item
Attachments: Sarasota County Commissioners CPA 2022-B  JW 7-27-22.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

Good afternoon, 
Please accept the attached letter to be included in the record for today’s hearing on the Village Transition Zone, 
CPA  2022-B.  Thank you, 
Jane 

Jane West, Esq. 
Policy and Planning Director 
308 N. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
(850)222-6277
(904)671-4008 (cell)
www.1000friendsofflorida.org

D-805



 1 

 building better communities ● saving special places 

July 27, 2022 
 
Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 
1660 Ringling Blvd. 
Sarasota, FL 34236 
 
Via electronic mail 
 
Re:  Sarasota County Village Transition Zone/Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2022-B 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
1000 Friends of Florida is a nonprofit growth management organization that has worked extensively to 
promote smart planning for communities and discourage urban sprawl throughout Florida, including in 
Sarasota County. Our commitment to these goals compels us to declare and explain our opposition to the 
Village Transition Zone comprehensive plan amendment now pending before you. 
 
This amendment is precisely the type of significant land use change that Sarasota’s existing 
comprehensive plan was meant to prevent.  The property to which this CPA would apply consists of 
4,120 acres of agricultural and vacant land with a handful of low-density residential uses that are 
appropriate and reflective of the rural community of Old Miakka.  The future land use designation on the 
Sarasota County FLUM for this property is Rural.  The applicant is unable to plausibly squeeze its desired 
land use densities into any of the existing land use categories that Sarasota County planning staff, elected 
officials and the public have created as part of the vision for smart growth in the county.  So instead, the 
applicant seeks to create an entirely new land use category to best suit private financial expectations.   
 
The new land use category would be “Village Transition Zone/Greenway RMA Overlay.”  A more 
appropriate label would be to simply call this type of land use what it is: sprawl.  The property is outside 
both the current and future Urban Service Boundaries and would require the extension of new wastewater 
service lines, potable water, roads and other public facilities.  These are all primary indicators of sprawl.  
These proposed changes run counter to our mission to promote smart growth and discourage sprawl. 
 
To understand the extent of the density being sought, a comparison of what is currently allowable with 
what is being applied for is warranted.  Existing zoning for the 4,120 acres would allow only 717 
dwelling units.  If rezoned to the existing land use category of Hamlet, it would allow a maximum of 
1,600 dwelling units.  The new sprawl land use category that is being sought by this developer-initiated 
CPA would allow a residential density of two dwelling units per gross developable acre, resulting in a 
total of 8,000 dwelling units — 5,000 as the capped density with 3,000 units available for the transfer of 
development rights.   
 
The amendment would cause suburban sprawl, increase traffic congestion and would violate the intent of 
the transitional density zones already contemplated by the establishment of Hamlets in the area that lies 
around the historic agricultural community of Miakka.  Continuing to create “transition” zones between 
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rural and suburban land uses would obviate the need for any transition at all if the entire land mass is 
sprawling development.   
 
One of the primary tenets to good land use planning is transparency and robust public engagement.  This 
principle is codified in Policy 1.3.4 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan, which states that 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.   The workshop for this CPA 
only involved one 15-minute neighborhood workshop hosted in a remote location.  This hardly meets the 
intention of the Policy. 
 
The amendment also violates Policy VOS 2.9 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan requiring that 
each Village development “shall provide adequate infrastructure that meets or exceeds the level of service 
standard adopted by the County and be Fiscally Neutral or Fiscally Beneficial.”  Certainly a transitional 
zone emanating from a Village development must likewise demonstrate that it is fiscally neutral or 
fiscally beneficial.   Sarasota County requires that the total proportionate share cost of infrastructure be 
included, not simply the existing impact fee rates but all expenses for the expansion of public facilities.  
This is because impact fees have proved over time to produce inadequate revenue to pay for all the 
required expenses associated with new public facilities. This developer-initiated comprehensive plan 
amendment fails to provide this requisite data and analysis and as such, must not be adopted. 
 
As a result of the sprawl and economic impact this proposed comprehensive plan amendment would have 
on the residents and taxpayers of Sarasota County, not to mention the legacy of forever altering the 
agricultural community of Miakka, 1000 Friends of Florida respectfully requests that you reject this 
amendment as currently proposed.  Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions.  Thank you. 
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jane West 
Policy and Planning Director 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Officers: Susan Trevarthen, Chair • F. Gregory Barnhart, Vice Chair • Timothee Sallin, Secretary • Tim Jackson, Treasurer  
Board of Directors: Courtney Cunningham, Lee Constantine, Andrew Dickman, Jim Swann, Victoria Tschinkel, Jake Varn, Mark Watts  
Emeritus: Lester Abberger, Robert Davis, Jim Nicholas, Roy Rogers, Earl Starnes  
President: Paul Owens  

Post Office Box 5948 • Tallahassee, FL 32314-5948 • PHONE 850.222.6277 • FAX 850.222.1117 www.1000friendsofflorida.org • 
friends@1000fof.org 
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Logan McKaig

From: Jane West <jwest@1000fof.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 3:11 PM
To: Michael Moran; Christian Ziegler; ndetert@scgov.net; Alan Maio; rcustinger@scgov.net
Cc: Brett Harrington; Planner
Subject: Deny the Village Transition Zone CPA
Attachments: Sarasota County Commissioners CPA 2022-B  JW 7-27-22.pdf

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

  
Dear Commissioners, 
Please accept the attached correspondence regarding the serious concerns that 1000 Friends of Florida has with the 
proposed Village Transition Zone Comprehensive Plan Amendment, hence our strong urging that you vote to DENY this 
amendment.  We respectfully request that the attached correspondence be included in the record at tomorrow’s 
hearing.   Thank you, 
Respectfully, 
Jane West 
 
Jane West, Esq. 
Policy and Planning Director 
308 N. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
(850)222-6277 
(904)671-4008 (cell) 
www.1000friendsofflorida.org 
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 building better communities ● saving special places 

July 27, 2022 
 
Sarasota Board of County Commissioners 
1660 Ringling Blvd. 
Sarasota, FL 34236 
 
Via electronic mail 
 
Re:  Sarasota County Village Transition Zone/Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2022-B 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
1000 Friends of Florida is a nonprofit growth management organization that has worked extensively to 
promote smart planning for communities and discourage urban sprawl throughout Florida, including in 
Sarasota County. Our commitment to these goals compels us to declare and explain our opposition to the 
Village Transition Zone comprehensive plan amendment now pending before you. 
 
This amendment is precisely the type of significant land use change that Sarasota’s existing 
comprehensive plan was meant to prevent.  The property to which this CPA would apply consists of 
4,120 acres of agricultural and vacant land with a handful of low-density residential uses that are 
appropriate and reflective of the rural community of Old Miakka.  The future land use designation on the 
Sarasota County FLUM for this property is Rural.  The applicant is unable to plausibly squeeze its desired 
land use densities into any of the existing land use categories that Sarasota County planning staff, elected 
officials and the public have created as part of the vision for smart growth in the county.  So instead, the 
applicant seeks to create an entirely new land use category to best suit private financial expectations.   
 
The new land use category would be “Village Transition Zone/Greenway RMA Overlay.”  A more 
appropriate label would be to simply call this type of land use what it is: sprawl.  The property is outside 
both the current and future Urban Service Boundaries and would require the extension of new wastewater 
service lines, potable water, roads and other public facilities.  These are all primary indicators of sprawl.  
These proposed changes run counter to our mission to promote smart growth and discourage sprawl. 
 
To understand the extent of the density being sought, a comparison of what is currently allowable with 
what is being applied for is warranted.  Existing zoning for the 4,120 acres would allow only 717 
dwelling units.  If rezoned to the existing land use category of Hamlet, it would allow a maximum of 
1,600 dwelling units.  The new sprawl land use category that is being sought by this developer-initiated 
CPA would allow a residential density of two dwelling units per gross developable acre, resulting in a 
total of 8,000 dwelling units — 5,000 as the capped density with 3,000 units available for the transfer of 
development rights.   
 
The amendment would cause suburban sprawl, increase traffic congestion and would violate the intent of 
the transitional density zones already contemplated by the establishment of Hamlets in the area that lies 
around the historic agricultural community of Miakka.  Continuing to create “transition” zones between 
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rural and suburban land uses would obviate the need for any transition at all if the entire land mass is 
sprawling development.   
 
One of the primary tenets to good land use planning is transparency and robust public engagement.  This 
principle is codified in Policy 1.3.4 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan, which states that 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.   The workshop for this CPA 
only involved one 15-minute neighborhood workshop hosted in a remote location.  This hardly meets the 
intention of the Policy. 
 
The amendment also violates Policy VOS 2.9 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan requiring that 
each Village development “shall provide adequate infrastructure that meets or exceeds the level of service 
standard adopted by the County and be Fiscally Neutral or Fiscally Beneficial.”  Certainly a transitional 
zone emanating from a Village development must likewise demonstrate that it is fiscally neutral or 
fiscally beneficial.   Sarasota County requires that the total proportionate share cost of infrastructure be 
included, not simply the existing impact fee rates but all expenses for the expansion of public facilities.  
This is because impact fees have proved over time to produce inadequate revenue to pay for all the 
required expenses associated with new public facilities. This developer-initiated comprehensive plan 
amendment fails to provide this requisite data and analysis and as such, must not be adopted. 
 
As a result of the sprawl and economic impact this proposed comprehensive plan amendment would have 
on the residents and taxpayers of Sarasota County, not to mention the legacy of forever altering the 
agricultural community of Miakka, 1000 Friends of Florida respectfully requests that you reject this 
amendment as currently proposed.  Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions.  Thank you. 
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jane West 
Policy and Planning Director 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Officers: Susan Trevarthen, Chair • F. Gregory Barnhart, Vice Chair • Timothee Sallin, Secretary • Tim Jackson, Treasurer  
Board of Directors: Courtney Cunningham, Lee Constantine, Andrew Dickman, Jim Swann, Victoria Tschinkel, Jake Varn, Mark Watts  
Emeritus: Lester Abberger, Robert Davis, Jim Nicholas, Roy Rogers, Earl Starnes  
President: Paul Owens  

Post Office Box 5948 • Tallahassee, FL 32314-5948 • PHONE 850.222.6277 • FAX 850.222.1117 www.1000friendsofflorida.org • 
friends@1000fof.org 
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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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Logan McKaig

From: BONNIE WIEDEMAN <wiedemanb@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 5:43 AM
To: Planner
Subject: DENY CPA 2022-B

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

  

Dear Planner: 
 
Fundamentally, this proposed land use amendment is incompatible with the adjacent land.  
 
The existing zoning district for this land is OUE-1, OUR AND HPD. 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 have a 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 be considered a compatible land use decision.  
 
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 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 will 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. 
 
DENY CPA 2022-B  KEEP THE COUNTRY...COUNTRY FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS TO LIVE ON, LEARN FROM AND LOVE THE LAND. 
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Thank you. 
 

Bonnie Burgess Wiedeman  
Wagner Realty / Retired 
”4th generation” Sarasota FL 
(941) 504‐0879 cell 
Wiedemanb@aol.com 
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August 29, 2022 

Via email to: 

amaio@scgov.net 

rcutsinger@scgov.net 

mmoran@scgov.net 

cziegler@scgov.net 

ncdetert@scgov.net 

Chairman Alan Maio 

Vice Chairman Ron Cutsinger  

Commissioner Michael A. Moran 

Commissioner Christian Zigler 

Commissioner Nancy Detert 

 

Re: Formal Objection to CPA 2022 – B 

Dear Commissioners  

I am writing as a private citizen who lives East of I‐75 and travels a great deal in this area South of 
University Partway. I also had the honor to work for and represent to the public Sarasota County’s 
Environment Water Resources program and goals as the Neighborhood Environmental Stewardship 
Coordinator for a period of 15 years. As such my role was to assist communities in becoming as 
“Environmentally Friendly” as possible in their land and water use practices.  

I am opposing this proposed amendment to the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan for the following 
reasons: 

1. Construction of 5,000 new homes on 4,000+ acres in the Old Miakka area will create 
hundreds of additional car, truck and construction equipment trips per day along with the 
accompanying air pollution on roadways that were not designed to accommodate this level 
of traffic. Also when construction is completed the new residents will add thousands of 
additional cars to the traffic load in making the 24 mile round trip to and from work, school 
and shopping each day. The traffic load is already horrendous from other new large 
communities completed closer to I‐75’s needed services.  
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2. The existing land and vegetation provides wildlife habitat, noise buffering, rainfall water 
recharge to the surficial aquifer and cools the land. It also helps abate flooding during 
hurricanes and water loss through evaporation during draughts. If the land is developed 
with the high density proposed all the new concrete house pads, driveways, sidewalks and 
paved roadways will significantly reduce groundwater infiltration and provide heat sinks 
that will contribute drying the land and to overall higher temperatures in the area. The 
new lawns that replace native vegetation will require constant irrigation, fertilizer and 
pesticide applications to keep them “green” as new owners will require increasing 
production demands on existing water and sewer infrastructure which is currently not 
available to the area.   

 
3. The proposed reduction in the “Green Buffers” from 500 ft., in width to 50 ft. is totally un‐

responsible to maintain the original desired function of the buffer. These are wildlife 
corridors, feeding grounds and home for existing animals, birds, and beneficial insects in 
the area like deer, Sandhill Cranes, meadowlark, butterflies and bees. Without the large 
buffers you create a wildlife desert. 

       

4. The property under consideration is currently zoned Rural which means they have a ranch 
or farm. As such, if a property owner sells the land the buyer owns a ranch or farm. If they 
wish to change the classification they may request/apply for a re‐zone which must meet 
one major hurdle. Does the proposed land use change benefit “ALL” the people of Sarasota 
County. Based on the information provided in the amendment request it does not. The 
proposed change negatively impacts numerous communities and property owners, 
however, the most severely impacted communities are in Old Miakka which was promised 
by the 2050 Comprehensive Plan that land east of the interstate would be maintained 
primarily in a Rural setting along with an emphasis to preserving native wildlife and 
vegetation. 

Therefore, I respectfully request and urge you to vote NO on the above referenced amendment. 

 

Sincerely,  

Robert D. Wright  

 Robert D. Wright 

2013 Misty Sunrise Trail, Sarasota, Florida, 34240  

(941) 587‐9665     
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ORDINANCE No. 2022-00_ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF SARASOTA, 

FLORIDA, ISSUING THE MASTER DEVELOPMENT ORDER 

FOR LAKEWOOD RANCH SOUTHEAST; PROVIDING FOR 

FINDINGS OF FACT; PROVIDING FOR CONCLUSIONS OF 

LAW; PROVIDING FOR ENFORCEMENT; PROVIDING FOR 

DEVELOPMENT ORDERS FOR PURPOSES SET FORTH IN 

THIS ORDINANCE; PROVIDING FOR CHALLENGES AND 

SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR RELATIONSHIP TO 

OTHER REGULATIONS; PROVIDING FOR SERVICE, 

RECORDING AND CODIFICATION; AND PROVIDING FOR 

AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA: 

SECTION 1. Findings of Fact. 

1.1 On February 8, 2022, the Board held a project preview meeting pursuant to Resolution 

2007-115, at which meeting LWR Communities, LLC presented a proposal to amend the Sarasota County 

Comprehensive Plan to allow for the extension of Lakewood Ranch on to the subject property.  On March 

29, 2022, the Board approved the filing of an application for an Amendment to the Sarasota County 

Comprehensive Plan to facilitate the foregoing on a “privately initiated, out of cycle basis”. 

1.2 On October 25, 2022, the Board approved Ordinance No. 2022-_B for the property 

described therein as the Village Transition Zone (“VTZ”) to adopt an alternative, two-step approval process 

for development under Chapter 8 Sarasota County 2050 Resource Management Area of the Sarasota 

County Comprehensive Plan (the “2050 Plan”). 

1.3 On June 1, 2022, LWR Communities LLC., was authorized by the landowners of the 

property legally described on Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property”) to 

submit to Sarasota County an Application (the “Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan Application”)  for 

a VTZ Master Plan for the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property  (the “LWR SE Master Plan”) in accordance 

with the provisions of Ordinance No. 2022-B, and the requirements contained in the Standardized 

Questionnaire for Developments of Critical Concern (DOCC) within Unincorporated Sarasota County. 

1.4 The Application for the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property is for a parcel of 

approximately 4,120 acres, located north of Fruitville Road and south of the Manatee/Sarasota County 

line, more particularly described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and made a part hereof by reference. 

1.5 The Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan Application has been reviewed and 

processed in compliance with the provisions of Sarasota County Ordinance No. 89-77, as amended, and 

the provisions of Sarasota County Ordinance No. 2022-B. 

1.6 The Sarasota County Planning Commission held duly noticed public hearings on the 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan Application on September 15, 2022, received all pertinent 

evidence and testimony, and recommended approval of this Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master 

E-1



 

2 

Development Order (the “MDO”) subject to certain conditions as contained in the recommendation to 

the Board of County Commissioners of Sarasota County, Florida. 

1.7 The Board of County Commissioners of Sarasota County, Florida, held a duly noticed 

public hearing on said Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan Application October 25, 2022, and 

considered all matters relevant to the proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan, including the 

Sarasota County Planning Commission recommendations and the testimony of the general public. 

1.8 The proposed development, subject to the conditions imposed herein, is consistent with 

the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan and does not appear to conflict with other local land 

development regulations. 

