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It’s Our 15th Anniversary!
Fifteen years ago, on April 10, 1989, history
changed in Sarasota County. An organization was
formed with the explicit mission of restraining growth
in our community and thereby protecting its environment and quality of life.

Join Us
Now as never
before,
Sarasota
County needs
Control Growth
Now and
Control Growth
Now needs
you.
We must act
together now or
lose our best
chance to save
our future.
Together we
can make a
difference.

Return
Card
Enclosed

Originally named GEO, the Growth-restraint and
Environmental Organization, our group changed its
name last year to Control Growth Now. The new
name is intended to provide clarity to our public
perception, although our mission and challenge
have not changed.
We seek to make growth pay its own way in order to

Help Us Celebrate!
Attend The 15th Anniversary

Control Growth Now
Luncheon Meeting

avoid oppressive tax
hikes, the waste of
other available public
revenues and the overcrowding of our roads,
schools and other
facilities.

11:30 AM Ramada Inn Osprey
See Back Page - Reservations Required

We seek strong concurrency rules and
limits on urban sprawl
and densification, to
avoid the gridlock and
growth that otherwise
overwhelms our com-
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Annual Membership Dues
Are $20 Per Year
Additional Contributions
Are Very Welcome
As Are Contributions
To Control Growth

Now PAC

Help us celebrate Control Growth Now’s 15th anniversary at our March 13 luncheon and annual meeting.
And, if you can, please renew your membership or join
our group.

Board of Directors

This newsletter is being sent not only to our current
members but also to about 1,000 people who have been
members over the past 15 years, prior to the name
change from GEO, but are not currently renewed. We
would greatly welcome you back. We need you.

Dan Lobeck - President

We also welcome community leaders and other guests
at our luncheon.

Control Growth Now

Judy Johnson - VP
Neil Bass - Treasurer
Geri Weinberg - Sec’y
Tom Price
Greg Nowaski

We all share an interest in maintaining and improving the
quality of life of Sarasota County. We should therefore
all do something towards that end.
We hope to receive from you the card enclosed with this
newsletter, with your check for membership or the March
13 luncheon or both. We hope to see you soon.
And if you come to our 15th anniversary luncheon, we
promise we won’t make you wear a silly hat.

Pam Bournival
President, Control Growth Now
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It’s Our 15th Anniversary - Ctd. from p.1
munities.
We seek a recognition that water supplies are limited,
to avoid schemes that threaten the environment, public
health and the public purse in order to serve development out of control.
We seek new housing and businesses which work with
nature and neighborhoods rather than against them
and which serve private interests without harming
public interests.
In the past fifteen years, we have had significant
successes, as well as defeats (in which even then we
have increased public awareness). Although now
threatened by Sarasota 2050, the urban growth boundary has been largely maintained. Although weakened
by one change in methodology, County concurrency
has otherwise remained strong. Although impact fees
remain too low, they have not been repealed and now
a school impact fee has been added.

Pam Bournival Joins
Control Growth Now
Board of Directors

We have led public campaigns which defeated referenda to bond $100 million to build roads for growth at
the taxpayer expense and a sales tax renewal with no
strings attached. We wrote a neighborhood compatibility policy which was added to the Comprehensive Plan.

The Control Growth Now Board of Directors has
appointed Pam Bournival to a vacancy on the
Board. Pam will stand for election to a full twoyear term at the Control Growth Now annual
meeting on March 13.

And even for all its major faults, Sarasota 2050 has
tried to justify urban sprawl and overgrowth by cloaking
them, at least nominally, in principles long advocated
by our organization. The Sarasota County Commission claims that by “fiscal neutrality” it is seeking to
“make growth pay its own way.” They say that they are
seeking to preserve the environment by mapping
Greenways and encouraging density transfers and
clustering away from environmental lands. They say
we will get mixed use and walkability.

Pam and her husband Charles are refugees from
Pinellas County, having moved to northern Sarasota County about four years ago specifically to
escape the overgrowth which had overtaken their
area. Pam has former careers in accounting and
real estate and volunteers for worthy causes in
the community, including the Salvation Army,
Girls, Inc. and until recently Selby Gardens.

While the bad still far outweighs any good in Sarasota
2050 and we remain very skeptical that in reality the
Villages will end up being little more than typical
sprawling subdivisions and shopping centers causing
horrendous traffic and tax hikes, at least the Commissioners are paying lip service to our ideals. They’ve
even adopted significant provisions in the 2050 amendment and regulations which we have drafted and proposed. What will end up remains to be seen.

