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such unconstitutionality or invalidity shall not affect any of the remaining phrases, clauses, 

sentences, paragraphs or sections of this Ordinance. 

Section 4. Effective Date: This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon second 

reading. 

PASSED on first reading by title only, after posting on the bulletin board at City Hall for 

at least three (3) days prior to first reading, as authorized by Aliicle IV, Section 2, Charter of the 

City of Sarasota, Florida this 20°1 day of July, 2021. 

PASSED on second reading and finally adopted this ___ day of ___ , 2021. 

Hagen Brody, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Shayla Griggs 
City Auditor and Clerk 

Yes Mayor Hagen Brody 
Yes Vice Mayor Erik Arroyo 
Yes Commissioner Jen Ahearn-Koch 
Yes Commissioner Liz Alpe1t 
Yes Commissioner Kyle Scott Battie 

Tan11ny/ordinances/2020/20M5337 M Accessory Dwelling Units (7/21121) 
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I. Overview  
 

In 2007, the Florida State Legislature amended F.S. 420.9076 to require each municipality and county 
receiving State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) funds to establish an Affordable Housing Advisory 
Committee. The Committee’s role was to examine 12 Local Affordable Housing Incentive Strategies and 
how local governments could reduce the cost of housing by eliminating or modifying local regulations that 
make housing less affordable. The results of this exercise were formalized into 12 Local Affordable Housing 
Incentive Strategy Recommendations.  
 
The Sarasota Affordable Housing Advisory Committee held seven publicly advertised meetings in 2018, 
placed the draft Plan on the City and County websites and advertised in accordance with City and County 
policies related to advisory committees. In addition to the regular notice, the final meeting was also 
advertised in the Herald Tribune and e-mails were sent to each individual and organization participating 
in the Consolidated Plan process.  
 
On December 3, 2018 the City Commission approved the Local Affordable Housing Incentive Strategy 
Recommendations from the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and the recommendations were 
inserted in the next Local Housing Assistance Plan. 
 
In addition to the work completed by the Committee, an interlocal agreement was fully executed July 24, 

2018 to allow the Florida Housing Coalition to create an Affordable Housing Action Plan with 

recommendations tailored to meet the workforce housing needs for both the City of Sarasota and 

unincorporated Sarasota County. This work furthered the City Commission’s priority to develop and 

implement strategies to address the need for affordable and workforce housing. On December 3, 2018 

Jaimie Ross, President/CEO of the Florida Housing Coalition, presented the findings and recommendations 

from the 'Blueprint for Workforce Housing' for unincorporated Sarasota County and the City of Sarasota, 

which was adopted by the City Commission. ‘Attainable Housing’ and ‘workforce housing’ are used 

interchangeably and are generally defined as housing for those with a household income between 60% 

and 120% of the Area Median Income (AMI). The term affordable housing is used generally throughout 

the document.  

On January 22, 2019 Planning staff presented a list of future ordinances and initiatives that were 

prioritized by the City Commission and the community, which included attainable housing. The initiative 

was to develop a new ordinance to help incentivize attainable housing throughout the City and begin to 

implement recommendations from both the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee’s Local Affordable 

Housing Incentive Strategy as well as the Florida Housing Coalition’s Blueprint for Workforce Housing 

Action Plan through proposed updates to the Zoning Code.  

Based on the December 3, 2018 direction for staff to implement some of the recommendations of the 

Blueprint for Workforce Housing, the following Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) proposes to expand the 

allowance of accessory dwelling units within the City and propose additional standards citywide for all 

accessory dwelling units to increase compatibility. 

The City’s Zoning Code defines an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) as “a dwelling unit, for use as a complete 
independent living facility, located on the same zoning lot as a detached single-family or attached single-
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family dwelling. The second unit is created auxiliary to, and is always smaller than the detached single-
family or attached single-family dwelling.”  
 