1.9 The following information, commitments, and impact mitigating provisions submitted by 

the Applicant are hereby incorporated in this MDO by reference: 

a) Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan Application, dated June 1, 2022; 

b) Lakewood Ranch Southeast, 1st Sufficiency Comments, dated June 20, 2022; 

c) Lakewood Ranch Southeast, 1st Sufficiency Response, dated August 19, 2022; 

d) Lakewood Ranch Southeast, all maps, studies, and documents submitted after the 1st 

Sufficiency Response, dated June 20, 2022, until and including the public hearing of the Board of 

County Commissioners on October 25, 2022. 

1.10 In construing and enforcing the provisions of the documents incorporated in this MDO by 

sub-section 1.9 above, the following shall apply: 

a) The most recent response of the Applicant in the above referenced documents shall control 

over any previous response, wherever there is a conflict, otherwise the responses shall be 

considered cumulative. 

b) Any information, commitments or impact mitigating provisions in the above referenced 

documents which are inconsistent with the specific conditions set forth in this Ordinance and the 

exhibits hereto, shall be deemed superseded and inapplicable. 

1.11 The Board further finds: 

a) The proposed development will not have an unfavorable impact on the environment and 

natural resources of Sarasota County and any other affected jurisdictions; 

b) The proposed development will have a favorable impact on the economy of Sarasota County 

and any other affected jurisdictions; 

c) The proposed development will efficiently use water, sewer, solid waste disposal, and other 

necessary public facilities; and 

d) The proposed development will efficiently use public transportation facilities. 
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SECTION 2. Conclusions of Law. 

2.1 Approval of Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Development Order with Conditions. The 

Application for Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan is hereby approved, subject to the conditions 

contained in Exhibits B, C, E, F, G, H, and I, which are attached hereto and incorporated herein by 

reference, subject to the other provisions of this MDO. The definitions found in the Developments of 

Critical Concern Ordinance shall apply to this MDO. Although not a condition of development, there are 

mutual points of interest in the completion of improvements to Fruitville Road consistent with Sarasota 

County’s Level of Service Standards. The mutual interests are contained in the Expected Cooperation of 

Fruitville Road, Exhibit D, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

2.2 Approved Units. The Maximum number of residential dwelling units shall not exceed 

5,000 dwelling units. 

2.3 Project Areas. Lakewood Ranch Southeast is divided into seven (7) Project Areas, each 

with its own allocated density as set forth in Exhibit C Map C-4 and Table C-4.  Authorization to pursue 

development in each of these Project Areas must be obtained, pursuant to applications for rezoning of 

each Project Area to RSF-2/PUD zone district.  As determined by the Master Developer and the individual 

Applicants, Project Areas may be developed sequentially or simultaneously and may or may not be subject 

to phasing within a given Project Area at the election of the Applicant.  Notwithstanding any conditions 

to the contrary in this MDO, the first 113 dwelling units, known as Phase I of Lakepark Estates may proceed 

under its current approvals and shall not be subject to further review of this MDO or rezoning. 

2.4 Fiscal Neutrality. Development that takes place in substantial accordance with the 

proposed development program identified in the Fiscal Neutrality Plan dated August 22, 2022 and 

incorporated herein by reference shall be deemed fiscally neutral under the 2050 Plan. Any development 

less than that referenced in the Fiscal Neutrality Study shall not require submittal or approval of a new or 

revised Fiscal Neutrality Plan.   

2.5 Buildout and Termination. Unless this MDO is extended by the Board of County 

Commissioners, or as otherwise lawfully extended under Florida Law, the buildout date shall be December 

31, 2057, and no final development plans, plats, site and development plans shall be approved or issued 

after this date except for re-plats or revisions to existing plats or plans that do not increase intensity or 

density, building permits, reconstruction, or renovation. An extension of the buildout date of seven years 

or less shall be subject to further review of traffic related issues. An extension of the buildout date of more 

than seven years shall be subject to further review of all issues set forth in the Application and 

Standardized Questionnaire for DOCCs. Any extension must be presented to the Board of County 

Commissioners at a public hearing, noticed and processed in accordance with the procedures for 

amending a Master Development Order contained within Ordinance No. 89-77, as amended. 

2.6 Biennial Monitoring Requirements. The Master Developer shall submit a biennial report 

on the second anniversary of the effective date of the MDO and shall continue biennial reporting until 

ninety percent (90%) of the total dwelling units approved for construction within Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast pursuant to this MDO and future Rezones have received certificates of occupancy. The report 

shall contain: 
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a) Summary comparison of development activity proposed and actually constructed for the 

reporting year including number of dwelling units, site improvements and lots sold: 

b) List of all preliminary plans approved with the total number of dwelling units, construction 

plans approved, final plats, building permits, and the total number of certificates of occupancy 

issued; 

c) List of all local, state, and federal permits which have been obtained, applied for, or denied 

during the reporting period; 

d) List of all MDO Conditions and a statement of how and when each condition has been met or 

how and when it will be met; 

e) Names and addresses of all persons to whom undeveloped tracts of land in the Lakewood 

Ranch Southeast Property (other than individual single-family lots) have been sold and maps 

showing the area involved; and 

f) Water Quality Monitoring Report referenced in Water Quality Conditions in Exhibit “B” and 

contained in Exhibit “E”. 

g) Traffic Monitoring Program referenced in Transportation Conditions in Exhibit “B” and 

contained in Exhibit “D”.  

2.7 Application for Master Development Order Approval. The Application for Lakewood 

Ranch Southeast Master Plan Approval and related documents referenced in Section 1.9 and 1.10 are 

incorporated herein by reference and relied upon by the County in discharging its statutory duties under 

law. Compliance with the representations contained therein is a condition for approval unless waived or 

modified by amendment to this MDO. 

2.8 Duty to Comply with Local and State Permitting Requirements. The approval granted by 

this MDO is conditional. Such approval shall not be construed to obviate the duty of the Applicant to 

comply with all other applicable local or state permitting requirements and procedures. 

2.9 Downzoning and Reductions. Subject to the Conditions contained in this MDO, the 

approved units, uses, densities and intensities approved by this MDO for the subject property shall not be 

subject to down-zoning, or to changes to the 2050 Plan or the regulations pertaining thereto that have a 

similar effect to a down-zoning, unit density reduction, or intensity reduction from the effective date of 

this ordinance, provided that the Applicant is timely meeting the conditions and requirements of this MDO 

unless 

a) Substantial changes in the conditions underlying the approval of this Development Order have 

 occurred; or 

b) The information provided by the Applicant on which the MDO was based is found by the Board 

to be substantially inaccurate after public hearing on the matter; or 

c) The County can clearly establish that a change is essential to the public health, safety or welfare. 

If the subject property is subject to downzoning, unit reduction, or intensity reduction, in accordance with 

the terms of this Section, such shall be to that most appropriate for the property and consistent with the 
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Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan. The Applicant agrees that the terms of this MDO express the 

Applicant’s reasonable expectations with regard to the property and the possibility that the property may 

be, downzoned, or reduced as to units or intensity as provided above. 

2.10 Designation for Receiving Reports. The Sarasota County Planning and Zoning Department 

shall be the designated recipient for all reports required by this MDO.  All reports shall be addressed to 

the attention of the Director of Planning and Development Services Department. 
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SECTION 3. Enforcement. 

3.1 All conditions, restrictions, requirements, commitments, and impact mitigating provisions 

contained or incorporated by reference in this MDO may be enforced by Sarasota County by action at law 

or equity, and, in the event Sarasota County prevails in such action at law or equity, it shall be awarded 

all its reasonable costs of investigation and enforcement, including County staff time and reasonable 

attorneys’ fees incurred by or on behalf of Sarasota County. 

3.2 In the event it is determined by the Board of County Commissioners, after notice to the 

Applicant and a full hearing, that the Applicant has failed to comply with any conditions, restrictions, 

requirements, or impact mitigating provisions contained or incorporated by reference in this MDO, the 

Board of County Commissioners may suspend this MDO during which no development permit applications 

shall be granted within the development until compliance is achieved. Where such a failure has been 

finally determined, the Applicant shall be liable for all costs of investigating and enforcement, including 

County staff time and reasonable attorney’s fees incurred by or on behalf of Sarasota County. 

3.3 The rights and obligations of this MDO shall run with the land. The Master Developer is 

bound by the terms of this MDO so long as it owns such property. This MDO shall be binding upon and 

inure to the benefit of the Master Developer and its assignees or successors in interest and Sarasota 

County and its successors. It is understood that any reference herein to any governmental agency shall be 

construed to mean any future instrumentality which may be created and designated as successor in 

interest thereto, or which otherwise possess any of the powers and duties of any referenced 

governmental agency in existence on the effective date of this MDO. 

SECTION 4. Development Orders for Purposes Ordinance. This Ordinance shall be deemed the Master 

Development Order for Lakewood Ranch Southeast as required by Sarasota County Ordinance No. 89-77, 

as amended, and pursuant to Ordinance No. 2022-___ and Ordinance No. 2022-___. 

SECTION 5. Challenges and Severability. If any section, clause, phrase, or word of this MDO is for any 

reason held or declared to be invalid, inoperative, or void, such holding of invalidity shall not affect the 

remaining portions of this MDO, provided such provision does not affect the essential terms of this MDO. 

The development must be evaluated to see if it results in a substantial deviation. It shall be construed to 

have been the intent to pass this MDO, without such invalid or inoperative part herein, and the remainder, 

exclusive of such part of parts, shall be deemed and held to be valid as if such parts had not been included 

herein, unless to do so would frustrate the intent of this MDO. 

SECTION 6. Relationships to Other Regulations. This MDO shall not be construed as an agreement on the 

part of Sarasota County to exempt the Applicant, its successors and assigns, from the operation of any 

Ordinance or other government regulation now in effect or hereafter adopted by Sarasota County, and 

which said Ordinance or regulation shall be generally and equally applicable throughout Sarasota County, 

and which said Ordinance or regulation does not impair or otherwise frustrate the Development herein 

approved. 

SECTION 7. Service and Recording. The County is hereby directed to record this Ordinance in the Official 

Records of the Clerk of the Circuit Court. All costs associated with the recording of this Ordinance shall be 

borne by the Master Developer. This Ordinance shall be binding upon the Master Developer, its successors 

and assigns and upon Sarasota County. 

E-6



 

7 

SECTION 8. Effective Date. This MDO shall take effect upon execution by Applicant agreeing to the terms 

hereof, upon receipt of official acknowledgment from the Office of the Secretary of State of Florida that 

this Ordinance has been filed with said office, or the effective date of Ordinance No. _______-____, 

including final resolution of any appeals, whichever is later. 

PASSED AND DULY ADOPTED by the Board of County Commissioners of Sarasota County, 

Florida, this __________ day of ____________________________, 2022. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

OF SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA 

By______________________________________ 

Chairman 

ATTEST: 

KAREN E. RUSHING, Clerk of Circuit Court 

and ex-officio Clerk of Board of County Commissioners of 

Sarasota County, Florida 

By:_____________________________________ 

Deputy Clerk 

Applicant’s Agreement and Consent to Terms 

The Applicants, by signing this document in the space hereinafter provided, signifies its approval of, and 

assent to, the provisions of this Development Order.  __________________________________, hereby 

warrants that they are the Owners in fee simple of all the real property described in Exhibit A, attached 

hereto. They have reviewed with qualified legal counsel, approves and assents to all the terms, conditions 

and provisions of the foregoing Development Order, including all attachments thereto, which 

Development Order is also described in Ordinance No. ____________-_____, and it acknowledges that 

the same are binding upon the Applicants, their successors, and assigns and shall constitute covenants 

running with the property described in Exhibit “A.” 

By:__________________________________ 

_________________________________ 

(Signature Witness Name) 

____________________________________ 

(Print Witness Name) 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF SARASOTA 
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The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me by means of physical presence or online 

notarization this _____ day of ________________, 2022, by 

_____________________________________________, on behalf of said entity. He is (personally known 

to be) or (has produced a driver’s license as identification) and (did/did not) take an oath. 

(NOTARY SEAL) ___________________________________ 

Signature of Notary Public, State of Florida 

___________________________________ 

(Print, Type, or Stamp Name of Notary Public 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF SARASOTA 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me by means of physical presence or online 

notarization this _____ day of ________________, 2022, by on behalf of said entity. He is (personally 

known to be) or (has produced a driver’s license as identification) and (did/did not) take an oath. 

(NOTARY SEAL) ___________________________________ 

Signature of Notary Public, State of Florida 

___________________________________ 

(Print, Type, or Stamp Name of Notary Public 

____________________________ 

(Signature Witness Name) 

____________________________ 

(Print Witness Name) 

By:__________________________________ 
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EXHIBIT A: LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

DESCRIPTION (as prepared by the certifying Surveyor and Mapper): 

A tract of land lying in Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 19, 20 & 21, Township 36 South, Range 20 East 

and in Sections 1 & 24, Township 36 South, Range 19 East, Sarasota County, Florida, being more 

particularly described as follows: 

BEGIN at the northwest corner of Section 6; thence N.89°58'02"E., a distance of 5,314.13 feet; thence 

S.01°32'06"E., a distance of 2,828.89 feet; thence N.89°46'32"E., a distance of 5,412.05 feet; thence 

S.89°48'15"E. along the north line of the South 1/2 of Section 4, a distance of 2,764.45 feet to the 

northeast corner of the Southwest 1/4 of Section 4; thence S.00°16'33"W. along the east line of the 

Southwest 1/4 of Section 4 and along the east line of the West 1/2 of Section 9, also being the west line 

of lands described in Official Records Instrument Number 2020070786 of the Public Records of Sarasota 

County, Florida, a distance of 7,944.33 feet; thence N.90°00'00"W. along the south line of Section 9 and 

along the north line of Section 16, a distance of 2,089.79 feet to the point of curvature of a non-tangent 

curve to the right, having a radius of 1,015.00 feet and a central angle of 48°30'42"; thence Southerly 

along the arc of said curve, a distance of 859.39 feet, said curve having a chord bearing and distance of 

S.10°32'31"W., 833.95 feet, to the point of tangency of said curve; thence S.34°47'52"W., a distance of 

468.83 feet to a point of curvature of a curve to the left having a radius of 1,740.00 feet and a central 

angle of 21°02'28"; thence Southwesterly along the arc of said curve, a distance of 638.99 feet, to the 

point of tangency of said curve to a point of curvature of a compound curve to the left having a radius of 

551.00 feet and a central angle of 16°21'12"; thence Southerly along the arc of said curve, a distance of 

157.27 feet, to the point of  tangency of said curve; thence S.02°35'48"E., a distance of 77.29 feet to a 

point of curvature of a curve to the right having a radius of 1,004.00 feet and a central angle of 12°22'19"; 

thence Southerly along the arc of said curve, a distance of 216.79 feet, to the point of tangency of said 

curve; thence S.09°46'31"W., a distance of 50.21 feet to a point of curvature of a curve to the left having 

a radius of 1,151.00 feet and a central angle of 09°39'05"; thence Southerly along the arc of said curve, a 

distance of 193.88 feet, to the point of tangency of said curve; thence S.00°07'26"W., a distance of 107.17 

feet; thence S.89°52'33"E., a distance of 2,809.46 feet; thence S.00°16'33"W., a distance of 3,352.52 feet; 

thence N.89°42'42"W., a distance of 726.86 feet; thence N.00°20'12"E., a distance of 266.12 feet; thence 

N.89°39'48"W., a distance of 420.00 feet; thence S.00°20'12"W., a distance of 520.00 feet; thence 

S.89°39'48"E., a distance of 420.00 feet; thence S.00°20'12"W., a distance of 430.00 feet; thence 

S.31°24'22"W., a distance of 449.38 feet; thence S.00°20'14"W., a distance of 246.00 feet; thence 

S.60°37'30"E., a distance of 355.00 feet; thence S.39°36'43"E., a distance of 263.73 feet; thence 

S.89°08'23"E., a distance of 0.38 feet; thence S.42°52'27"E., a distance of 93.26 feet; thence 

S.30°02'51"W., a distance of 81.13 feet; thence S.84°18'43"W., a distance of 124.92 feet; thence 

S.39°04'38"W., a distance of 273.97 feet to the northerly maintained right-of-way line of Fruitville Road 

(variable width public right-of-way) recorded in Road Plat Book 2, Page 7 of the Public Records of Sarasota 

County, Florida; the following eight (8) calls are along said northerly maintained right-of-way line: (1) 

thence S.89°41'26"W., a distance of 393.64 feet; (2) thence N.89°09'49"W., a distance of 422.33 feet; (3) 

thence N.87°42'17"W., a distance of 274.31 feet; (4) thence N.75°30'40"W., a distance of 197.87 feet; (5) 

thence N.68°54'54"W., a distance of 197.02 feet; (6) thence N.63°51'03"W., a distance of 173.82 feet; (7) 

thence N.63°29'40"W., a distance of 222.68 feet; (8) thence N.64°31'33"W., a distance of 232.63 feet; 

thence N.00°52'40"W., a distance of 2,100.78 feet; thence S.89°14'40"W., a distance of 1,334.00 feet; 
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thence S.00°53'28"E., a distance of 1,399.08 feet to said northerly maintained right-of-way line of Fruitville 

Road; the following twenty-five (25) calls are along said northerly maintained right-of-way line: (1) thence 