Pam came to the attention of Control Growth
Now when she widely circulated a letter to the
County Commission and wrote a shorter letter to
the editor in the Herald-Tribune, challenging the
wisdom of a tax hike for a convention center and
the proposed overdevelopment of the Quay
property in part for that purpose.

We owe a debt to Jim Ford, Mary Quillin and other past
leaders of GEO over the years. We also are very
grateful to our members, some with us from day one, in
supporting and participating in our efforts.

We welcome Pam Bournival to our Board and
look forward to her contributions to our organization.

We now move forward, in the hope that fifteen years
from now we may look back and conclude that again,
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SARASOTA 2050 REGULATIONS – LET’S GET IT RIGHT
be designated by the regulations as a “Planned Economic Development District” (PED).

This summer, the County Commission will vote on
regulations to implement the Sarasota 2050 Plan,
which increases allowable densities and intensities of
land use in much of the urban area as well as rural
lands throughout Sarasota County.

1) Mix of Uses - The draft regulations contain nothing
that requires any substantial mix of uses. This would
allow just more intense, traffic-producing commercial
sprawl. A County consultant acknowledged to the
Planning Commission that a “mixed use center” could
be approved as entirely commercial under the proposed regulations.

The Commission’s next workshop is on May 4 and
public hearings are scheduled for June 10 (north
County) and 21 (south County), with deliberations and
votes on June 29 and July 12.

The regulations should be amended to prohibit more
than 75% of any one land use and not less than 20%
residential use, in any PED development.

Some say that developers should be granted great
“flexibility” in the regulations. We believe instead that
the goal should be to get it right. The public interest is
too greatly at stake to do otherwise.

2) Density - The proposed regulations would allow a
density of up to 22 units per acre throughout the PED.
That is almost twice the density now allowed anywhere in the County. Such an increase in density
poses problems of traffic congestion, neighborhood
incompatibility, water shortages and the other consequences of overgrowth. The regulations should be
revised to change the maximum allowed residential
density to 13 units per acre.

Without adequate clarity and controls in the Sarasota
2050 regulations, developers will just build typical
spawling subdivisions and shopping centers out east
and neighborhoods and the public will be inadequately protected to the west and south.
If the County does not get it right, we will all pay the
consequences in greater traffic congestion, environmental destruction, neighborhood intrusion, tax hikes
and other adverse impacts than may otherwise occur.

3) Buffers – Although the Planning Commission
added a 25 foot buffer from major streets and 20 foot
buffers from residences (or 40 feet if the building is
two stories, or more than 25 feet tall, and one more
feet for each additional story), that remains insufficient. The same setbacks as now provided in the
Zoning Code for a Planned Commercial District
should be applied in the PED.

The County Planning Commission made many good
improvements to the regulations in the short time
given, many of them drafted and offered by Control
Growth Now. At their February 18 workshop, however, the County Commission reversed some of those
changes and made others, some good and some bad.
Most important issues were deferred to the next workshop on May 4.

Those setbacks are 50 feet from the street and 50
feet from residences (or 20 feet on the side and 35
feet on the rear if next to nonresidential).
Also,
adequate walls or vegetative buffers should be
required next to residential areas, perhaps with
breaks at appropriate locations for pedestrian connectivity to neighborhood streets.

Significant revision remains needed to the draft regulations before they are approved, if the public interest
is to be protected to the extent that remains possible
within the policies of the Sarasota 2050 plan. In many
instances, these issues were not even considered by
the Planning Commission.

Adequate perimeter buffers are needed to protect
neighborhoods. Adequate street buffers are needed
for aesthetic and safety reasons.

I. Planned Economic Development District –
Although most focus has been on the parts of Sarasota 2050 which open the eastern County to urban
development, most residents will be more directly
impacted by those provisions which liberalize development throughout much of the existing urban and
suburban areas of the County.

II. Villages
1) Greenways – The Greenways are at risk. Schroeder-Manatee, the proposed North Village developer,
wants to get all of its density rights for the lakes and
other Open Space on its site, without purchasing density rights from the Greenway.