The Zoning Code also states the purpose of accessory dwelling units is “to create new housing units while 
respecting the look and scale of single family neighborhoods; increase the housing stock of existing 
neighborhoods in a manner that is less intense than alternatives; allow more efficient use of existing 
housing stock and infrastructure; provide a mix of housing that responds to changing family needs and 
smaller households; provide a means for residents, particularly seniors, single parents, and families with 
grown children, to remain in their homes and neighborhoods, and obtain extra income, security, 
companionship and services; and provide a broader range of accessible and more affordable housing.”  
 
Currently, ADUs are only permitted within a handful of single-family zone districts. These include the 
Residential Single Multiple 9 units per acre (RSM-9) zone district, or also known as the Laurel Park 
neighborhood, Residential Transition District 9 units per acre (RTD-9) zone district found in the Bayou 
Oaks neighborhood, and Downtown Neighborhood (DTN) zone district in the Gillespie Park and Park East 
neighborhoods. The DTN zone district is technically classified as a downtown zone district but currently 
retains a primarily single-family residential character. ADUs are also permitted in all residential multi-
family zone districts (RMF-1, RMF-2, RMF-3, RMF-4, RMF-5, RMF-6, RMF-7 and RMF-R) and multiple 
commercial and office zone districts.  Accessory dwelling units fall within the residential use category and 
are considered an accessory use to household living. 
 
The proposed ZTA applies to all Residential Single-Family (RSF) zone districts within the City of Sarasota, 
excluding the Coastal Islands Overlay District.  The ZTA limits one accessory dwelling unit per zoning lot 
and requires the ADU to meet the design standards in Section VII-602(cc). Section VII-602 applies to all 
accessory dwelling units within the City and includes a number of provisions. 
 
The zoning code states there are four different ways an accessory dwelling unit can be created. The first 
is by converting an existing living area, attic or garage into an ADU; the second is created through an 
addition to the living area or garage of an existing detached or attached single-family dwelling; the third 
is constructing a detached accessory dwelling unit on a zoning lot; and the fourth is by constructing a new 
detached or attached dwelling with an internal or detached accessory dwelling unit.  
 
There are current design standards in place to ensure that accessory dwelling units maintain compatibility 
with the desired character and livability of the city's residential neighborhoods; respect the general 
building scale and placement of structures to allow sharing of common space on the zoning lot, such as 
driveways and yards; ensure that accessory dwelling units have a smaller building footprint than single 
family and attached dwelling units; and provide adequate flexibility to site buildings so they fit the zoning 
lot.  
 
The zoning text amendment proposes to add additional design requirements that would reduce the 
impact of an ADU on neighboring properties through the orientation of entrances, balconies, exterior 
staircases and second story windows. Additional proposed changes require the applicant for an ADU to 
provide the city with an affidavit stating the owner agrees to reside in either the principal dwelling unit or 
the accessory dwelling unit. This requirement and flexibility for the owner to live in either the primary or 
accessory unit is consistent with the recommendation from the Blueprint for Affordable Housing:  
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City Specific Recommendations. [The Blueprint for Workforce Housing (p.48)] 
… the City should make clear in its ADU ordinance that the owner of the household be 

allowed to live in either the primary unit or in the accessory dwelling unit. This would 

provide homeowners, particularly elderly singles or couples the flexibility to rent out their 

larger primary unit to a working household for additional income while aging in place on 

their property. 

The 2020 legislative session ended by approving House Bill 1339 that authorizes local governments to 

adopt an ordinance allowing accessory dwellings in areas zoned for single-family use. An application for a 

building permit to construct such ADUs must include an affidavit which attests that the unit will be rented 

at an affordable rate to an extremely-low income (up to 30% of the AMI), very-low-income (up to 50% of 

the AMI), low-income (up to 80% of the AMI), or moderate-income (up to 120% of the AMI) person or 

persons. As a result, the proposed zoning text amendment includes language to comply with House Bill 

1339. 

Lastly, the zoning text amendment would prohibit accessory dwelling units within the boundaries of the 

Coastal Islands Overlay. The Coastal Islands Overlay includes Lido Key, St. Armands Key, Coon Key, Bird 

Key, Siesta Key and Otter Key. This restriction is consistent with the ADU ordinance adopted by Sarasota 

County in September of 2019 and with the spirit of Action Strategy 4.14 of the Environmental Protection 

and Coastal Island Chapter of the Sarasota City Plan. 