N.63°29'40"W., a distance of 456.79 feet to the point of curvature of a non-tangent curve to the left, 

having a radius of 1,958.46 feet and a central angle of 26°14'15"; (2) thence Westerly along the arc of said 

curve, a distance of 896.84 feet, said curve having a chord bearing and distance of N.76°36'47"W., 889.02 

feet, to the point of tangency of said curve; (3) thence N.89°43'54"W., a distance of 2,707.45 feet; (4) 

thence S.00°24'06"W., a distance of 16.00 feet; (5) thence N.89°43'54"W., a distance of 220.91 feet; (6) 

thence N.89°57'39"W., a distance of 500.00 feet; (7) thence S.89°47'18"W., a distance of 119.36 feet; (8) 

thence N.89°52'05"W., a distance of 180.52 feet; (9) thence S.88°15'06"W., a distance of 276.02 feet; (10) 

thence S.87°58'05"W., a distance of 424.38 feet; (11) thence S.88°18'42"W., a distance of 500.02 feet; 

(12) thence S.87°23'40"W., a distance of 199.73 feet; (13) thence S.87°58'05"W., a distance of 51.20 feet; 

(14) thence S.88°05'41"W., a distance of 348.76 feet; (15) thence S.89°10'09"W., a distance of 350.62 feet; 

(16) thence N.89°45'51"W., a distance of 548.94 feet; (17) thence S.88°37'45"W., a distance of 500.02 

feet; (18) thence S.88°30'52"W., a distance of 500.02 feet; (19) thence S.88°43'27"W., a distance of 315.37 

feet; (20) thence S.89°34'40"W., a distance of 766.79 feet; (21) thence N.89°38'00"W., a distance of 

417.14 feet; (22) thence continue N.89°38'00"W. along said line, a distance of 500.00 feet; (23) thence 

S.89°33'52"W., a distance of 500.05 feet; (24) thence N.89°51'45"W., a distance of 500.00 feet; (25) 

thence N.89°38'02"W., a distance of 323.93 feet; thence N.00°29'50"W., a distance of 1,278.42 feet; 

thence S.89°37'57"E., a distance of 2,646.47 feet; thence N.89°08'13"E., a distance of 2,708.36 feet; 

thence N.89°08'38"E., a distance of 2,707.93 feet; thence N.00°19'12"E., a distance of 5,423.31 feet; 

thence S.88°29'35"W., a distance of 5,421.56 feet; thence N.00°00'02"E., a distance of 5,697.41 feet; 

thence N.88°41'30"E., a distance of 166.74 feet; thence S.74°44'41"E., a distance of 84.66 feet; thence 

S.62°36'08"E., a distance of 181.95 feet; thence S.89°59'59"E., a distance of 169.10 feet; thence 

N.48°45'11"E., a distance of 104.55 feet; thence N.23°36'35"E., a distance of 455.33 feet; thence 

N.34°51'09"E., a distance of 322.40 feet; thence N.49°07'07"E., a distance of 157.03 feet; thence 

N.01°26'56"W., a distance of 261.50 feet; thence N.42°37'03"W., a distance of 506.60 feet; thence 

N.89°42'21"W., a distance of 204.51 feet; thence S.57°54'05"W., a distance of 239.38 feet; thence 

S.86°12'26"W., a distance of 254.93 feet; thence N.76°12'01"W., a distance of 81.02 feet; thence 

N.00°30'41"W., a distance of 150.06 feet; thence N.53°18'38"E., a distance of 291.62 feet; thence 

N.03°08'09"W., a distance of 137.44 feet; thence N.56°42'17"W., a distance of 219.64 feet; thence 

N.24°06'19"W., a distance of 123.42 feet; thence S.85°09'11"W., a distance of 44.04 feet; thence 

N.00°00'09"E., a distance of 289.51 feet; thence N.00°00'04"W., a distance of 829.34 feet; thence 

N.35°32'55"W., a distance of 289.52 feet; thence N.89°59'33"W., a distance of 460.15 feet; thence 

N.15°58'14"E., a distance of 265.66 feet; thence N.40°19'14"E., a distance of 246.56 feet; thence 

N.15°47'23"W., a distance of 433.97 feet; thence N.26°42'27"W., a distance of 502.56 feet; thence 

S.76°41'15"W., a distance of 147.00 feet; thence N.64°21'03"W., a distance of 359.24 feet; thence 

N.18°33'15"W., a distance of 298.59 feet; thence S.89°58'05"E., a distance of 1,301.66 feet to the POINT 

OF BEGINNING. 

 

Containing 179,407,339 square feet or 4,118.6258 acres, more or less. 
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EXHIBIT B: CONDITIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL 

Conditions of Approval of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Development Order 

The “Conditions for Development Approval” set forth below have been, or will be, met by the Master 

Developer or the Applicant. For development pursuant to an RSF-2/PUD rezone application pursuant to 

this MDO, the Master Developer or Applicant shall be required to address the Conditions identified below 

and as required in Article 6 Section 124-76, Article 7 124-101, and Article 5 Section 124-39 of the UDC. 

Failure to meet any applicable Condition in this MDO, failure to meet any Condition information 

requirement, failure to make satisfactory provision for any issue raised by the information requirements 

related to the Conditions, or failure to meet the requirements of the UDC constitute issues that can result 

in denial of an RSF-2/PUD rezone application for a Project Area. 

Section 1  Definitions 

1. The term “Master Developer” shall mean the party or parties responsible to ensure that the 

obligations and the duties of the Master Developer set forth in the MDO are met. However, the 

Master Developer named below is not required to be the party actually constructing the on-site 

and/or off-site infrastructure or otherwise developing Lakewood Ranch Southeast. The “Master 

Developer” shall be Lakewood Ranch Communities LLC.  All references made in the following 

Conditions for Development Approval pertaining to Master Developer shall also include any 

successors or assigns to any of the legally described area found within this MDO to whom the 

responsibilities as Master Developer for that entity have been assigned.  The Master Developer 

may from time to time assign its responsibility for particular obligations under this MDO to the 

Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District (defined in Section 1.6 below). 

 

2. The term “Project Area” shall mean any of the parcels in Lakewood Ranch Southeast designated 

on Exhibit C Map C-4 as a Project Area.  Any such Project Area may be the subject of an individual 

rezoning and shall have an allocated base density of dwelling units as set forth in Table C-4 of 

Exhibit C. Unit allocation within and among Project Areas may be adjusted as long as the total unit 

count does not exceed the maximum 5,000 unit threshold. The specific unit allocation will be 

refined at each RSF-2/PUD submittal. 

 

3. The term "Applicant" shall mean the developer(s) of an individual Project Area. All references 

made in the following Conditions pertaining to the Applicant shall also include any successors in 

interest of the Project Area. 

 

4. The term "Lakewood Ranch Southeast" shall mean the property located within the Village 

Transition Zone Resource Management Area, described in Exhibit A, and the land uses, phasing, 

and improvements described in the MDO or as amended by subsequent Applications to Amend 

the MDO, which are attributable to the development on that property described in Exhibit A. All 

references made herein pertaining to “Lakewood Ranch Southeast” shall also include any 

successors or assigns in interests of any of the area covered under the “Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast” MDO. 
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5. The term ”LWR SE Master Plan” shall mean the VTZ Master Plan for Lakewood Ranch Southeast, 

as approved by this MDO. 

 

6. The term “Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District” or “LWRSD” shall mean that certain limited 

purpose local government created pursuant to Local Bill No. 1429, codified at Chapter 2005-338, 

as amended, and governed by provisions of Chapter 189, Florida Statutes.  The LWRSD will, among 

other things, construct Bourneside Boulevard, off-site and on-site utilities, portions of the 

stormwater system and other items of infrastructure described in this MDO.  The LWRSD will also 

maintain certain items of infrastructure which has: 1) not been dedicated to the County or a 

Homeowners’ Association; or 2) been dedicated to the County but is the subject of a written 

maintenance agreement authorized by the County. 

 

7. The term “Final Development Order” shall mean a Final Development Order as defined in Sarasota 

County’s Concurrency Management Regulations (Sarasota County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 

94, Article VII) and shall include, without limitation, the approval of a construction plan for 

development requiring subdivision plans or site and development plan approval or building 

permits for development not requiring such construction plan approval. 

 

8. The terms “Preservation and/or Conservation” of native habitats which is used herein are defined 

as follows: 

a. Preservation – The perpetual maintenance of habitats in their existing (or restored) native 

condition. No activities including, but not limited to, filling, excavating, alteration of 

vegetation, or storing materials, shall be allowed unless authorized by a resource 

management plan administratively approved by the County. 

b. Conservation – The wise use of native habitats other than those required to be preserved. 

No activities including, but not limited to, filling, excavating, alteration of vegetation, or 

storing materials shall be allowed unless authorized by a resource management plan 

approved by the County’s Resource Protection office. Limited clearing may be allowed to 

accommodate nature trails, picnic areas, and other passive recreational facilities if prior 

administrative approval is obtained from the County. 

 

9. The term “Developed Area” for Lakewood Ranch Southeast shall mean that land area exclusive of 

Open Space identified and depicted on a LWR SE Master Plan, as approved by the MDO. 

 

10. The term “Greenbelt” shall mean a permanent Buffer surrounding the Developed Area of the 

Village Transition Zone. 

 

11. The term “Open Space” for Lakewood Ranch Southeast shall mean that land area exclusive of 

Developed Area identified and depicted on a LWR SE 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. 

E-13



 

14 

Section 2 General 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. All future development approvals pursuant to this MDO (i.e., Rezone Petitions, Special Exceptions, 

Site and Development, Construction Plans, Preliminary Subdivision Plans, and Final Plats) shall be 

in substantial accordance with the LWR SE Master Plan shown on Map C-3 and the Conditions for 

Development Approval as set forth herein unless superseded by further studies, regulations or 

other analysis as approved by the appropriate Sarasota County departments and/or other 

regulatory agencies. As to variable criteria referenced in this MDO, a future development approval 

shall be in substantial accordance with that element of this MDO if it falls within the range of 

variability contemplated by this MDO.  

 

2. No development permit shall be granted for construction within a Project Area subject to the 

MDO until an application for RSF-2/PUD zone district has also been approved encompassing the 

area for construction. Exemptions are for: 1) those Civic uses identified in the MDO such as parks, 

trails, fire stations, utilities, and schools; 2) off-site utilities pursuant to plans approved by the 

County and 3) for Bourneside Boulevard, together with intersection improvements and associated 

utilities pursuant to plans approved by the County. 

 

3. Throughout the Lakewood Ranch Southeast development, the Master Developer shall comply 

with the requirements listed in the document entitled, “Administrative Guidelines for Monitoring 

Developments of Critical Concern in Unincorporated Sarasota County,” Ordinance No. 89-77 as 

amended. 

 

4. All proposed deed restrictions that relate to MDO Conditions shall be submitted by the Applicant 

for approval by the County, and provide for enforcement of those conditions and the award of 

reasonable attorneys' fees to the County, in addition to enforcement by the not-for-profit Florida 

corporation established by Applicant and known herein as the "Master Association," and/or such 

additional delegees and such other persons as may be appropriate, including but not limited to 

the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District. 

 

5. “Common Areas” including, but not limited to, common recreation areas, open and landscaped 

areas, drainage areas, wetlands and lakes, roadways, sanctuaries, and entranceways shall be 

maintained by a Master Association (or duly delegated sub association), an individual 

Homeowners Association, or the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District as designated in the 

applicable rezone, construction permits, or final plat. 

 

6. If Conditions contained in this MDO require the Master Developer or Applicant to submit certain 

information with preliminary plan/site development plan and construction plans, it shall be 

understood that such information shall be reviewed by appropriate Sarasota County 

Development Review Coordination Members and approved by the Director of Planning and 

Development Services.  
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7. Where approval by a Sarasota County department is required herein, the Master Developer or 

Applicant requesting approval shall be entitled to review of the department decision by the Board 

of County Commissioners. Where existing County, State and Federal regulations do not apply, 

department decisions shall be based upon the highest standards of accepted professional practice 

in the particular field applicable to the requirements of the conditions set forth herein. 

 

8. The Master Developer and individual Applicants shall ensure the reasonable access to the 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast project site by Sarasota County government agents and employees 

shall be granted for the purpose of monitoring and implementation of the MDO. 

 

9. Temporary uses shall be processed as required by County Ordinances then in full force and effect. 

 

10. The issuance of MDOs, including Final Development Orders for Lakewood Ranch Southeast, shall 

be subject to the requirements of the Sarasota County Concurrency Management Regulations 

(Sarasota County Code of Ordinance, Chapter 94, Article VII) with respect to public facilities and 

levels of service for such facilities. 

 

11. Notwithstanding any term or the MDO to the contrary, Sarasota County shall have no obligation 

to construct or improve any facility or capital improvement necessary or desirable to 

accommodate development of the Project, unless Sarasota County and the Master Developer 

have entered into a written agreement whereby Sarasota County specifically agrees to construct 

or improve a designated facility for the benefit of the Project. The inclusion of any facility or 

improvement in the County's Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan or capital budget shall not 

constitute a guarantee to the Master Developer that such facilities or improvement will be 

constructed. 

 

12. With the approval of each RSF-2/PUD rezone application, the following Master Plans shall be 

administratively updated as needed:  

a.  Water Quality Monitoring Plan 

b.  Conceptual Transportation and Access Management Plan 

c.  Conceptual Master Development Plan Utility Master Plan 

d.  Assessment of Pre-Development Conditions (Pre-Development Drainage Map) 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. 1. A Post Development Drainage Map is to be provided with each RSF-2/PUD rezone application 

and will be limited to that area subject to the rezone.   

Section 3 Land Use 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. Lakewood Ranch Southeast shall be developed in substantial accordance with the LWR SE Master 

Plan, attached hereto as Exhibit “C” and made a part hereof. The LWR SE Master Plan may be 
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administratively revised concurrently with each subsequent approval of a RSF-2/PUD zoning 

district. 

2. Lakewood Ranch Southeast shall be developed in Project Areas as generally shown in Map C-4 

and Table C-4 by way of one or more RSF-2/PUD rezone applications.  

 

3. The base density for Lakewood Ranch Southeast shall be 1 dwelling unit/gross acre, including such 

portions of the Greenway RMA located within Lakewood Ranch Southeast Individual Project Areas 

may have densities greater than that permitted in RSF-2/PUD provided that the aggregate density 

of all land within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan does not exceed 5,000 dwelling 

units. 

 

4. Non-residential (i.e., retail/commercial and office) land use shall not be required within Lakewood 

Ranch Southeast. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. The rezoning of any of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Project Areas to RSF-2/PUD shall be in 

accordance with Article 5, Sections 124-39 and 124-40 of the UDC. This includes the component 

parts of the review procedure as follows: 

 

a. Preapplication Conference. Prior to initiating an application for a Rezoning/Planned 

Development, a Preapplication Conference with the Development Review Coordination 

staff pursuant to Section 124-37 of the UDC is required. 

 

b. Application Submittal. All applications for a Rezoning/Planned Development shall be 

submitted in writing to the County, accompanied by all pertinent information required by 

the UDC. The applicant must hold an advertised neighborhood workshop prior to the 

submission of the Rezoning/Planned Development application in accordance with the 

procedures established for that purpose by Resolution of the Board.  

 

c. Application Sufficiency. Applications for a Rezoning/Planned Development shall be 

accompanied by a clear statement and accounting that presents the applicant's purpose 

for the requested Rezoning/Planned Development. The statement shall include those 

facts required and outlined in the UDC. 

 

d. Application Review. The report and recommendations of the Planning Commission to the 

Board regarding a specific application shall show that the Planning Commission has 

studied and considered the application in relation to the findings within the UDC. 

 

e. Public Hearing Notification Requirements. Notice shall be provided as set forth within 

Section 124-36(c)(5) of the UDC for both the Planning Commission and the Board public 

hearings. 

 

f. Public Hearings. Rezoning/Planned Development applications shall be considered by the 

Planning Commission and the Board at public hearings. The Planning Commission may 
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recommend that an application be approved subject to stipulations. The report and 

recommendations of the Planning Commission shall be advisory only and shall not be 

binding upon the Board. 

 

g. Action. Final action on all Rezoning/Planned Development applications shall be taken by 

the Board. The Board, after receiving the recommendation from the Planning Commission 

on the application, may grant or deny the application or modify the application to a zoning 

district consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

2. As a requirement for any and all future rezone applications within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

Property, the Master Developer must join into all such applications as co-applicant to ensure 

consistency with this MOD. 

 

3. In addition, each RSF-2/PUD rezone application submittal and follow-up submittals (Subdivision 

Plans, Preliminary Plats) shall include Development Tracking Tables to assist in monitoring unit 

counts, open space, parks, and housing. 

 

4. The location and boundaries of each Project Area shall be finally established at the time of the 

RSF-2/PUD rezone application for that Project Area. The Development Tracking Tables together 

with the Project Area Map will be administratively updated with each RSF-2/PUD rezone 

application submittal. 

 

5. If additional density is obtained through offsite transfer or purchase of Transfer of Development 

credits, in lieu of Incentivized Community Housing shown in Table C-4, then a Transfer of 

Development Rights (TDR) Plan pursuant to TDR Objective 1, Chapter 8 of Sarasota County 

Comprehensive Plan, shall be created and administratively updated with each RSF-2/PUD rezone 

application submittal and follow-up submittals (Subdivision Plans, Preliminary Plats) for the RSF-

2/PUD rezone area. 

 

a. The Project Areas located within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property shall be 

considered potential Receiving Zones.  No lands within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

Property shall be classified as a Sending Zoning. If TDR’s are utilized for development 

within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property, it will utilize Sending Zones that are 

approved by the County.  Pursuant to TDR Policy 1.6, any development rights sold or 

transferred pursuant to the TDR program shall be so transferred through a recorded 

restrictive covenant in a form approved by Sarasota County. 