Sarasota 2050 allows “mixed use developments” in
those many thousands of acres now mainly limited to
office parks and industry, as well as surrounding low
or moderate density residences. Those areas would

In response, the County Commission is considering
increasing the credits granted for Open Space. While
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Greenway credits would be hiked the same amount,
this will reduce the need for any developer to preserve
land in the Greenway, if it can get all or much of what
it wants on-site. Additionally, increasing density rights
increases density, with all of the problems that will
cause for traffic, water supply and otherwise.
For these reasons, the liberalization of Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR) added by staff should be
rejected, particularly as to the increased density rights
granted to on-site Open Space.
Further, more TDR density credits should be granted
from the Greenway than from Open Space, in order to
encourage Greenway preservation.
2) Village Center Location – The Village Center
should be located at or near the center of the Village,
so that it will be “internally designed” to serve the
needs of the Village residents, as required by the
Sarasota 2050 Plan and therefore promote walkability
and trip capture. Otherwise, the Village Center will
just become another shopping center serving the general public instead, as in typical developments of
regional impact.
The Planning Commission
adopted good wording towards this end, requiring
that the Village Center be at
or near the center of the
Village and not near the
edge of the development.
However, it also adopted
contradictory wording which
allows the Village Center to
be as close as one
neighborhood, not less than
1700 feet, from the edge of
the development. That is
very close to the edge, as 1700 feet is across 40
acres and a minimum Village is 1000 acres in size.
That wording should be deleted.
3) Phasing of Village Mix – An apparent oversight in
the phasing of the mix of Village uses should be
corrected, to require that buildout of the nonresidential
development be built concurrent with buildout of the
residential. Also, there should be a phasing of civic
and governmental uses similar to the phasing of other
nonresidential uses. Adequate phasing of uses is
needed, even though the schedule is fairly lenient in
the current draft, in order to achieve adequate functionality and internal trip capture in the Villages.
4) Affordable Housing – While we support the
changes made by the Planning Commission to
provide affordable housing in the Villages, a major

loophole still needs to be closed. While rental housing must remain “affordable” for 20 years, a sold
home must be affordable to its occupants for just the
first five years and even that limit disappears entirely
once the home is resold for the first time.
This allows a developer to set up a deal whereby an
“affordable” purchaser buys the home and then sells it
back to the developer under a prearranged agreement, so that the developer can then sell it for far
above an “affordable” price. This needs to be prevented and “affordability” of purchased homes otherwise guaranteed by requiring that the specified
percentage of homes remain at an “affordable” price
for some period of time, preferably 20 years.
5) Cul-de-Sacs – Street connectivity and walkability
in Villages need to be better protected by reducing the
allowed length of cul-de-sacs from 1000 feet to 500
feet, except perhaps along lots of one acre or more.
At 1000 feet, the cul-de-sacs would be the same as
now allowed in Hillsborough County and a full twothirds of what is now allowed throughout Sarasota
County.
6) Protection of Rural Character – A provision
should be added to implement the requirement of
Sarasota 2050 to adopt regulations “that regulate
building type, setbacks, landscaping, utility design,
signs, and land disturbance for these highway frontages” along Fruitville and Clark Roads east of I-75.
At present, the regulations address only setback.
7) Greenbelts in Settlements – The requirement for
Greenbelts in the Settlement Area which was deleted
from an earlier draft should be restored. Sarasota
2050 Policy US 4.1 requires that the Settlement Areas
comply with the policies in VOS 1. Policy VOS 1
requires "a Greenbelt as described in Policy 5.1."
8) Fiscal Neutrality – The Villages, Hamlets and Settlement Area are supposed to be “fiscally neutral” to
the taxpayers for the roads, schools and other facility
improvements needed to serve the development or as
a result of its impacts. However, that is entirely
dependent on the accuracy and integrity of the methodology which will be prepared by the County and the
preparation and review of the developers’ studies.
It is therefore essential that the consultant who
prepares the County methodology and reviews developer plans for the County is independent of any past
or present representation of a Village developer or
landowner.
Accordingly, a provision should be added to the regulations to prohibit as a County advisor on fiscal neutrality (in preparing methodology or reviewing devel-
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mission wisely deleted various nonagricultural uses
for the Agricultural Reserve, more needs to be done.
The allowance of concrete and asphalt plants, recycling plants and wholesale retail nurseries should be
deleted. Also, group homes should be limited to
ranching and agricultural retreats, as intended by the
Planning Commission.

oper plans) any person or company with a past or
present personal or professional relationship with the
landowner, developer or Community Development
District of any Village, Hamlet or Settlement Area (or
with any officer, director or partner thereof). Also, the
regulations should provide that no person or corporation who has worked as a paid consultant to Sarasota
County in the matter of fiscal neutrality in the Sarasota
2050 Plan or the implementing regulations shall be
eligible to prepare a Fiscal Neutrality Plan for a developer.