4.14 No Increase in Future Land Use Map or Zoning Density: The City shall not approve 
amendments to the Future Land Use Map (LU-6), Zoning Atlas, or zoning text that 
increase residential density on the coastal islands as identified on Illustration EP-
14. However, as an exception to this action strategy, the City may allow for an 
increase in residential density within the St. Armands Circle commercial shopping 
area for the purpose of creating residential liner buildings that screen 
nonresidential uses from residential uses as determined through a master 
planning process. The Commercial Shopping Area is delineated in the illustration 
below (p. EP-14). 

 
Additionally, this restriction along with the owner-occupied provision helps manage the concern that 

ADUs could be widely used as short-term vacation rentals as well as maintain affordability.  

The zoning text amendment proposes to increase the maximum size of an ADU from the existing 600 
square feet limitation to 650 square feet. As mentioned previously, one of the primary purposes of an 
ADU is to respect the look and scale of the single-family neighborhood. Increasing the size of an ADU too 
greatly may have unintended consequences such as changing the character of a residential neighborhood 
when the accessory dwelling unit is no longer accessory to the primary dwelling unit. Increasing the 
maximum size of an ADU could potentially create two or three-bedroom units, leading to increased 
parking issues and ultimately increasing the overall density.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed zoning text amendment does not recommend any changes to the density 
calculations or parking requirements of ADUs. Not including ADUs in calculating the maximum density is 
the current protocol of the city and is the recommended method to attract ADUs according to the 
Blueprint for Workforce Housing (p. 22). 
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Under current regulations, no additional parking space is required for the accessory dwelling unit if it is 
created on a zoning lot with an existing dwelling and at least one abutting street allows on-street parking. 
However, one additional parking space is required for the accessory dwelling unit when no abutting 
streets allow on-street parking, or when the accessory dwelling unit is created at the same time as the 
primary dwelling. The current parking regulations reflect a balance between providing adequate parking, 
maintaining the character of the neighborhood and reducing impervious surfaces as well as understanding 
the cost of providing an additional parking space. 
 

Accessory Dwelling Units in All Single-Family Zones. [The Blueprint for Workforce 
Housing (p.47)] 
Parking requirements for ADUs, for example, can be particularly burdensome for the 
homeowner if too stringent. This can lead to construction of unlawful ADUs, as 
homeowners skirt the requirement. For smaller lots, a requirement for additional parking 
could render an ADU impractical – as a lot may not have enough space for both an ADU 
and a parking spot. When devising parking requirements, the City and County should 
balance the cost of the additional parking against the need for the parking. The City’s ADU 
ordinance does a good job addressing this. If the ADUs are being built as part of a new 
single-family residential subdivision, incorporating on-site parking is much less of an issue. 

 
 
II. Analysis 

Sec. IV-1206. - Standards for review. 
In reviewing an application for a zoning text amendment, the Planning Board and City Commission 
shall consider whether the proposed amendment:  

 
(1) Is consistent with and furthers the goals, objectives and action strategies of the comprehensive 

plan; 
(2) Furthers the purposes of these regulations and other city ordinances, regulations and actions 

designed to implement the Sarasota City Plan; and  
(3) Would be in the public interest and serve a valid public purpose. 
 
 

RESPONSES 
 
(1) Is consistent with and furthers the goals, objectives and action strategies of the comprehensive 

plan. 
 

The Future Land Use Chapter of the Sarasota City Plan lists accessory dwelling units as a compatible 
existing and planned secondary use within the Single Family-Very Low Density, Single Family-Low 
Density, Multi-Family-Moderate Density, Multi-Family-Medium Density, and Resort Residential future 
land use map categories.  

 
Additionally, the Sarasota City Plan dedicates an entire Chapter to Housing with the overall intent to 
provide direction for the provisions of safe and sanitary housing for the residents of the City of 
Sarasota. The action strategies listed below all further the need for affordable housing and the need 
for accessory dwelling units. 
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THE HOUSING CHAPTER 
 
Action Strategy 1.1 Range of Housing Densities: The City will provide for a range of housing densities 
allowing for a diversity of housing types, including manufactured homes, modular homes, group homes 
and foster care facilities, in the Future Land Use Chapter and the Land Development Regulations. 
 