 

6. The location and sequence of the Restrictive Covenants recorded by the Applicant over the 

Greenway RMA and Open Space will be as depicted in a Conceptual Restrictive Covenant Phasing 

Plan submitted in support of each RSF-2/PUD rezone, and these stipulations. 

a. Restrictive Covenant areas may be divided by Initial Restrictive Covenants and 

Supplemental Restrictive Covenants by Project Area. 
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b. The Restrictive Covenant for each of the Initial Restrictive Covenant areas within each 

Project Area shall be recorded concurrent with the first plat approval which includes any 

of the land within that phase in that Project Area. 

c.  The Restrictive Covenant for each Supplemental Restrictive Covenant area shall be 

recorded with the individual plats for each such area. 

d. Open Space will be counted cumulatively throughout the Project Area with the recording 

of the respective Restrictive Covenants. 

e. Each Restrictive Covenant shall be in a form approved by the County Attorney in 

consultation with the Environment Protection Division of the County. 

f. Conceptual Restrictive Covenant boundaries will be updated via the RSF-2/PUD rezone 

process and amended on a per Project Area basis as successive Project Areas are rezoned. 

Section 4 Land and Soil 

A. Conditions for Development Approval 

1. With regard to the exemptions for agricultural activities that are found within Chapter 54, Article 

XII (Earthmoving Code) and Article XVIII (Trees Code) the submittal of the application for the MDO, 

and the adoption hereof, shall not constitute evidence that the activity was in preparation for, or 

in anticipation of, nonagricultural development. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications  

1. None.  

Section 5 Housing 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. VTZ Policy 2.3 provides incentives for affordable and community housing. Additional units may 

be added beyond the base density of 1 dwelling unit per gross acre approved at the time of 

rezoning of a Project Area, but in no event shall the aggregate number of dwelling units exceed 

5,000.  

 

2. To achieve the maximum 5,000 dwelling units, it is anticipated that approximately 440 

incentivized community housing units will need to be provided. 

 

3. Exhibit I sets forth the approved Affordable and Community Housing Plan for Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast (the “Affordable Housing Plan”).  The Affordable Housing Plan sets forth the 

procedures pursuant to which Applicants and Master Developer may seek additional density, the 

prices, rental rates, and other terms under which govern the manner in which the Affordable 

Housing Plan is implemented and administered by the Master Developer, the Applicants, and 

Sarasota County.  The Affordable Housing Plan includes a method for tracking affordable and/or 

community housing units throughout Lakewood Ranch Southeast. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. If affordable housing is proposed, the amount of affordable housing for that Project Area shall be 

established at the time of the RSF-2/PUD rezone application submittal and shall be updated with 
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follow-up submittals (Subdivision Plans, Preliminary Plats). The Affordable Housing Development 

Tracking Tables will be updated with each submittal.  

 

2. The total number of residential dwelling units shall not exceed 5,000 units within the boundaries 

of Lakewood Ranch Southeast for any reason, including but not limited to housing bonuses for 

Incentivized Community Housing or other TDR’s.   

Section 6 Fiscal Neutrality 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. Development shall take place in substantial accordance with the proposed development program 

identified in the Fiscal Neutrality Plan dated August 22, 2022, which has been approved by the 

County and is incorporated herein by reference. Any development in excess of these totals will 

require approval of a new or revised Fiscal Neutrality Plan. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. Any development in excess of the total dwelling units identified on the Fiscal Neutrality Plan will 

require approval of a new or revised Fiscal Neutrality Plan. 

 

2. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall provide the number of dwelling units to be developed 

within that Project Area and the cumulative number within previously approved Project Areas 

within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property. 

 

3. The development deviation scenarios for Lakewood Ranch Southeast, as described in the Fiscal 

Neutrality Plan shall be allowed to be further modified by the Applicant by exchanging units of 

housing types with lower market value for units of housing types with higher market value, and 

still maintain fiscal neutrality, without requiring revision or update of the Fiscal Neutrality Analysis 

or Plan.  

Section 7 Environmental Systems 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall contain the following plans, consistent with the LWR SE 

Master Plan. Additionally, each subsequent RSF-2/PUD rezone shall include cumulative 

accounting of acreages and associated data: 

a. Existing Native Habitat Map (Map F-1) for that Project Area. 

b. Native Habitat Preservation and Alteration Map (Map F-2) for that Project Area. 

c. Listed Species Survey (Map F-3) for that Project Area. 

d. Preliminary Grand Tree Survey for the proposed developed area for that Project Area. 

e. Wildlife Corridor Map (Map F-4) for that Project Area. 

f. Resource Management Plan for that Project Area 

 

2. The Greenway Analysis outlined in Comprehensive Plan Policy GS 1.1 shall be conducted for those 

areas mapped as Greenway on the LWR SE Master Plan and be provided for review at the earlier 

of the construction plans for Bourneside Blvd. or the submittal of a RSF-2/PUD rezone application 
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for a Project Area which contains the mapped Greenway. The Alternative Greenway Buffer 

Analysis shall be submitted for review at the earlier of the submittal of the construction plans for 

Bourneside Blvd. or at the time of the RSF-2/PUD rezone application for the Project Area in which 

the Alternative Greenway Buffer adjustments are proposed.   Any RSF-2/PUD application that 

proposes an Alternative Greenway Buffer configuration shall provide the information required for 

review consistent with VTZ Policy 3.3. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. A minimum 50' wide wildlife corridor extending from the City of Sarasota owned lands north 

of the subject property southwesterly to mapped Open Space will be in the general location 

indicated on Map C-3.  This wildlife corridor may include native plantings and may include 

lands designated as a public or private park space and lands landward of Top of Bank of 

stormwater facilities, subject to the concurrence of stormwater staff. The final configuration 

of this wildlife corridor will be determined at time of Subdivision Plan and/or Site and 

Development Plan. The Applicant shall maintain all areas of the wildlife corridor in a condition 

that allows wildlife movement within and across the project. 

2. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall provide design details (e.g., cross sections, types of 

structures, signage, etc.) for measures to allow wildlife passage across road rights-of-way that 

cross the Wildlife Corridor as depicted on Wildlife Corridor Plan Map (Map F-4) for review by 

the County. Proposed wildlife crossings for Bourneside Blvd. will be evaluated at the time of 

construction plan approval for said road.  Wildlife crossing methods may include, but shall not 

be limited to box culverts, signage, areas without curbs or with mountable curbs (Miami 

curbs) or rumble strips, and thermoplastic striping or pavers. 

3. The Applicant shall provide details of proposed passive or natural resource based recreational 

activities, including unpaved trails, within the Greenway RMA and Open Space with the RSF-

2/PUD rezone to demonstrate that the proposed recreational activities do not conflict with 

the resource management goals of those lands. Paved Trails within the Greenway RMA may 

be considered when collocated with Bourneside Blvd. corridor and within Open Space when 

outside of native habitat identified on Map F-2.  

4. The Applicant shall maintain protected native habitats as shown on the approved Native 

Habitat/Preservation Plan (Map F-2) for each Project Area in accordance with the Resource 

Management Plan submitted and approved for each Project Area. 

Section 8 Drainage/Stormwater 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. The stormwater management system shall be designed to maintain wetland hydroperiods and 

drainage flow patterns as permittable by the Southwest Florida Water Management District and 

Sarasota County. 

 

2. The Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District shall establish an Annual Stormwater Facilities 

Monitoring Program which shall include, without limitation: 
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a. For the Annual Monitoring Reporting Period, a list with all substantial local, state and 

federal permits which have been obtained, applied for, or denied during this reporting 

period and past reporting periods for stormwater management, flood protection or 

drainage shall be provided. The agency, permit number, type of permit, duty for each, the 

date obtained and the date to expire shall be specified. 

b. Documentation for any outstanding “Requests For Additional Information (RAI)” for 

stormwater management, flood protection or drainage for all substantial local, state and 

federal permits which have been obtained to show that they are in compliance and 

approved. 

c. Information to substantiate that the stormwater management facilities have been 

certified and accepted by the applicable local, state and federal permitting agencies 

during each reporting period. If the stormwater management facilities have not been 

accepted by the applicable permitting agencies, information related to the inspection 

dates, with identified deficiencies, required maintenance, the schedule of the required 

maintenance or repair, and final acceptance letter must be provided to Sarasota County. 

If the Stormwater management facilities have not been recertified and accepted by the 

applicable permitting agencies, and in lieu of the requirement set forth in the immediately 

preceding sentence, Master Developer may perform an independent review and 

certification of the said Stormwater Management Facilities to Sarasota County by a 

registered professional engineer verifying the following components of the Stormwater 

Management System are functioning properly and consistent with the permitted system: 

1) Include a specific reporting section for “Stormwater Facility Monitoring and 

Maintenance” that includes documentation of the stormwater facility inspections 

and include determination of the following: 

2) Document the presence of any obstruction or impediments to flow contained in 

or around control structures. This could include sediment deposited within or 

surrounding the structure, unauthorized alterations to the structure, or 

vegetation, debris, trash, or litter impeding flow into or out of the structure. 

3) Document the condition and presence of baffles and / or skimmers on structures 

for wet ponds to ensure proper function and presence where originally installed. 

For dry ponds or swales, check the clearance under the skimmer (between 

skimmer and bottom of dry pond or swale). 

4) Document the condition of lake and drainageway banks including appropriate 

slope and erosional problems, including the condition of the vegetation/sod.  

5) Document the condition of lakes and littoral shelves to ensure the presence and 

health of the specified quantity of littoral vegetation as well as observation of any 

sedimentation which has occurred within the lakes. 

6) Document the condition of pipes and structures including corrosion, cracking, 

and/or crushing (No TV inspection of pipes is required). 

7) Document the presence of sediment, vegetative, and / or debris obstructions 

within pipes and drainageways, and checking for settling / sinking above and / or 

next to the pipe (indicative of a leaking joint). 
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8) Provide a description of specific actions to be taken by the applicant to address 

deficiencies identified during the reporting period inspections and the specific 

timeframes to complete necessary actions for the reporting period. 

 

3. An overall Assessment of Pre-Development Conditions (Map G-1) has been submitted and is 

hereby approved. This Assessment of Pre-Development Conditions includes the following and 

will be the baseline information to be used to develop Stormwater Management Plans with 

respect to subsequent rezones: 

a. existing surveyed wetlands; 

b. Lidar contour lines; 

c. 100-year floodplain areas (if any); 

d. major basin/catchment delineations; 

e. watershed boundaries showing historic flow patterns to be maintained on a Post 

Development and consistency with county watershed management plans (show flow 

arrow indicators); 

f. stormwater modeling of the 100yr storm event; 

g. determination of the peak discharge rates at the project boundary study points; 

h. determination of the peak stage elevations at the project boundaries;   

i. determination of existing runoff curve number and times of concentration; and 

j. a full existing conditions report to be utilized for all rezone submittals. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall, if necessary, contain the Assessment of Pre-

Development Conditions (Map G-1), to be administratively approved, which reflects the pre-

development drainage conditions in the Project Area to be rezoned. 

 

2. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall contain a Post-Development Drainage Plan Map (Map G-

2), to be administratively approved, for the Project Area to be rezoned that must be consistent 

with conditions identified in the Assessment of Pre-Development Conditions together with the 

following for the area being rezoned: 

a. the total impervious area allowed in each basin/catchment area;  

b. conceptual pond sizes and conceptual pond locations;  

c. incorporates the attenuation and treatment facilities planned for the property being 

rezoned to fully accommodate and benefit all lots, parcels or tracts within the property. 

This Plan shall be consistent with, to the extent applicable, the Cow Pen Slough Basin 

Master Plan (Donna Bay Water Shed) and the Howard Creek/Myakka River Basin Master 

Plan, or other applicable watershed management plans; and 

d. required conveyance of appropriate rights to the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District 

to carry out the Annual Monitoring functions listed in Section 8. A. 2 above. 

 

3. Prior to submittal of the first Site Development Plan for an approved rezone, a Detailed 

Stormwater Management Plan shall be submitted and administratively approved for the area of 

the rezoned Project Area within which the Site Development Plan is located. In addition to items 

required by the UDC, the detailed Stormwater Management Plan shall include the following: 
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a. a project boundary that includes the facilities within the Detailed Stormwater 

Management Plan and specific delineation and labeling of all the contributing areas (i.e., 

basins) draining to and being managed by the facilities; 

b. illustration of the components of the Detailed Stormwater Management Plan (existing 

and proposed) – including the lakes, ponds, wetland areas that are part of the stormwater 

management facilities, floodplain compensation areas and their respective stormwater 

controls and/or interconnecting conveyance systems. A detailed Node-Basin-Reach 

graphical exhibit (both hardcopy and digital format, such as ArcGIS or CADD) should also 

be included that is consistent with the corresponding Hydrodynamic modeling, 

stormwater calculations, stormwater report, Master Stormwater Management Plan, and 

other supportive documentation; 

c. details for the control structures, weirs, and or conveyance system must also be included; 

d. all lakes, ponds, and floodplain compensation areas should have the typical stormwater 

data called out (SHWL, CWL, design high water level, TOB elevation, TOS elevation, etc.); 

e. pre- and post-hydrographs to confirm that natural hydroperiods will be sustained after 

development within the area to be rezoned; and 

f. spreadsheet or tabulation within a plan sheet that defines what is the allowable 

impervious area for specific areas called out on the Detailed Stormwater Management 

Plan (i.e. square feet per lot, per phase, or per modeled catchment/basin); 

g. Whenever a Detailed Stormwater Management Plan is being revised or updated, 

additional information should be added to the allowable impervious area callout that 

identifies how much of the impervious area has been permitted, how much has been 

built, and how much allowable impervious remains. This should be in the form of a 

tracking log or instrument for use during the life of the Detailed Stormwater Management 

Plan and project. The tracking log shall be consistent with the tabulation in part e above; 

and 

h. Should the Detailed Stormwater Management Plan for an individual Site Development 

Plan application identify any downstream or offsite Stormwater infrastructure (outside of 

the Site Development Plan area) required to ensure the proper functionality of the 

Detailed Stormwater Management system for that Project Area, these downstream or 

offsite facilities shall be included as part of the initial phase of the Site and Development 

Application and shall be constructed as part of the first phase horizontal construction for 

the area being rezoned. 

Section 9 Water Quality 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. The Master Developer has established and has begun to implement, and the County has approved 

the Baseline Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program in accordance with Exhibit “E” of this 

MDO (the “Baseline Monitoring Program”). Prior to approval of any RSF-2/PUD rezoning for a 

Project Area, the Baseline Monitoring Program needs to be performed by obtaining at least 10 

independent samples, with at least one sample from three of the four calendar seasons, from 

each WBID lying wholly or partially within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast property. 
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2. The Master Developer shall be responsible for implementing the Ongoing Surface Water Quality 

Monitoring Program in accordance with Exhibit “E” of this MDO (the “Ongoing Surface Water 

Quality Monitoring Program”). The Water Quality Monitoring Plan shall consist of the Baseline 

Monitoring Program and the Ongoing Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program. 

 

3. Any proposed changes in the Monitoring Program related to water quality location, parameters, 

frequency, or reporting to reflect unforeseen changes to on-site or off-site conditions or 

otherwise and proposed by the Master Developer shall be made in writing and shall be subject to 

administrative approval of Sarasota County Water Resources (or its successor). 

 

4. Surface water quality shall be maintained by the Master Developer through the development and 

implementation of a stormwater management system. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. Until the Baseline Monitoring Program has been completed, each RSF-2/PUD rezone application 

shall contain a report on compliance with the Baseline Monitoring Program to that date and, if 

not previously commenced, a condition for said timely commencement. 

 

2. The Ongoing Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program by the Master Developer will commence 

at the startup of construction within the first phase of the first Project Area and will be 

progressively implemented as additional Project Areas begin to be constructed. Once the 

construction begins in each Project Area, sampling will begin at the station(s) within that 

construction phase to monitor surface water conditions that would potentially be impacted by 

the development.  Monitoring locations will be established as approved by Sarasota County in 

connection with each Project Area rezoning and the monitoring location map in Exhibit E will be 

administratively amended accordingly.  On-going monitoring within Project Areas will continue 

on this progressive schedule until one year has elapsed following the completion of construction 

of eighty percent of the habitable structures within each phase of that Project Area. 

Section 10 Historical and Archeological 

A. Conditions for Development Approval.  

1. None. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. None.  

Section 11 Transportation 

A. Conditions for Approval. 

1. The Master Developer has submitted a Traffic Study entitled Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC 

Plan Transportation Analysis dated June 2022, (the “Traffic Study”). This Traffic Study is the 

analysis of the buildout of Lakewood Ranch Southeast pursuant to this MDO and the traffic 

conditions at buildout.  It is a guide to the roadway network and improvements anticipated to be 
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needed to support the Lakewood Ranch Southeast development program authorized by this MDO 

together with anticipated growth in background traffic.  

 

The Master Developer shall provide the following:  

a. A Traffic Analysis  

b. A Transportation Plan 

c. An Access Management Plan 

d. A Master Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Plan 

Each of the foregoing items shall be refined and administratively updated with the submission 

and approval of subsequent rezonings of Project Areas.   