Control Growth Now will continue to monitor the evolution of the Sarasota 2050 regulations to encourage
that they be worded as best possible for the public
and not give away the store to development interests.

At their February 18 workshop, the County Commission determined, based upon advice from their consultant, that such provisions should not be added to
the regulations but should instead be a “procurement”
consideration when the County seeks a consultant to
prepare the fiscal neutrality methodology or to review
developer plans. We continue to believe that the
matter is too important to put off until later.

At Last, A School Impact Fee!
Finally, more than 15 years after being urged to do so
by Control Growth Now,
ManaSota-88 and other
activists, the Sarasota
County Commission has
adopted a school impact
fee, to make growth contribute to the costs of
schools required by
growth.

10) Content of Master Plans - The requirements for
the contents of a Village Master Plan which appeared
in an early draft should be restored and strengthened,
as the new wording leaves too much to final, administrative stages which are not subject to public hearing
and Commission review. Also, the new concept of a
sparse “Preliminary Master Plan”, vesting rights
before adequate plans are submitted and approved,
should be deleted.

The fee was adopted by
a 3 to 2 vote. Commissioners Thaxton, Patterson and Staub voted with
the taxpayers and schoolchildren by approving the fee
while Commissioners Mercier and Mills sided with
development interests by voting no. Even David Mills
said he felt the impact fee was needed, although he
wanted a delay to see if the Legislature passes a bill
to replace impact fees with higher taxes.

11) Revision of Master Plans – As drafted, revisions
to an adopted Master Plan would be allowed by
County staff alone and in some cases by Board resolution as a “discussion item”, that is without Planning
Commission review or any public hearing. This
should be changed to require approval by the County
Commission after public hearings before the Planning
Commission and the Board. If “minor” revisions are to
be allowed by County staff, their nature should be
very carefully limited and defined.

The approval came almost 14 months after the School
Board recommended approval of the fee (Lewis,
Kovach and Kleinlein voting yes, Benson and Todd
voting no).

12) Environmental Protection – At the urging of
Control Growth Now, the Planning Commission
changed various provisions from requirements that
development merely “minimize” adverse impacts to
native habitat with requirements that it completely
“avoid” them. At the February 18 workshop County
Commissioner Shannon Staub moved to restore the
weak “minimize” wording and the Commission voted
to do so, with Jon Thaxton voting no.

The impact fee will take effect in May. The County is
seeking agreements with the cities to collect the fee,
although the County Commission was advised by its
attorney that the school impact fee can be collected
(although with more difficulty) in any city that refuses
to cooperate.
The school impact fee ordinance calls for an annual
review. That is good because the amount of the fee is
far too low, based on revised figures from the School
Board’s consultant, the funding needs of the School
District and the amount charged in other counties.

The Planning Commission wording should be restored
and extended to other instances of what Planning
Commissioners called “weasel words” in policies concerning environmental protection.

It is, however, a very good start.

III. Agricultural Reserve – While the Planning Com-
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The Affordable Housing Workgroup, with most of its
members in the development industry, has met twice.
It has come up with a solution which should be no
surprise: taxpayer subsidies of developers who build
low to moderate-priced houses. Next on their agenda:
increasing densities, squelching “NIMBY” neighborhood opposition to incompatible development and
reducing public-interest regulations that “add to housing costs.”

County Delays Updating Road Fees
Sarasota County’s ordinance on impact fees for roads,
parks, libraries and fire and emergency services requires
an annual review and update based on such factors as
increased costs.
A recent expert study shows a 15% annual increase in
the costs of road construction and right of way throughout the state. Other costs keep increasing as well.

The Redevelopment Workgroup, which is almost
entirely developers and their consultants, has recommended changes to the Zoning Code which would
weaken requirements on “redeveloping” any existing
commercial property ten acres or larger which was
built before June, 1981.

It has, however, been four years since Sarasota County
last updated its impact fees, leaving them far too low
even under the lowball methodology used by the County
to calculate them. This violation of County ordinance has
contributed to the billion dollar 20-year deficit facing
Sarasota County in meeting its needs for new and wider
roads (local, state and federal) to address some of the
impacts of growth, not even counting the huge traffic
impacts of Sarasota 2050.