Action Strategy 1.4 In-fill Development in Residential Neighborhoods: The City will encourage in-fill 
development in existing residential neighborhoods to be architecturally compatible including the 
consideration of neighborhood scale and exterior materials. 
 
Action Strategy 3.3 Housing Mix: The City will work with Sarasota County, to ensure that both entities 
accommodate a fair share distribution of housing for very low, low, moderate and middle income families. 
 
Action Strategy 3.12 Integration of Attainable Housing: The City shall encourage the integration of 
attainable housing units with market rate units; not only within neighborhoods, but within residential 
structures as well. Enclaves of units consisting primarily of lower income households should be avoided. 
 
Action Strategy 4.10 Cost Burdened Renters: Since 42% of renter households are cost-burdened, as 
opposed to only 21% of owner households, the City should provide more emphasis on preserving and 
creating affordable rental opportunities in the City. 
 
Action Strategy 6.2 Neighborhood Compatibility: The City will encourage new in-fill development in City 
neighborhoods to be functionally and visually compatible with their surrounding neighborhoods. 
Compatibility, as used here, is the same as defined in the Future Land Use Chapter. 
 
 (2) Furthers the purposes of these regulations and other city ordinances, regulations and actions 

designed to implement the Sarasota City Plan. 
 

In order to carry out the intent and purpose of the Sarasota City Plan; the City Commission approved 
the recommendations from the Blueprint for Workforce Housing produced by the Florida Housing 
Coalition (FHC) and the 12 Local Affordable Housing Incentive Strategy Recommendations from the 
Affordable Housing Advisory Committee. 

 
The proposed zoning text amendment is consistent with the Affordable Housing Advisory 
Committee’s Local Affordable Housing Incentive Strategy Recommendations to permit accessory 
dwelling units in residential zoning districts (recommendation number five). Below is an excerpt of 
the fifth recommendation from the 12 Local Affordable Housing Incentive Strategy 
Recommendations:  

 
5. The allowance of affordable accessory residential units in residential zoning 

districts. 
The Committee made the following recommendations: 
a. To increase the maximum size of accessory dwelling units from 600 square 

feet to 650 square feet; and 
b. The City should expand opportunities for accessory dwelling units. 
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The Blueprint for Workforce Housing begins by providing 12 recommendations. The first and second 
recommendations coincide and tend to support the proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit Zoning Text 
Amendment. Below is an excerpt of the first and second recommendations:  
 

1. Encourage More Flexibility in Housing Types to Promote Infill Development 
2. Allow Accessory Dwelling Units in All Single-Family Zones 

 
The Blueprint for Workforce Housing specifically recommends amending the zoning code to incorporate 
a larger variety of permitted housing types. These building types include duplexes, villas, courtyard 
apartments, townhomes, and ADUs which are known as missing middle housing types.  
 

Encourage More Flexibility in Housing Types through the Zoning Code to Promote 
Infill Development. [The Blueprint for Workforce Housing (p. 44-45)] 
The City and County could amend their Zoning Codes to allow for more variety in the 
types of housing allowed, in accordance with each of the local governments’ 
comprehensive plans. The local governments should allow for and encourage more 
multi-family, duplexes, villas, and other housing types that house more than just a 
single family.  

 
Overall, the City and County should permit smaller units, adjust minimum lot sizes, 
setback requirements, and similar regulations to allow for smaller units, encourage 
mixed use properties, and allow higher-densities in more parts of the area to capitalize 
on available land close to employment centers. This strategy addresses what is known 
as the “missing middle.” The missing middle is described as the medium-density stock 
of housing options between the scales of single-family homes and mid- or high-rise 
developments; these options range in density from 16 units/acre to 35 units/acre. This 
includes duplexes, triplexes, courtyard apartments, bungalow courts, townhouses, 
and other similar structures. They are “missing” in most jurisdictions due to the single-
family home being the dominant residential land use. These missing middle housing 
types create small-footprint, middle-density buildings which are ideal for singles, 
childless couples, and empty nesters. It is a market-based strategy for producing 
modest housing, which will create housing affordable to households who may not be 
income eligible for “affordable housing” but need a product that costs less than the 
typical single-family home in Sarasota.  