2. While the development will not be responsible for improvements needed to correct deficiencies 

caused by existing traffic or traffic not attributable to the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

development, the following improvements have been identified as the sole responsibility of the 

development: 

a. Within six (6) months of the approval of the construction plans, the construction of 

Bourneside Boulevard shall be commenced and diligently pursued by the Lakewood Ranch 

Stewardship District until completion as a four (4) lane divided roadway from University 

Parkway to Fruitville Road.  Such construction plans will be submitted to Sarasota County 

within six (6) months from the date of approval of this MDO. 

b. University Parkway from Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard shall be widened from 

two (2) to four (4) lanes.  Within six (6) months of the approval of construction plans, 

construction will be commenced and diligently pursued by the Lakewood Ranch 

Stewardship District until completion.  Such construction plans will be submitted to 

Manatee and Sarasota Counties as applicable within eighteen (18) months of the date of 

approval of this MDO. 

c. The Master Developer shall be fully responsible for all costs associated with site-related 

road and intersection improvements solely attributable to the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

development. All roads shall be constructed to Sarasota County or FDOT standards, as 

applicable. 

3. Roundabouts may be utilized if an intersection control evaluation (ICE) determines a roundabout 

is the most effective option for areas identified as roundabout intersection on the VTZ Master 

Plan. 

4. The collector and arterial road network for Lakewood Ranch Southeast (as shown on Map C-3 VTZ 

Master Plan) shall be constructed to design standards consistent with Sarasota County standards. 

5. While not identified in the Traffic Study as improvements which are the responsibility of the 

development, the Master Developer, the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District, and the 

Applicant(s) shall cooperate with Sarasota County to establish and convey to Sarasota County in 

accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and ordinances, the following rights-of-way should 

Sarasota County determine in its sole discretion that the acquisition of said rights-of-way are in 

the public interest: 

a. an 80-foot right-of-way from Bourneside Boulevard to the eastern boundary of Lakewood 

Ranch Southeast, depicted as East-West Roadway “B” on Map 10-8 of the Sarasota County 

Comprehensive Plan; and 
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b. sufficient right-of-way on the north side of Fruitville Road within the development to 

facilitate any future widening of Fruitville Road to four (4) lanes if determined by Sarasota 

County to be necessary or desirable. 

Said rights-of-way shall be treated as Open Space for purposes of this MDO and subsequent 

rezonings whether or not subsequently acquired by Sarasota County. 

6. The right-of-way of Bourneside Boulevard and the completed road improvements therein shall be 

dedicated to Sarasota County.  Nonetheless, as part of said dedication, the Lakewood Ranch 

Stewardship District shall execute a Right-of-way and Landscaping Maintenance Agreement which 

relieves Sarasota County of the expense of maintaining the landscaping within said right-of-way.  

The Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District shall have responsibility for the maintenance of the 

right-of-way and landscaping therein within its boundaries.   

 

7. Maps H-1 and H-2 represent conceptual depictions of trails to serve the Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast development and the surrounding area. 

a.  Map H-1 depicts potential additions to the regional trail network that relate to 

Lakewood Ranch in general, and which are to one degree or another being considered 

by the Metropolitan Planning Organization and the Trust for Public Land as part of a 

multi-stakeholder cooperative effort. 

b.  Map H-2 depicts a conceptual trails map for Lakewood Ranch Southeast which is 

supportive of the larger effort shown in Map H-1.  The Lakewood Ranch Stewardship 

District is building the portion of the trails shown on Map H-2 represented by a solid 

line. This represents the spine of a multi-modal bicycle/pedestrian network that will 

be linked to Project Areas at the time such Project Areas are rezoned.  The trails 

depicted by a dashed line represent corridors that may be used to link this trail system 

to other areas in the greater community and are not being proposed to be built solely 

by the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District. 

 

8. The Applicant shall establish a biennial monitoring program pursuant to and consistent with the 

provisions and standards contained in the Biennial Traffic Monitoring Program Methodology 

attached hereto as Exhibit D. Development Order applications, including Final Development Order 

applications, for any portion of the development submitted shall not be approved if a biennial 

monitoring report is not submitted as scheduled. Monitoring shall be provided every two years. 

 

The biennial traffic monitoring program will be used to monitor the cumulative impacts of the 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast development on Fruitville Road from 500 feet east of Lorraine Road 

to 500 feet east of Bourneside Boulevard, with respect to matters of intersection operations and 

safety only. The findings of the biennial monitoring program shall be submitted in a biennial 

report, required pursuant to Section 2.6 of this Ordinance. 

 

The traffic impact assessment conducted once every two years, beginning with the second year 

after the issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy in the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

development, (or on a biennial basis) as part of each biennial traffic monitoring report shall 

address the cumulative intersection operations and safety impacts from those portions of the 
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Lakewood Ranch Southeast development, as well as other development in Sarasota County that 

have been issued a Final Development Order. The traffic impact assessment shall also address the 

project traffic for the following year 

 

9. Development Order applications, including Final Development Order applications, for any portion 

of the development submitted during the biennial monitoring period in effect for a given 

monitoring report, shall not be approved if the biennial monitoring report indicates that traffic 

resulting from the approval of said Development Order will create operational and/or safety 

issues (e.g. increase of crashes, increased delays) on Fruitville Road from 500 feet east of Lorraine 

Road to 500 feet east of Bourneside Boulevard if it is operating (or projected to operate) below 

the adopted level of service for that intersection. Notwithstanding the above, Development Order 

applications may be approved if one of the following mitigative actions, or both in combination, 

are committed to by the Applicant (as a condition of approval for that Development Order), or by 

another responsible entity: 

 

a.  Funding commitments are provided for the improvement(s) necessary to eliminate 

any level of service deficiency on the intersections(s) resulting from the Lakewood 

Ranch Southeast development, in accordance with Section 163.3180(5)(h), Florida 

Statutes; and/or 

b.  Other traffic impact mitigating measures, including but not limited to 

transportation system management (TSM) improvements and strategies, or 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) such as the promotion of 

telecommuting, ride sharing or transit, acceptable to Sarasota County, that are 

intended to eliminate the impact from Lakewood Ranch Southeast on the deficiently 

operating facility(ies). The Development Order shall be amended to incorporate 

such other traffic mitigation measures, pursuant to Chapter 380.06(7), Florida 

Statutes. 

The development will not be responsible for improvements needed to correct deficiencies caused 

by existing traffic or traffic not attributable to the Lakewood Ranch Southeast development. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. With each RSF-2/PUD rezone, the Applicant shall provide a: 

a. Project Area Transportation Plan; 

b. Transit Plan; 

c. Project Area Access Management Plan; and 

d. Project Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Plan.   

 

2. The required mobility interconnections and the details of the Project Area transportation system 

within each such Project Area shall be identified at the time of each RSF-2/PUD rezoning on the 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property 

 

3. The rezone application for each Project Area shall identify those areas where the multi-use trail 

system will provide for pedestrian access. 
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4. Each Project Area development within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property, as identified in 

the Application for VTZ Master Plan Approval, will undergo a traffic review limited to operational, 

safety, and site access issues through traffic studies prepared for each RSF-2/PUD rezone 

application. A transportation methodology shall be submitted to Public Works Transportation for 

review and approval prior to initiating the study. This will allow the study to address any specific 

operational, safety, and site access issues that may be related to any particular RSF-2/PUD rezone, 

consistent with Sarasota County Resolution No. 2019-106. 

 

5. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall include a Transportation Plan in graphic (map) form. On 

said map, the location and size of all areas and features may be approximate, the location and 

configuration of access points, internal streets, blocks, trails, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and tracts 

shall be conceptual only and will be determined by the Applicant at the Site Development Plan 

stage, and internal Project Area roadway crossings across Open Space corridors will be 

determined at the Site Development Plan stage. 

 

6. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall provide a second fully functional access (ingress and 

egress access) for each subphase, unit, or pod with 100 dwelling units or more. Each RSF-2/PUD 

rezone shall also comply with any applicable requirements of the UDC, as it may be amended from 

time to time, regarding any requirements for a third fully functional access. The requirements of 

this Section 11.B.6 shall be subject to such modifications as may be approved by the Board of 

County Commissioners. 

 

7. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone shall contain provisions which assign financial responsibility for the 

maintenance of roads, rights-of-way, and landscaping to an appropriate permanent entity such 

as the Lakewood Ranch Stewardship District or a Homeowners Association. 

Section 12 Public Utilities 

A. Conditions for Development Approval - Water and Wastewater. 

1. Monitoring Reports - The Applicant shall include the following information in the Biennial 

Monitoring Reports that are submitted to the Sarasota County Planning Department, unless a 

different submission timeline is authorized by the Planning Department in writing. Failure to 

submit the report after 30 days may result in Sarasota County temporarily suspending this MDO, 

or could lead to a suspension of issuing permits until the requirements of this section are met: 

 

a. The Development Tracking Chart that is submitted with each Biennial Monitoring Report, 

shall include tabulations prepared by a Florida professional engineer detailing housing 

units by type and mix, non-residential development (i.e., civic) land uses, along with an 

accounting of the Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU’s) associated with all development 

permits within Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property. The EDU calculations provided shall 

use a methodology that is consistent with the adopted Water and Wastewater Equivalent 

Dwelling Units Table, (Resolution No. 2018-163 as amended) with breakdowns and 

tabulations listing development types within each Project Area and calculations for the 

corresponding potable water and wastewater flow generation. 
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b. The Biennial Monitoring Report shall include an irrigation summary prepared by a Florida 

professional engineer or geologist estimating the amount of irrigated acreage, identifying 

irrigation sources and demands, with tabulations by development within each Project 

Area within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property. The irrigation summary shall 

include a summary of the recorded monthly quantities of water used for irrigation, by 

type, (e.g. reclaimed water, stormwater, ground water, potable water, etc.) for the 

reporting period. 

The Florida professional engineer or geologist shall provide an analysis of the historical 

monthly and annual average values compared against the reporting period values, a 

comparison of wastewater flows vs. reclaimed water used, and provide any 

recommendations, strategies, or corrective actions, explaining the programs in place to 

reach the objective hierarchy for irrigation supply (e.g. (1) demand management 

strategies, (2) reclaimed water, (3) rain water or stormwater, (4) groundwater), and 

identify the appropriate action(s) to beneficially use an amount of reclaimed water at 

least equal to the proposed wastewater flow generated by development within the 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property. 

2. Development within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property is required to connect to Sarasota 

County Public Utilities potable water and wastewater.  Non-potable and reclaimed water systems 

shall be provided by Braden River Utilities, subject to the terms of an agreement for reclaimed 

water supply with Sarasota County Utilities (the “Reclaimed Water Supply Agreement”). 

 

3. Development within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property shall be subject to all rates, fees, 

and charges for water and wastewater, as approved or amended by the Board of County 

Commissioners, including but not limited to capacity fees, permitting fees, security deposits, 

installation fees, availability charges, and guaranteed revenues. Reclaimed water rates shall be 

governed by the Reclaimed Water Supply Agreement.  Utility service will be subject to compliance 

with the Sarasota County Public Utilities Departments Rules and Regulations as approved or 

amended. 

 

4. Upon completion of construction, portions of the potable water and wastewater collection 

facilities shall be deeded to Sarasota County as public utilities at no cost to the County for ongoing 

operation and maintenance. All potable water and wastewater customers connected to Sarasota 

County's system shall be responsible for the monthly charges in accordance with the most 

recently adopted Utility Rate Resolution. 

5. Sarasota County shall have access to all potable water and wastewater collection systems within 

the development at all times. Public utility shall be provided in accordance with all applicable 

County regulations. Easements in excess of 20 feet may be required for larger sized pipelines and 

those in close proximity to proposed structures. For facilities that are conveyed to the County for 

ongoing operation and maintenance, and where the facilities must be installed beneath 

pavement, any easement must carry the stipulation that should a line break occur, the County 

will be responsible for the replacement of sod only. All other restoration costs will be the 

responsibility of the property owner/developer. 

 

E-29



 

30 

6. This project is within the Southern Water Use Caution Area (SWUCA). Through its master 

covenants or deed restrictions each development shall enforce provisions to preclude the 

installation and use of individual irrigation wells. Development within the Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast Property shall prioritize meeting irrigation needs through a hierarchy of (1) demand 

management strategies, (2) reclaimed water. (3) rainwater or stormwater. Only after a 

development demonstrates to Sarasota County that these measures are insufficient can 

community ground water wells be considered as a supplement to these other strategies. 

 

7. Prior to the first RSF-2/PUD rezone application for a Project Area being deemed sufficient, the 

Applicant shall submit an overall conceptual Master Development Plan Utility Master Plan (“MDP 

Utility Master Plan”) signed and sealed by a Florida registered professional engineer identifying 

the planned infrastructure, sizes, and conceptual layout of the transmission mains that will be 

used to serve the entire Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property. The MDP Utility Master Plan will 

indicate the offsite connection points and line sizing for transmission and major distribution lines 

to the Master Development area for potable water and wastewater collection. 

B.1. Water Supply: Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. In the event that a Project Area Master Plan shall be inconsistent with the conceptual MDP Utility 

Master Plan, the MDP Utility Master Plan or the Project Area Master Plan shall be revised as 

necessary to reconcile that inconsistency. The Project Area Master Plan will include a Water 

Quality Plan that demonstrates how the potable water system expansion will maintain 

compliance with applicable drinking water quality standards; an evaluation of the system impacts 

for the entire Project Area increment; and identification of any off-site improvements required. 

 

2. Prior to receiving Subdivision Plan or Site Development Plan approval for the first phase of 

development within a Project Area an applicant must receive approval for a Project Area Utility 

Master Plan and hydraulic models for the entire Project Area signed and sealed by a Florida 

registered professional engineer identifying the infrastructure required to connect the Project 

Area development increment to Sarasota County Public Utilities water, and reclaimed water 

systems. 

 

3. The Project Area 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 

development phase will need to accommodate service to adjoining areas so that water mains can 

be looped or interconnected to form a water supply network. 

4. Potable water sources shall not be utilized for non-potable water uses such as cooling water, 

decorative fountains, or lake augmentation. 

 

5. The application for the Project Area rezoning shall designate the party or parties responsible for 

providing the on-site and off-site infrastructure required to serve the Project Area development 

inclusive of the on-site infrastructure required under the MDP Utility Master Plan, and shall 

contribute toward the provision of required off-site infrastructure in compliance with Sarasota 

County Utility Department Rules and Regulations as contemplated by the Fiscal Neutrality Plan. 
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6. Each Project Area rezone application shall include tabulations prepared by a Florida registered 

professional engineer detailing housing units by type and mix, non-residential (i.e., civil) land uses, 

along with an accounting of the Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU’s) associated with all development 

within the proposed Project Area. The EDU calculations provided shall use a methodology that is 

consistent with the adopted Water and Wastewater Equivalent Dwelling Units Table, (Resolution 

No. 2018-163 as amended) with tabulations listing development types within each Project Area, 

and calculations for the corresponding potable water and wastewater flow generation. 

 

7. Project Area rezone applicants may need to amend the approved MDP Utility Master Plan or 

provide additional details regarding utility improvement phasing prior to being deemed sufficient 

during the rezone process. 

 

8. During rezonings, applicants will be encouraged to identify potential areas for these 

improvements and to consult with Sarasota County and/or the Regional Water Supply Authority 

and/or FPL relative to the terms and conditions pursuant to which any such necessary easements 

or property for these future improvements might be acquired.   

Subsequent development approvals shall not be required to dedicate these areas unless the 

parties mutually agree. 

B.2. Wastewater Management: Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications.  

1. Prior to receiving Subdivision Plan or Site Development Plan approval for the first phase of 

development within a Project Area, an applicant must receive approval for a Project Area Utility 

Master Plan and hydraulic models for the entire Project Area development signed and sealed by 

a Florida registered professional engineer identifying the infrastructure required to connect the 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast development to Sarasota County Public Utilities wastewater systems. 

The Project Area Utility Master Plan will include a Lift Station Optimization Plan evaluating system 

impacts for the entire Lakewood Ranch Southeast increment along with any off-site 

improvements required. 

 

2. In the event that a Project Area development plan is inconsistent with the approved or amended 

MDP Utility Master Plan, the MDP Utility Master Plan or the Project Area Master Plan shall be 

administratively revised as necessary to reconcile that inconsistency. 

 

3. The application for the Project Area rezoning shall designate the party or parties responsible for 

providing the on-site and off-site infrastructure required to serve the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 

development, including the on-site infrastructure required under the MDP Utility Master Plan in 

order for the development to be deemed Fiscally Neutral, and shall contribute toward the 

provision of off-site infrastructure as required by the Sarasota County Utilities Department Rules 

and Regulations as contemplated by Fiscal Neutrality Plan. 

 

4. No Permanent On-Site Sewage Treatment and Disposal Systems (OSTDS) or holding tanks will be 

allowed within the development. Any existing OSTDS in place at the time of rezoning may remain 

in use, subject to Sarasota County Health Department approval, or until such time as central 

wastewater collection service is available to the property. 
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5. Sarasota County’s Public Utility Director is authorized to make final determinations regarding the 

continued use of existing OSTDS or the use of temporary holding tank(s) where phasing or timing 

of development warrants their utilization. 

 

6. Each Project Area rezone application shall include tabulations prepared by a Florida registered 

professional engineer detailing housing units by type and mix, non-residential (i.e., civil) land uses, 

along with an accounting of the Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU’s) associated with all development 

within the proposed Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property. The EDU calculations provided shall 

use a methodology that is consistent with the adopted Water and Wastewater Equivalent 

Dwelling Units Table, (Resolution No. 2018-163 as amended) with tabulations listing development 

types within each Project Area, and calculations for the corresponding wastewater flow 

generation. 