The Council of Neighborhood Associations has managed to preserve residential setbacks. However, the
proposed changes would allow new buildings almost
right up against major roads, and marinas right up to
the water, by eliminating street and waterfront setbacks, would allow increased building heights, densities and lot coverage and would reduce requirements
for parking, landscaping and stormwater control.

County staff has recommended a 26% increase in the
road impact fee, although developers are seeking to cut
that in half with new discretionary “credits”.
The County had a March 16 public hearing scheduled
on the impact fee update, but cancelled it . Now it has
been rescheduled to Tuesday, April 27 at 9 am at
Venice City Hall Commission Chambers.

While the rehabilitation of run-down or vacant shopping centers is a worthy goal, there is no need to
reduce or eliminate sensible limits on their expansion
or replacement. The best solution, in our view, is to
encourage redevelopment by discouraging urban
sprawl.

Meanwhile, on February 24, the Manatee County Commission more than doubled its impact fees, which were
already higher than Sarasota County’s.

Will Sarasota City
Invite Gridlock?

We hope that the Sarasota County Commission updates
its impact fees on April 27 and then follows Manatee’s
lead with the real increases that remain needed to make
growth pay its way, finally and without further delays.

Bad news may come for anyone who drives US 41 or 301
into or through the City of
Sarasota.

Watch Out for the “Workgroups”
Pro-growth County Administrator Jim Ley has a technique for advancing his agenda. It is the appointment of
developer-dominated “workgroups” by him or County
staff under him, to recommend policy changes to the
County Commission.

Already the Sarasota City Commission has made
some horrendous decisions. They have exempted a
square mile of the City from concurrency, the rule that
says that development may not overwhelm the roads
needed concurrent with their traffic impacts, and up to
200 units an acre are now allowed in some places.

He did this four years ago, with a committee which
pushed through a huge hike in taxes on gas, phones
and property to build roads for future growth. Now, the
issues are affordable housing and redevelopment.

Now the new owners of The Quay wants the City to
help them radically overdevelop their property. Will it
happen? Stay tuned and stay involved.
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Volunteer
To Help Gather Signatures
Florida Hometown Democracy
An Amendment To The Florida Constitution
To Require Voter Approval For Amendment of a
Local Comprehensive Land Use Plan

Control Growth Now supports a proposed amendment to the Florida
Constitution to require voter approval of any amendment to a local
government comprehensive land use plan (such as Sarasota 2050). The
amendment is being promoted by Florida Hometown Democracy, a
group based in Daytona Beach. Information and petitions are available
from their web site, www.FloridaHometownDemocracy.com.
If you are willing and able to help gather signatures for this important
measure from a table at the polls on March 9, or perhaps at another time,
please contact Gayle Reynolds 923-5903, Betsy Roberts 922-9518 or
Greg Nowaski 342-0754. Thank you.
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The Pleasure of Your Company
Would Be Appreciated
At the Fifteenth Anniversary

Control Growth Now Luncheon
Saturday,

March 13, 2004

11:30 AM To 1:00 PM

Becky
Ayech

Guest Speaker
And Recipient of

Control Growth Now’s

Citizen of the
Year Award

Photo Tom Keever c. 2004

Reservations Required - Not Later Than Noon March 10, 2004
Please Fill Out And Return The Form on the Following Page
Or If Late Call 364-8777 Or 955-5622 - $15 Each (Chicken, Grouper or Penne Pasta)
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(Complete as many as apply)
$______ ($20 each) Renew my/our membership for one year
$______ ($20)
(Sign up the additional member listed below)
$______ ($15 each) Luncheon and annual meeting March 13,
honoring Becky Ayech - Choose your entree(s):
Number: ___Chicken Parmesan ____Broiled Grouper ____Penne Pasta
$______ (Any additional contribution to our efforts for us all)

$____ TOTAL
Thank You!
Please make your check to
Control Growth Now

Name(s) ________________________________
Address ________________________________
________________________________
Email ________________________________

Please complete and mail to the address below as soon as possible.
The deadline for our receipt of luncheon reservations is noon on
Wednesday, March 10, 2004. If the reservation might be late, please
call 364-8777 or 955-5622 with your name (s) and menu choice.

P. O. Box 277
Osprey, FL 34229-0277
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