 

7. Project Area rezone applicants may need to amend the approved MDP Utility Master Plan or 

provide additional details regarding utility improvement phasing prior to being deemed sufficient 

during the rezone process. 

B.3. Reclaimed Water: Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications.  

1. Reclaimed water service to Lakewood Ranch Southeast shall be provided by Braden River Utilities 

pursuant to a bulk supply agreement with Sarasota County. 

 

2. The reclaimed water supply system shall be extended in a manner that is consistent with the MDP 

Utility Master Plan; or if inconsistent, the MDP Utility Master Plan shall be revised as necessary to 

reconcile that inconsistency. Each development phase shall accommodate the extension of the 

reclaimed water supply system to adjoining areas so that reclaimed service can be provided in a 

systematic fashion throughout the entire development, to all its development phases. If Sarasota 

County’s Public Utility Director determines that the phasing or timing of development makes the 

connection to or utilization of reclaimed water impractical before issuing Subdivision or Site 

Development Plan approval for a phase, then development is required to construct systems in a 

manner deemed to be reclaimed ready. Reclaimed ready developments must provide sufficient 

infrastructure to minimize disruptions to existing and planned infrastructure and make provisions 

to connect to the County’s reclaimed system within 365 days of notification by the County. 

Irrigation systems will use best management practices to minimize overspray onto impervious 

area and avoid unauthorized discharges. 

 

3. The Project Area Utility Master Plan shall identify the volume of land application, location and 

placement of proposed reclaim facilities (including ponds, pumps and pipe routes), water balance 

calculations encompassing precipitation on an annual duration (AGMOD), demonstrate how the 

system will be operated in accordance with state rule, and reclaimed water & sewer effluent 

balance calculations for the project demonstrating how each phase of development will manage 

the volume of reclaimed water allocated. 
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4. Each Project Area rezone application shall include an irrigation summary prepared by a Florida 

registered professional engineer or geologist estimating the amount of irrigated acreage, 

identifying irrigation sources and demands, with tabulations by development within each Project 

Area. The irrigation summary shall estimate the quantities of water that are planned to be made 

available for irrigation, by type, (e.g. reclaimed water, stormwater, ground water, potable water, 

etc.) and a map identifying any proposed community wells, or storage ponds, along with 

identifying the infrastructure required to supply the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property with 

reclaimed water, along with any offsite improvements required. 

 

5. Developers shall provide reclaimed system storage or equivalent means in accordance with 

Sarasota County guidelines and a central irrigation system for the development to enable the use 

of reclaimed water for irrigation through the irrigation supply hierarchy. 

At the Subdivision Plan or Site Development Plan approval stage developers shall designate a 

single entity responsible for reclaimed water within a development and make provisions to 

accommodate reclaimed water supply to adjoining areas with Lakewood Ranch Southeast. 

Systems shall be designed to accept, at a minimum, an amount of reclaimed water at least equal 

to the proposed wastewater flow generated from the development in accordance with Sarasota 

County guidelines. 

Section 13 Solid Waste 

A. Conditions for Development Approval.  

1. None.  

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. Each RSF-2/PUD rezone application will include a letter from the Sarasota County Director of Solid 

Waste indicating whether there is adequate landfill disposal capacity available for the Project Area 

or the projected date when disposal capacity will be available for the Project Area, or the amount 

of current excess capacity to accommodate the additional refuse. 

Section 14 Education 

A.  Conditions for Development Approval.  

1. The School District of Sarasota County has previously secured a ~20-acre site for a future 

elementary school within the Waterside DRI and ~61-acre site for a future school within the 

Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park together with High School and Middle School sites within Hi-Hat 

Ranch Master Plan.  School Board staff analysis indicates that these school sites satisfy the school 

capacity needs generated by the Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC & LWR SE Master Plan.   

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1. The RSF-2/PUD rezone application shall provide the status and capability of existing schools or 

planned facilities to accommodate anticipated students. 
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2. The Applicant shall provide updated anticipated student generation numbers as part of the RSF-

2/PUD rezone application using student generation rates adopted at the time of the Application 

by School Board. 

Section 15 Recreation 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 
 

1. The Master Developer shall provide +/- 106 acres of developable park and recreation land (the 
“Required Park Acreage”) containing a variety of passive and active recreation facilities and 
opportunities.  Said park land shall be distributed throughout all Project Areas as described herein.  
Such +/- 106 acres of developable park and recreation land shall include a minimum of 40 acres 
of developable land that shall be made available for a future Community Park, to be owned and 
operated by Sarasota County, as indicated on the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master Plan.  The 
40-acre Community Park shall be subject to the following conditions: 

 
a. The park shall contain 40 acres of land suitable for active recreation development, not 

including any acreage containing wetlands or other protected habitat 
 
b. The park shall be located adjacent to a planned public roadway. 
 
c. Programming of park facilities and activities shall be within the sole discretion and the 

sole responsibility of Sarasota County. 
 
d. Development of the park shall not alter the Open Space calculations for Lakewood Ranch 

Southeast. 
 
e. The park site requested by Sarasota County shall not contain lands owned by Heritage 

Ranch, LLC. 
 
f. Sarasota County agrees to allow linkages to and through the park site to the trails network 

depicted in Map H-1 and H-2 as the same may be from time to time updated; and 
 
g. The terms and conditions pursuant to which the 40-acre Community Park would be 

conveyed to Sarasota County shall be addressed at the first Project Area rezone, including 
setting a timeline for the development of the park. The County may also have an interest 
in negotiating an agreement with the Master Developer to develop the 40-acre 
Community Park, which subject shall be further discussed in connection with the first 
Project Area rezone. 

 
2. Park land distribution throughout Lakewood Ranch Southeast shall be subject to the following 

conditions: 
a. Each Project Area shall contain parks with active and passive recreation facilities and 

opportunities and may be interconnected to parks in other Project Areas via linear parks 
and trails. 
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b. Adjacent Project Areas may share park acreage and recreation facilities by providing a 
minimum of one larger (15 acre+) community park that is accessible to residents of more 
than one Project Area. 

 
c. Parks and/or linear parks shall be within walking distance (+/-1/4 mile) of a majority of 

residential units within each Project Area. 
 
d. Park land shall be accessible via a roadway, perimeter sidewalk or a trail; also, mobility 

within parks shall be provided via sidewalk or improved trail. 
 
e. A Multi-Use Regional Trail (MURT), minimum 10 feet wide (preferred 12 feet for the 

Shared-Use Nonmotorized (SUN) Trail Program requirements) and paved, shall be 
provided along the primary north-south roadway traversing the entirety of Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast. The MURT shall contain passive recreation amenities (i.e. rest stops 
with shaded seating). 

 
3. The following shall count toward park land acreage: 

 
a. Pocket, neighborhood, community and linear parks containing passive and active 

recreation facilities. 
 
b. Passive recreation facilities constructed by the Master Developer within Open Space 

areas throughout Lakewood Ranch Southeast. 
 
c. Internal trails and regional trail connections that are set aside and/or constructed 

with Project Area development. 
 
d. Private Amenities and recreational facilities within Project Areas (determined as part 

of an RSF-2/PUD rezoning of a Project Area). 
 
All of the items noted above can be counted as a portion of the Open Space calculation for 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast. 

 
4. The Master Developer shall provide trails that link to the park land, sidewalks, and a multi-modal 

mobility network within each Project Area, with interconnectivity between Project Areas and 
future connection points to the remaining developed area within Lakewood Ranch Southeast, 
including the provision of appropriate transition and connections to adjacent external multi-use 
path systems and the proposed or existing off-site trails adjacent to the project site, as generally 
identified in the Sarasota County Trails Master Plan. 

 
5. Providing access to the parks and trails for persons with disabilities, per the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA), shall be a primary consideration in all park and trail development, but does 
not preclude the incorporation of unpaved trails. 
 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 
 

1. Those items enumerated in Section 15.A.3.d. above shall be reviewed for acceptability to be 
considered Recreational Uses and/or Open Space. 
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2. A Tracking Chart shall be prepared by the Master Developer and included by each applicant with 

each Rezone Application for Project Areas, updated with Subdivision Plan submittals, to show the 
incremental fulfillment, and ultimate compliance with Condition 15.A.1, above, at time of 
Buildout. 

 

Section 16 Fire Protection and other Emergency Services. 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. The Master Developer has identified 2 acres of developable land adjacent to Bourneside 

Boulevard on the LWR SE Master Plan for a future fire station site.  Master Developer shall donate 

said site (together with the appropriate stormwater easements) to Sarasota County at the earlier 

of: (1) two years from the completion of the construction of Bourneside Boulevard; or (2) the 

rezone of the property which includes the proposed fire station site. 

 

2. The requirements for additional fully functional access points for each subphase greater than 100 

and 600 dwelling units has been identified under Section 11: Transportation of the Master 

Development Order, and NFPA 1141. At least one fully functional access point shall be provided 

at University Parkway to the north, and at least two access points shall be provided at Fruitville 

Road to the south, of which at least one shall be fully functional. Access points within subphases 

shall connect to Bourneside Boulevard, a major 4-lane thoroughfare, to facilitate adequate ingress 

and egress outlets for residents from the overall development. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications. 

1.  The first RSF-2/PUD rezone application for the Project Area will address the terms and conditions 

pursuant to which the fire station site referenced in Section 16.A.1. above will be made available 

to the County at no cost. The station site shall be no less than two (2) buildable acres directly 

accessible to a planned public road and planned public utilities to serve the site, and shall not be 

located within the 100-year floodplain or within 600 feet of any FPL transmission right of way. The 

Master Developer shall have all required infrastructure to serve the fire station site in place prior 

to issuance of the fire station Certificate of Occupancy. 

Section 17 Sheriff Protection 

A. Conditions for Development Approval. 

1. The Master Developer shall consult with the Sheriff’s Office to ensure that security features are 

incorporated within the project design, including but not limited to: a) appropriate access for law 

enforcement and other emergency vehicles; b) reasonable levels of lighting for public areas; and 

c) appropriate signage to enhance public safety. 

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications.  

1. None.  

Section 18 Hurricane Evacuation. 
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A. Conditions for Development Approval.  

1. None.  

B. Issues Subject to Further Review in RSF-2/PUD Rezone Applications.  

1. None.  
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EXHIBIT C: LWR SE MASTER PLAN 

Map C-3: LWR SE Master Plan 
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Table C-3: Development Base Information 

 

Development Base Information 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Area Composition 

Land Use Area (AC) % of Total Acreage 

Developed Area 2,348± 57% 

Open Space 1,771± 43% 

Sub-Total 4,119± 100% 

Total Residential Units (Maximum) 5,000 
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Map C-4: LWR SE Master Plan with Project Areas 
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Lakewood Ranch Southeast is divided into Project Areas, as shown on Map C-4, that are intended to 

correspond to future rezonings pursuant to this MDO.  These Project Areas may be rezoned collectively 

or individually.  Table C-4 shows the base densities of each Project Area and provides an example of how 

densities may be allocated and the use of Incentivized Community Housing to achieve the maximum 

permitted density of 5,000 dwelling units in Lakewood Ranch Southeast.  Density may be transferred by 

the Master Developer between Project Areas provided that the maximum density of 5,000 dwelling units 

is not exceeded cumulatively within the Project Areas.  This Table C-4 and Map C-4 will be administratively 

updated with the approval of each Project Area Rezoning. 

Table C-4: Project Area Densities 

  
Allocated 

Base Dwelling 
Units 

Incentivized 
Community 

Housing 
Units1 

Additional 
Market 

Rate Units 

Other 
TDR’s 

Total 
Allocated 

Units 

Total Units 
to be 

Internally 
Transferred 

Total 
Built 
Units 

 

 

 

Project Area 1 
                        

340   -   -   -  
                  

340   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 2 
                        

570  
                      

94  
                      

94   -  
                  

758   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 3 
                        

495  
                      

46  
                      

46   -  
                  

587   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 4 
                        

149  
                    

300  
                   

300   -  
                  

749   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 5 
                    

1,188   -      
              

1,188   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 6 
                        

872   -     -  
                  

872   TBD   TBD  
 

Project Area 7 
                        

506   -   -   -  
                  

506   TBD   TBD  
 

Total Dwelling 
Units 

                    
4,120  

                    
440  

                   
440   -  

              
5,000    

                         
-    

 

1 AMI Level with Mortgage = 120% (Incentive Market Rate Units → 1.0) 
 

Note: The specific unit allocation may be adjusted and refined at each RSF-2/PUD submittal.  
 

Note: The  "Excess Units" are intended to be internally exchanged up to the 5,000 unit maximum.  
 

 

Dwelling Units in excess of the Base Dwelling Units listed above for any Project Area are conditioned upon 

the provision of Incentivized Community Housing Units or other approved TDR’s in accordance with 

Chapter 8, TDR Objective 1 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan.   To achieve the maximum density 

of 5,000 dwelling units, it is anticipated that approximately 440 incentivized community housing units will 

need to be provided.   The total number of units in each Project Area (Allocated Base Dwelling Units + 

Incentivized Community Housing + Additional Market Units + Other TDR’s) shall be determined at the time 

of rezoning for each Project Area.  Individual Project Areas may have densities greater than that permitted 
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in RSF-2/PUD provided that the aggregate density of all land within the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Master 

Plan does not exceed 5,000 dwelling units.   

The total number of residential dwelling units shall not exceed 5,000 units within the boundaries of 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast for any reason, including but not limited to housing bonuses for Incentivized 

Community Housing or other TDR’s.   
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Table C-5: VTZ Greenbelts 

The approved width of the reduced Greenbelt is directly related to the amount of landscape buffer 

required. Wider Greenbelts will require less landscape plantings and opacity. Narrower Greenbelts will 

require more landscape plantings and opacity. See Table below for planting specifications. 

Greenbelt Requirements – VTZ Boundaries 

Greenbelt 

Width (ft) 

(incl. 

Planting 

Area)  

Opacity  Planting 

Area 

Width (ft) 

(within 

Greenbelt)  

Alternative 1  Alternative 2  

Large 

Tree  

Medium/Small 

Tree  

Shrub  Large 

Tree  

Medium/Small 

Tree  

Shrub  

500  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

450  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

400  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

350  0.1  10  1  1  7  1  2  3  

300  0.2  10  2  3  15  2  4  6  

250  0.3  15  2  4  25  2  6  9  

200  0.4  15  3  5  28  3  7  11  

150  0.5  20  3  6  34  3  8  13  

100  0.6  20  4  7  43  4  10  17  

50  0.7  25  4  8  49  4  11  19  

Note: The approved width of the reduced Greenbelt buffer will include landscape plantings based on the 

table above, "Greenbelt Requirements—VTZ Boundaries."  
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Greenbelt Width Justification: 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast will include Greenbelts that are typically 500-feet, unless modified as 

indicated in VTZ Policy 3.2 and shown conceptually on the LWR SE Master Plan. Greenbelt 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 Greenbelt will be measured from the edge of the Developed Area outward, to ensure adequate set 

back/buffering measures for adjacent property. Additional Open Space, beyond the designated 

Greenbelt, may exist on certain parts of the property creating further setbacks/buffering.  

Sizing (width) of the Greenbelt is proposed to occur in the following manner consistent with VTZ Policy 

3.2: 

• North side of the Property: No Greenbelt required 

o Justification: The northern edge of the Property will not require a Greenbelt because it 
abuts the Manatee-Sarasota County line and City of Sarasota-owned land used for 
wellfields.  

• West side of the Property: 0’ - 500’ Greenbelt required  

o Justification: No Greenbelt will be required on the northwestern boundary of the Property 
given its adjacency to the Heritage Ranch Conservation Area. A 500’ Greenbelt will be 
required on the southwestern boundary of the Property to provide proper setback from 
the existing adjacent residential development. Additional Open Space exists beyond the 
500’ Greenbelt in some instances to ensure proper buffering.   

• South side of the Property: 50’ – 500’ Greenbelt required 

o Justification: The Greenbelt along Fruitville Road will be modified to no less than 50 ft. As 
indicated on Exhibit C-5, existing conditions in this area are open pasture. Providing a 50’ 
buffer with increased opacity will allow the Master Developer to more effectively 
maintain the greenbelt area, providing more meaningful visual separation from adjacent 
properties and the traveling public. In some instances along the south side of the 
Property, a 500’ Greenbelt will be provided as appropriate. 

• East side of the Property: 0’ - 50’ Greenbelt required  

o Justification: The Greenbelt along the east side of the property adjacent to existing 
farmland will be modified to 0’ to 50’. As indicated on Exhibit C-5, existing conditions in 
this area are open pasture. Providing a 50’ buffer with increased opacity will allow the 
Developer to more effectively maintain the greenbelt area, providing more meaningful 
visual separation from adjacent properties. Providing a more opaque buffer along this 
property edge will also clearly establish the edge of development for the VTZ.  No 
Greenbelt is proposed along the property edges to the east where the Project is adjacent 
to Bourneside Boulevard and future extension of East-West Roadway “B”. The adjacent 
property would provide a buffer to the roadway if/when future development occurs 
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adjacent to that property. This will enable the adjacent property owner(s) to identify 
future access locations from their property to these roadways.  
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Map C-5: VTZ Greenbelts  
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EXHIBIT D: BIENNIAL TRANSPORTATION MONITORING PROGRAM METHODOLOGY  

I. Purpose of the Biennial Transportation Monitoring Program  

 Exhibit “D” sets forth the methodology required for use in conducting the biennial transportation 
monitoring program and in preparing the biennial monitoring reports required pursuant to the 
provisions of the Transportation Conditions in Exhibit A of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Development 
of Critical Concern (DOCC) Development Order (Sarasota County Ordinance No. 2022-___). The 
purpose of the Biennial Transportation Monitoring Program is to monitor the cumulative impacts of the 
development on the significant (i.e., significant local, collectors, and arterials) roadways, intersections, 
and intersection approaches in the transportation impact area (as defined in Section II.A. of this exhibit). 
The findings of the Biennial Transportation Monitoring Program, to be submitted in a Biennial 
Transportation Monitoring Report, will be used for transportation impact monitoring for Lakewood 
Ranch Southeast development.  The findings of the Biennial Transportation Monitoring Program will 
assist Sarasota County and the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) in determining the extent 
and timing of improvements necessary to maintain the adopted levels of service on those significant 
roadways, intersections, and intersection approaches serving the Lakewood Ranch Southeast and other 
neighboring development; including site access-related improvements.  

II.  Biennial Transportation Monitoring Program Activities  

 The following activities shall be conducted by the Applicant as part of the Biennial Transportation 
Monitoring Program:  

 A.  Data Collection  

1.  Traffic Volume Counts Collect current 4 to 6 p.m. peak-hour traffic counts along the road 
segments (“roads”) and turning-movement counts at the intersections in the transportation 
impact area. Additional peak periods (i.e., a.m. peak-hour on selected segments and 
intersections) may be identified which will require counting and analysis. Continuous 24-hour 
directional counts shall be provided at boundary roadway locations of the combined 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast development. “Current traffic counts include those previously 
collected within a time period not to exceed twelve (12) months from the date such counts 
were collected to the required submittal date for the biennial transportation monitoring 
report. In the event that current traffic counts for a given road, intersection location, or 
intersection approach are not available from Sarasota County or FDOT, the Applicant shall 
conduct the necessary traffic volume counts.  All counts shall be tabulated in fifteen (15) 
minute increments with hourly totals for each hour during the entire period the traffic counts 
are conducted.  

At a minimum, 4 to 6 p.m. turning-movement directional counts shall be conducted by the 
Applicant consisting of arterial and collector roads where project traffic equals or exceeds five 
percent of the adopted service volume as specified in FDOT’s Generalized Level of Service 
Volume Tables, for all applicable county and state roads and any thoroughfare road segment 
to which the development has a direct access or which the development accesses via local 
and private roads.  
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All traffic counts shall be adjusted (as necessary) using appropriate peak- hour and peak 
season adjustment factors provided by a responsible agency Department.  

2. Land Use Development and Traffic Generation  

 In order to prepare the analyses required to conduct an biennial evaluation pursuant to the 
requirements of Transportation Condition 11.A.8 in the Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC 
Development Order, the Applicant shall provide a summary of the type and amount (including 
traffic generation estimates) of all Lakewood Ranch Southeast development for which final 
development order applications have been approved to date and will or are projected to be 

the subject of final development order applications submitted during the ensuing year.  

B.  Data Tabulation  

 All traffic count information shall be tabulated and presented in a tabular format similar to that 
used in the initial transportation report submitted for the original DOCC Application. Land use and 
traffic generation information for the Lakewood Ranch Southeast and all other development as 
required in Section II.A.2. above shall be identified separately and in cumulative totals.  

C.  Data Analysis  

 Prior to commencing this activity, the Applicant shall submit a technical memorandum summarizing 
the information gathered in Section II.A. and II.B. to the Sarasota County Public Works for review 
and approval.  

 The Applicant shall perform p.m. peak-hour capacity and level of service analyses for all significant 
roadways, intersections, and intersection approaches in the transportation impact area as defined 
in Section III.B of this exhibit. Additional peak period (i.e., a.m. peak-hour on selected segments, 
intersections, and intersection approaches) conditions may be identified which will require analysis.  

D. Analysis Findings and Recommendations  

 Based on the results of the level of service analysis required in Section II.C. above, the Applicant 
shall identify all roads, intersections, and intersection approaches that do not operate at the 
adopted level of service for those facilities. The Applicant shall identify the extent and timing of the 
improvement(s) necessary to maintain the adopted levels of service on those facilities. The 
Applicant shall identify the proportion of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast development traffic 
contributing to the level of service deficiency(ies) on the facility(ies). 

E.  Biennial Transportation Monitoring Report Documentation  

 The Applicant shall prepare a biennial transportation monitoring report pursuant to the 
requirements of Transportation Condition No. 11.A.8 in the Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC 
Development Order. The biennial transportation monitoring report shall document the information 
collected, tabulated, and analyzed pursuant to Section II herein. As part of the report, the Applicant 
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shall discuss the findings of the level of service analysis with respect to maintaining the adopted 
levels of service on the roadways, intersections, and intersection approaches in the traffic impact 
area, the type, extent, and timing of improvements (if any) that would be necessary to maintain the 
adopted levels of service on any roadways, intersections, and intersection approaches, that are 
operating or projected to be operating deficiently, the availability of funding commitments for such 
improvements, and, when applicable, whether or not the amount of the Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
development for which final development order applications will (are projected to) be submitted in 
the ensuing two-year evaluation period.  

The biennial traffic monitoring report shall be submitted pursuant to the submission requirements, 
and to the appropriate review agencies, as required in Transportation Condition 11.A.8 of the 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC Development Order.  

III. Specific Parameters for Conducting the Biennial Transportation Monitoring Program Activities  

The following requirements concern certain parameters to be used by the Applicant when 
conducting the various activities required as part of the biennial transportation monitoring 
program. Unless specifically addressed below, all data collection, capacity, and level of service 
analyses shall be in accordance with current traffic impact assessment practices and methodologies 
approved by the Sarasota County Public Works Business Center. 

A. Traffic Generation and Assignment  

1.  Trip Generation 

 Estimates of Lakewood Ranch Southeast and other un-constructed development shall be 
based on the use of the most current edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Trip Generation manual.  The use of traffic generation information other than the most 
current edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual must be supported by technical and or 
other documentation, which has been reviewed and approved by the review agencies prior 
to submitting any transportation impact analysis, justifying its use. 

2. Trip Distribution 

The project traffic impacts will be determined using FDOT District 1 Cost Feasible 
Districtwide Travel Demand Model based on the most recent Florida Standard Urban 
Transportation Model Structure (FSUTMS) transportation planning model validated for the 
Sarasota-Manatee MPO area. 
 

3. Internal Trip Capture/Passer-By Trip Capture 

 Internal capture and pass-by capture trips will be based on the most current edition of the 
ITE Trip Generation Handbook. Pass-by trips will be checked to ensure that they do not 
exceed 10% of the future adjacent street traffic (background traffic conditions) during the 
p.m. peak-hour.  

 

E-49



 

50 

B. Transportation Impact Area  

  The transportation impact area used for transportation impact evaluation purposes in the 
biennial transportation monitoring program shall be determined using the same five (5) percent 
threshold as was used in the initial transportation impact study summarized in the initial 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast DOCC Application. If rounding to the nearest tenth (0.1) percent 
use five (5) percent. 

 The transportation impact area for each biennial assessment shall be determined to be all 
significant local roads, collectors, arterials, and interstate roads that are expected to serve the 
Lakewood Ranch Southeast development where the cumulative amount of Lakewood Ranch 
Southeast development traffic consumes five (5) percent or more of that road existing Level of 
Service standard p.m. peak-hour service volume. Intersections located along and at the 
terminus of each “significant” road segment meeting or exceeding this criterion shall be 
included in the traffic impact area.  

 Although the maximum extent of the transportation impact area is not expected to change, it 
may be reduced or expanded based on the findings of subsequent transportation impact 
analyses conducted as part of the biennial transportation monitoring program.  

 At a minimum, the transportation impact area used in each biennial transportation monitoring 
program shall include the following roads and associated segments: 

(1) Fruitville Road from Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard; 
 

All significant intersections along these roads, including those required in Section II.A.1. herein 
shall be included at a minimum in the transportation impact area for each biennial 
transportation monitoring program. 
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EXHIBIT D-1: EXPECTED COOPERATION ON FRUITVILLE ROAD 

While it is premature to create one or more enforceable agreements concerning the improvement of 

Fruitville Road, the Master Developer, the District, and Sarasota County recognize the importance of 

continuing cooperation concerning the design, permitting, funding, and construction in the most 

practically efficient manner.  The following areas have significant potential to achieve this goal and will be 

the source of continuing discussions between the above-mentioned parties as circumstances develop 

toward the completion of improvements to Fruitville Road consistent with Sarasota County’s Level of 

Service Standards. 

1) The Master Developer commits to supporting an adjustment of future mobility fees generally 

applied over the applicable mobility fee district associated with infrastructure costs incurred by 

the amendment of VOS Policy 5.3 via CPA 2021-G for the future widening (2-lanes to 4-lanes) of 

Fruitville Road, Bee Ridge Road, or Clark Road and east of the Countryside Line. The purpose of 

this commitment is to assure additional revenues are secured to address capital needs for 

identified needed road improvements.  

2) Upon design of the stormwater systems for any project within the VTZ or of Bourneside 

Boulevard, the Master Developer shall work with the County to identify sources and availability 

of excess and suitable fill that can be used in the construction of the Fruitville Road widening 

project for purchase, for such project at market values for excavation, loading, transporting, and 

depositing.  Any such excess fill may be stored in the open space area next to Fruitville Road, 

subject to the County applying for and receiving any necessary permits.  Analysis to identify excess 

fill may include a determination of the depth at which stormwater lakes may be deepened to 

achieve excess fill. 

3) If requested and funded by the County, SMR or the District agree, under mutually acceptable 

terms and conditions, to administer and manage the design, permitting and construction of the 

widening of Fruitville Road from Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard (2-lanes to 4-lanes).   

4) SMR agrees to assist the County, at no cost to SMR or County, in negotiations to acquire right of 

way and/or pond sites from other landowners adjacent to the limits of the project to widen 

Fruitville Road from Lorraine Road to Bourneside Boulevard (2-lanes to 4 lanes). Such negotiations 

may include, but are not limited to, reasonable design alterations necessary to mitigate damages 

associated with the acquisition.  

5) To the extent permissible associated with its eminent domain authority, the County will consider 

alternative designs for the widening of Fruitville Road from Lorraine Road to Bourneside 

Boulevard, such as shifting the alignment, together with the possibility of a multi-use trail in 

connection with the road widening.  The purpose of this is to evaluate designs that might save on 

right-of-way acquisition costs and utility relocation costs with the attendant time delays and 

preserve as much of the existing Fruitville Road structure as feasible. 
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EXHIBIT E: WATER QUALITY MONITORING PLAN  

 

BASELINE AND ONGOING 

SURFACE WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM 

LAKEWOOD RANCH SOUTHEAST MASTER DEVELOPMENT ORDER 

 

 

1.0 OVERVIEW  

The Baseline Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program for the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Development 

will commence one year in advance of anticipated initiation of site development activities.  Ongoing 

Surface Water Monitoring Program will commence upon beginning of construction within each Project 

Area. 

2.0 MONITORING STATIONS/LOCATIONS  

The project occupies approximately 4,120 acres and includes three water bodies within two drainage 

basins. Cow Pen Slough, Howard Creek, and Indian Creek within the Sarasota Bay and Upper Myakka River 

drainage basins.  

The specific locations for the Baseline Water Quality Monitoring stations are identified on the attached 

Monitoring Station Location Exhibit E for the monitoring program is anticipated to commence.   For the 

Ongoing Surface Water Quality Monitoring stations, it is anticipated that the foregoing Baseline Water 

Quality Monitoring Stations will be used in conjunction with any necessary additional stations specific to 

one or more Project Areas.  Such additional stations, if any, shall be designated with the rezoning of each 

Project Area and shall be administratively added to the Monitoring Station Location Exhibit. 

3.0 MONITORING COMMENCEMENT and FREQUENCY 

Baseline Surface water sampling will commence one year in advance of anticipated initiation of site 

development activities. The surface water sampling as outlined in the Baseline Water Quality Monitoring 

Program will cease once construction begins and the Ongoing Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program 

commences.  

Baseline Samples shall be collected monthly and Ongoing Samples shall be collected quarterly at the 

designated monitoring locations, as described under Section 2.0 above. The Baseline Monitoring Program 

will be considered complete and sufficiently satisfied under FDEP’s data sufficiency provision, referenced 

in Chapter 62-303.320(4) Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The provision indicates that at least 10 

independent samples be collected with at least one sample from three of the four calendar seasons from 

each WBID lying wholly or partially within the project.  The Ongoing Surface Water Quality Monitoring 

Program will be deemed complete for a Project Area at the expiration of one year after such time as 80% 

of the dwelling units within such Project Area have been constructed and issued certificates of occupancy. 

 4.0 SAMPLE COLLECTION METHODS, ANALYSIS and QUALITY ASSURANCE  
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Sample collection methods shall be consistent with Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

Standard Operating Procedures for Field Activities, DEP-SOP-001/01. Per the SOP, grab samples will be 

collected within the top 12 inches of the water column, however, skimming the surface will be avoided in 

order to minimize collection of surface scum or other unrepresentative contaminants.  

Analytical Parameters:  

1. Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (mg/l)    MDL = 0.1  

2. Total Ammonia (mg/l)     MDL = 0.02  

3. Total Nitrate + Nitrite (mg/l)    MDL = 0.025  

4. Total Phosphorus (mg/l)    MDL = 0.1  

5. Specific Conductance (umhos/cm)   MDL = 100  

6. Fecal Coliform Bacteria (cfu/100ml)   MDL = 100 

7. Escherichia Coli Bacteria (cfu/100ml)   MDL = 10  

8. Dissolved Oxygen Saturation (%)   MDL = 2.0  

9. Turbidity (NTU)      MDL = 2.0  

10. Water Temperature (F)     MDL = 2.0  

11. BOD5 (mg/l)      MDL = 2.0  

12. Chlorophyll A – Corr. for Pheo (mg/m3)   MDL = 0.5  

13. Water Velocity (ft/sec) 

14. Water Depth (ft)  

15. Sample Depth (inches below surface)  

Laboratory analysis of samples will be performed by NELAP certified laboratories. Data shall not have 

qualifiers that prohibit the use of the data for evaluation of water quality conditions or regulatory 

compliance.   

5.0 REPORTING 

Reporting of the monitoring results will be required as follows:  

1. The monitoring data from the previous year shall be reported to Sarasota County annually in April 

of each year in a single excel spreadsheet.   

2. Sarasota County will post the reported information on the Sarasota Water Atlas website  

3. A full set of water quality data for the previous year shall be uploaded to Florida’s Watershed 

Information Network (WIN) data system annually in April of each year  

4. Total Nitrogen shall be reported as the sum of TKN and Total Nitrate + Nitrite  

 

6.0 MODIFICATION OF THE WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM 

The Baseline Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program may be revised upon request of the Sarasota 

County Stormwater Environmental Utility (or its successor) to reflect unforeseen changes to on-site and 

off-site conditions. The Master Developer shall continue sampling until a formal request has been 

submitted to the County and subsequently approved or until the criteria in Section 3.0 above have been 

met.  
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7.0 INCORPORATION INTO MASTER DEVELOPMENT ORDER 

The terms of this monitoring program will be incorporated into any Master Development Order approved 

by Sarasota County for the project as the monitoring program may be modified by Sarasota County and 

the developer at the time of adoption of the Master Development Order. 
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Exhibit E continued, Monitoring Station Location Exhibit. 
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EXHIBIT F: Environmental Systems 

Map F-1 Existing Native Habitat Map 
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Map F-2, Native Habitat Preservation and Alteration Map 
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Map F-4, Conceptual Wildlife Corridor Map 
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EXHIBIT G: 

Map G-1 Predevelopment Drainage Conditions Map 
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Exhibit H: TRANSPORTATION 

Map H-1, Conceptual Regional Trails Map, Potential Corridors 
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Map H-2 Lakewood Ranch Southeast Conceptual Trails Map 
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EXHIBIT I – AFFORDABLE HOUSING PLAN

AGREEMENT FOR LAKEWOOD RANCH SOUTHEAST 

AFFORDABLE AND COMMUNITY HOUSING PLAN 

 

 This Agreement for Lakewood Ranch Southeast Affordable and Community Housing 

Plan (the “Agreement” or “Affordable Housing Plan”) is executed as of the _______ day 

of____________, 202_ by and between the County of Sarasota, a political subdivision of the State 

of Florida (the “County”) and LWR Communities, LLC a Florida limited liability company 

(“Master Developer”) (hereinafter County and Master Developer may be referred to as “Parties” 

or individually as a “Party”). 

 

WHEREAS, in response to the shortage of workforce housing, the County identified 

Housing Affordability as one of its top priorities; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property (“LWR SE”), more particularly 

described on Exhibit “A”, is located within the Village Transition Zone RMA, which provides 

certain incentives for the construction of affordable and/or community housing within the LWR 

SE property; and 

 

WHEREAS, LWR SE has received approval as a Development of Critical Concern 

(“DOCC”) pursuant to that certain Mast Development Order (“MDO”) dated _________(the 

“LWR SE MDO”), which included the approval of a VTZ Master Plan for LWR SE (the “LWR 

SE Master Plan”); and 

 

WHEREAS, VTZ Policy 2.3 of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan and provisions 

within the LWR SE MDO give authority to the Board of County Commissioners to approve an 

Affordable Housing Plan, consistent with the methodologies and mitigation measures used in the 

Agreement for Waterside Affordable Housing Plan approved pursuant to Section 124.271 of the 

Unified Development Code, that sets out the methodology or program that achieves certain levels 

of housing affordability within the Village Transition Zone; and 

 

WHEREAS, Master Developer is presenting this alternative Affordable Housing Plan to 

the Board for its consideration and approval; and 

 

WHEREAS, once this Affordable Housing Plan is approved by the Board, the Parties 

agree to implement the plan pursuant to this Agreement; and 

 

WHEREAS, each Party enters into this Agreement in consideration of the benefits that 

may be received by it, the adequacy of which is hereby acknowledged; and 

 

WHEREAS, each Party has been represented and advised by its respective experts and 

legal counsel. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COUNTY AND MASTER DEVELOPER DO HEREBY 

AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 
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1. The above recitals are true and correct and the Parties agree to their accuracy and 

incorporation into this Agreement. 

 

2. The number of affordable and/or community housing units, the number of such units 

under each specified category, and the location of any such units shall be determined 

at the subsequent rezone(s) of the LWR SE property, or portion thereof, all at the 

election of the applicant submitting such rezone (“Applicant”) with joinder by the 

Master Developer pursuant to the terms of this Agreement and the LWR SE MDO. At 

the time of each rezone of the LWR SE property, or portion thereof, the applicant of 

such rezone (“Applicant”) shall submit to the County with, its application, a tracking 

chart in the form attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.  
 

3. Any Additional Incentive Dwelling Units available to a particular Applicant or the 

Master Developer due to the construction of affordable and/or community housing 

units shall not be eligible for construction until such time as the affordable and/or 

community housing unit(s), which grant such incentive dwelling unit(s), have been 

fully constructed and have received a certificate of occupancy from the County.  By 

way of example only, should an Applicant receive zoning approval for a project area 

that includes 10 affordable housing units at the 80% AMI price point, as each affordable 

housing unit received a certificate of occupancy, the Applicant will be eligible to 

construct 2 incentive dwelling units. 
 

4. Master Developer agrees that during the subsequent rezone(s) of the LWR SE property, 

conditions and/or stipulations will be included in the applicable Development Order(s) 

that implement the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

 

5. For first time home sale prices, the maximum base sales price of a dwelling unit, 

including the land and any applicable lot premiums, will be the greater of the price to 

be established at the time of each subsequent rezone (pursuant to the form tracking 

chart attached as Exhibit “B”) or such higher price if the County promulgates a new 

maximum mortgage amount resulting in a higher sales price, with the sales price based 

on the mortgage being 90% of the sales price.   The sales price will be exclusive of any 

customer selected upgrades.  The maximum initial base rental rates will be the greater 

of the price to be established at the time of each subsequent rezone (pursuant to the 

form tracking chart attached as Exhibit “B”) or such higher price if promulgated by 

the County and will not be held constant in subsequent years, unless dictated by 

financing sources, such as HUD.  The maximum initial base rental rates will be 

exclusive of any utility costs.  If the County has not promulgated a higher price for 

mortgages for home sales and/or rents, sales prices and initial rental rates may be 

increased each year by an amount not to exceed increases in the Consumer Price Index 

for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U).  Maximum Base Rent will be the initial rent leased 

to the tenants for each of the units for one year.  This one-year maximum rental period 

shall apply to each rental unit individually and not to the project as a whole and shall 

commence with respect to such unit on the effective date of the initial rental of such 
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unit.   At the end of the one-year maximum rental period, the unit may then rent at 

market rate. 

 

6. Income and Eligibility Standards, including, but not limited to the requirement to 

qualify purchasers or tenants, as described in Section 124-271 of the Unified 

Development Code shall not be applicable under this Affordable Housing Plan because 

this Affordable Housing Plan is an alternative plan as contemplated in Section 124-

271(c) (3) d. 5. ii. b) of the Unified Development Code. 

 

7. No modification of this Agreement shall occur unless such modification shall be set 

forth in a writing signed by the Parties or their successors or assigns. 

 

8. Any notice, request, instruction, demand, consent, or other communication required or 

permitted to be given under this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be delivered 

either by hand or by registered or certified mail, postage prepaid and certified return 

receipt requested, or by a recognized national overnight delivery service to the office 

of the applicable party and addressed as follows:  

MASTER DEVELOPER: 

LWR Communities, LLC 

14400 Covenant Way 

Lakewood Ranch, Florida 34202 

Attention:  Rex E. Jensen 

With a copy to:  

Kyle W. Grimes, Esquire 

Grimes Hawkins Gladfelter  

   & Galvano, P.L. 

1023 Manatee Avenue West 

Bradenton, Florida 34205 

 

County: 

Office of the County Administrator 

1660 Ringling Boulevard 

Second Floor 

Sarasota, Florida 34236 

 

With a copy to:  

County Attorney 

1660 Ringling Boulevard 

Second Floor 

Sarasota, Florida 34236 

 

or to such other address as the pertinent Party may direct by written notice.  Each such 

notice or other communication shall be deemed delivered (a) on the date delivered if 

done so by hand or (b) on the date deposited in the U.S. mail or with an overnight 

delivery service. 

 

9. This Agreement is solely for the benefit of the Parties hereto, and not for the benefit of 

any other parties. 

 

10. Nothing in this Agreement amends or modifies any County approvals, including but 

not limited to, Rezonings, Neighborhood Plans, etc., and nothing in this Agreement is 

guaranteeing that any future rezone applications to implement this Affordable Housing 

Plan will be approved by the Board.  

 

11. To the extent Section 125.01055, Florida Statutes, applies, the County and Master 

Developer agree that the 2050 density incentives and this Affordable Housing Plan 
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provide enough incentives to fully offset all costs to the developer for its affordable 

housing contribution.  

 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The County and Master Developer have caused this 

Agreement to be executed by their duly authorized representatives on the dates indicated below. 

 

Dated this _____ day of _________________, 2022, as to the County. 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

KAREN E. RUSHING, Clerk of the Circuit 

Court and Ex-Officio Clerk of the Board of 

County Commissioners, Sarasota County, 

Florida 

 

By: ________________________________ 

       Deputy Clerk 

 

Approved as to form and correctness: 

 

By: ________________________________ 

       County Attorney 

 

 

 

 

SARASOTA COUNTY, a political subdivision 

of the State of Florida 

 

 

 

By the: 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

OF SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 

 

By:______________________________ 

_______________________, Chair 

  

 

 

[ADDITIONAL SIGNATURES ON NEXT PAGE]  
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Dated this _____ day of ________________, 2022, as to Master Developer. 

 

LWR Communities, LLC 

 

     By: LWR Holdings, LLC, its Manager 

         By: Schroeder-Manatee Ranch, its Manager 

 

By:  _____________________________ 

       Rex E. Jensen, President 

 

__________________________ 

Witness (sign) 

 

___________________________  

Witness (print name) 

 

__________________________ 

Witness (sign) 

 

___________________________  

Witness (print name) 

 

 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF MANATEE 

 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me, by means of [ ] physical presence or [ ] 

online notarization, this _______ day of _______________, 2022, by Rex E. Jensen, as President 

of Schroeder-Manatee Ranch, the manager of LWR Holdings, LLC, the manager of LWR 

Communities, LLC a Florida limited liability company, on behalf of the company, who is 

personally known to me or who has produced ________________________________ as 

identification.  If no type of identification is indicated, the above-referenced person is personally 

known to me. 

      _____________________________ 

      Notary Public (sign) 

 

      _____________________________ 

      Notary Public (print name) 

 

      Commission No. 

 

      Expiration Date 

     

SEAL 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Property 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

DESCRIPTION (as prepared by the certifying Surveyor and Mapper): 

A tract of land lying in Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 19, 20 & 21, Township 36 South, Range 20 East 

and in Sections 1 & 24, Township 36 South, Range 19 East, Sarasota County, Florida, being more 

particularly described as follows: 

BEGIN at the northwest corner of Section 6; thence N.89°58'02"E., a distance of 5,314.13 feet; thence 

S.01°32'06"E., a distance of 2,828.89 feet; thence N.89°46'32"E., a distance of 5,412.05 feet; thence 

S.89°48'15"E. along the north line of the South 1/2 of Section 4, a distance of 2,764.45 feet to the 

northeast corner of the Southwest 1/4 of Section 4; thence S.00°16'33"W. along the east line of the 

Southwest 1/4 of Section 4 and along the east line of the West 1/2 of Section 9, also being the west line 

of lands described in Official Records Instrument Number 2020070786 of the Public Records of Sarasota 

County, Florida, a distance of 7,944.33 feet; thence N.90°00'00"W. along the south line of Section 9 and 

along the north line of Section 16, a distance of 2,089.79 feet to the point of curvature of a non-tangent 

curve to the right, having a radius of 1,015.00 feet and a central angle of 48°30'42"; thence Southerly 

along the arc of said curve, a distance of 859.39 feet, said curve having a chord bearing and distance of 

S.10°32'31"W., 833.95 feet, to the point of tangency of said curve; thence S.34°47'52"W., a distance of 

468.83 feet to a point of curvature of a curve to the left having a radius of 1,740.00 feet and a central 

angle of 21°02'28"; thence Southwesterly along the arc of said curve, a distance of 638.99 feet, to the 

point of tangency of said curve to a point of curvature of a compound curve to the left having a radius of 

551.00 feet and a central angle of 16°21'12"; thence Southerly along the arc of said curve, a distance of 

157.27 feet, to the point of  tangency of said curve; thence S.02°35'48"E., a distance of 77.29 feet to a 

point of curvature of a curve to the right having a radius of 1,004.00 feet and a central angle of 12°22'19"; 

thence Southerly along the arc of said curve, a distance of 216.79 feet, to the point of tangency of said 

curve; thence S.09°46'31"W., a distance of 50.21 feet to a point of curvature of a curve to the left having 

a radius of 1,151.00 feet and a central angle of 09°39'05"; thence Southerly along the arc of said curve, a 

distance of 193.88 feet, to the point of tangency of said curve; thence S.00°07'26"W., a distance of 107.17 

feet; thence S.89°52'33"E., a distance of 2,809.46 feet; thence S.00°16'33"W., a distance of 3,352.52 feet; 

thence N.89°42'42"W., a distance of 726.86 feet; thence N.00°20'12"E., a distance of 266.12 feet; thence 

N.89°39'48"W., a distance of 420.00 feet; thence S.00°20'12"W., a distance of 520.00 feet; thence 

S.89°39'48"E., a distance of 420.00 feet; thence S.00°20'12"W., a distance of 430.00 feet; thence 

S.31°24'22"W., a distance of 449.38 feet; thence S.00°20'14"W., a distance of 246.00 feet; thence 

S.60°37'30"E., a distance of 355.00 feet; thence S.39°36'43"E., a distance of 263.73 feet; thence 

S.89°08'23"E., a distance of 0.38 feet; thence S.42°52'27"E., a distance of 93.26 feet; thence 

S.30°02'51"W., a distance of 81.13 feet; thence S.84°18'43"W., a distance of 124.92 feet; thence 

S.39°04'38"W., a distance of 273.97 feet to the northerly maintained right-of-way line of Fruitville Road 

(variable width public right-of-way) recorded in Road Plat Book 2, Page 7 of the Public Records of Sarasota 

County, Florida; the following eight (8) calls are along said northerly maintained right-of-way line: (1) 

thence S.89°41'26"W., a distance of 393.64 feet; (2) thence N.89°09'49"W., a distance of 422.33 feet; (3) 

thence N.87°42'17"W., a distance of 274.31 feet; (4) thence N.75°30'40"W., a distance of 197.87 feet; (5) 
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thence N.68°54'54"W., a distance of 197.02 feet; (6) thence N.63°51'03"W., a distance of 173.82 feet; (7) 

thence N.63°29'40"W., a distance of 222.68 feet; (8) thence N.64°31'33"W., a distance of 232.63 feet; 

thence N.00°52'40"W., a distance of 2,100.78 feet; thence S.89°14'40"W., a distance of 1,334.00 feet; 

thence S.00°53'28"E., a distance of 1,399.08 feet to said northerly maintained right-of-way line of Fruitville 

Road; the following twenty-five (25) calls are along said northerly maintained right-of-way line: (1) thence 

N.63°29'40"W., a distance of 456.79 feet to the point of curvature of a non-tangent curve to the left, 

having a radius of 1,958.46 feet and a central angle of 26°14'15"; (2) thence Westerly along the arc of said 

curve, a distance of 896.84 feet, said curve having a chord bearing and distance of N.76°36'47"W., 889.02 

feet, to the point of tangency of said curve; (3) thence N.89°43'54"W., a distance of 2,707.45 feet; (4) 

thence S.00°24'06"W., a distance of 16.00 feet; (5) thence N.89°43'54"W., a distance of 220.91 feet; (6) 

thence N.89°57'39"W., a distance of 500.00 feet; (7) thence S.89°47'18"W., a distance of 119.36 feet; (8) 

thence N.89°52'05"W., a distance of 180.52 feet; (9) thence S.88°15'06"W., a distance of 276.02 feet; (10) 

thence S.87°58'05"W., a distance of 424.38 feet; (11) thence S.88°18'42"W., a distance of 500.02 feet; 

(12) thence S.87°23'40"W., a distance of 199.73 feet; (13) thence S.87°58'05"W., a distance of 51.20 feet; 

(14) thence S.88°05'41"W., a distance of 348.76 feet; (15) thence S.89°10'09"W., a distance of 350.62 feet; 

(16) thence N.89°45'51"W., a distance of 548.94 feet; (17) thence S.88°37'45"W., a distance of 500.02 

feet; (18) thence S.88°30'52"W., a distance of 500.02 feet; (19) thence S.88°43'27"W., a distance of 315.37 

feet; (20) thence S.89°34'40"W., a distance of 766.79 feet; (21) thence N.89°38'00"W., a distance of 

417.14 feet; (22) thence continue N.89°38'00"W. along said line, a distance of 500.00 feet; (23) thence 

S.89°33'52"W., a distance of 500.05 feet; (24) thence N.89°51'45"W., a distance of 500.00 feet; (25) 

thence N.89°38'02"W., a distance of 323.93 feet; thence N.00°29'50"W., a distance of 1,278.42 feet; 

thence S.89°37'57"E., a distance of 2,646.47 feet; thence N.89°08'13"E., a distance of 2,708.36 feet; 

thence N.89°08'38"E., a distance of 2,707.93 feet; thence N.00°19'12"E., a distance of 5,423.31 feet; 

thence S.88°29'35"W., a distance of 5,421.56 feet; thence N.00°00'02"E., a distance of 5,697.41 feet; 

thence N.88°41'30"E., a distance of 166.74 feet; thence S.74°44'41"E., a distance of 84.66 feet; thence 

S.62°36'08"E., a distance of 181.95 feet; thence S.89°59'59"E., a distance of 169.10 feet; thence 

N.48°45'11"E., a distance of 104.55 feet; thence N.23°36'35"E., a distance of 455.33 feet; thence 

N.34°51'09"E., a distance of 322.40 feet; thence N.49°07'07"E., a distance of 157.03 feet; thence 

N.01°26'56"W., a distance of 261.50 feet; thence N.42°37'03"W., a distance of 506.60 feet; thence 

N.89°42'21"W., a distance of 204.51 feet; thence S.57°54'05"W., a distance of 239.38 feet; thence 

S.86°12'26"W., a distance of 254.93 feet; thence N.76°12'01"W., a distance of 81.02 feet; thence 

N.00°30'41"W., a distance of 150.06 feet; thence N.53°18'38"E., a distance of 291.62 feet; thence 

N.03°08'09"W., a distance of 137.44 feet; thence N.56°42'17"W., a distance of 219.64 feet; thence 

N.24°06'19"W., a distance of 123.42 feet; thence S.85°09'11"W., a distance of 44.04 feet; thence 

N.00°00'09"E., a distance of 289.51 feet; thence N.00°00'04"W., a distance of 829.34 feet; thence 

N.35°32'55"W., a distance of 289.52 feet; thence N.89°59'33"W., a distance of 460.15 feet; thence 

N.15°58'14"E., a distance of 265.66 feet; thence N.40°19'14"E., a distance of 246.56 feet; thence 

N.15°47'23"W., a distance of 433.97 feet; thence N.26°42'27"W., a distance of 502.56 feet; thence 

S.76°41'15"W., a distance of 147.00 feet; thence N.64°21'03"W., a distance of 359.24 feet; thence 

N.18°33'15"W., a distance of 298.59 feet; thence S.89°58'05"E., a distance of 1,301.66 feet to the POINT 

OF BEGINNING. 

Containing 179,407,339 square feet or 4,118.6258 acres, more or less.
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EXHIBIT “B” 

Form Tracking Chart 

See document attached hereto. 
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Lakewood Ranch Southeast 
Tracking Chart for Rezone Petition 

Applicant: _____________________________________________________ 

Project Name: __________________________________________________ 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Project Area: ____________________________ 

Affordable and Community Housing for Sale and Rental Pricing 

 80% AMI 100% AMI 120% AMI 

Maximum Base Sales Price 

 

$____ $___ $____ 

Maximum Base 

Rental (per month) 

$_____ 

 

$____  $____  

 

Lakewood Ranch Southeast Tracking Chart 

 

APPLICANT 

 

Applicant: __________________________ 

 

By: ________________________________ 

 

Name: _____________________________ 

 

Its: ________________________________ 

MASTER DEVELOPER 

 

LWR COMMUNITIES, LLC 

 

By: ________________________________ 

 

Name: _____________________________ 

 

Its: ________________________________ 
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