 
Permitting accessory dwelling units within all residential single-family zone districts increases the stock of 
workforce housing in a manner that is less intensive than alternatives by providing a more dispersed and 
incremental way of adding to a home or neighborhood. ADUs come in many different shapes and styles, 
allowing them to fit discretely in all communities due to their size and design requirements. ADUs are 
often placed behind the primary building or are indistinct from the main house in already established 
neighborhoods. This offers a way to include smaller units without adding to an area’s sprawl.  Frequently, 
ADUs represent the only affordable rental options in single-family neighborhoods that typically contain a 
studio or one-bedroom option. For these reasons, accessory dwelling units are a viable housing type that 
encourage flexibility and infill development. 
 
The second recommendation provided by the Blueprint for Workforce Housing is to allow accessory 
dwelling units in all single-family zones.  The Blueprint for Workforce Housing offers recommendations 
specific to ADU zoning code changes for the city.   
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City Specific Recommendations. [The Blueprint for Workforce Housing (p. 47-48)] 
The City of Sarasota should allow ADUs in all single-family districts. Currently, the City 
allows neighborhoods to opt-in to ADU development. This is not enough. ADUs are 
restricted to higher density districts in the City and the City policy prevents many 
single-family lots from having lawfully constructed accessory dwelling units. To 
capitalize on the ADU as a tool for workforce housing development, they should be 
allowed on single-family lots as-of-right.  

 
… the City should make clear in its ADU ordinance that the owner of the household be 
allowed to live in either the primary unit or in the accessory dwelling unit. This would 
provide homeowners, particularly elderly singles or couples the flexibility to rent out 
their larger primary unit to a working household for additional income while aging in 
place on their property 

 
While both the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and Florida Housing Coalition recommended 
considering an increase in the current maximum floor area of an ADU, the existing regulation of 600 
square feet has been successful in the Laurel Park, Gillespie Park and permitted areas of Bayou Oaks and 
Park East neighborhoods. However, during the Planning Board deliberation, it was recommended that an 
increase to 650 square feet would provide for more flexibility of design. 
 
The proposed zoning text amendment now states that an accessory dwelling unit may be no more than 
650 square feet of floor area. It is important to note the 650 square feet does not include porches, exterior 
balconies or other similar areas unless they are enclosed by walls that are more than 42 inches in height  
for 50 percent or more of their perimeter. 

 
Furthermore, as previously stated, one of the main purposes of an ADU is to respect the look and scale of 
the single-family neighborhood. Increasing the size of an ADU too greatly may have unintended 
consequences such as increasing construction costs thus reducing affordability, changing the 
characteristics of the residential neighborhoods and removing the accessory nature of the dwelling unit. 
Similarly, larger ADUs could result in a two or three-bedroom unit, leading to increased parking issues and 
ultimately increasing the overall density.  

 
 

(3) Would be in the public interest and serve a valid public purpose. 
 

The proposed zoning text amendment is based upon the recommendations from the 12 Local Affordable 
Housing Incentive Strategy Recommendations from the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and the 
Blueprint for Workforce Housing produced by the Florida Housing Coalition. Both were approved by the 
City Commission to assist the City in serving the public purpose of facilitating workforce housing. The 
current lack of workforce housing is seen throughout the community and economy. Employees are forced 
to look outside of the City for housing, resulting in a declining workforce and greater commute times. 
According to census data, 77% of all renters and 62% of all homeowners in the City, with an AMI below 
80%, are cost burdened (households spending over 30% of their income for rent or mortgage costs). The 
need for workforce housing is critical. As a result, the zoning text amendment is in the public interest and 
greatly serves a valid public purpose to help facilitate workforce housing. 
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Approximately two-thirds of Sarasota’s housing stock is single-family units which is commonly seen as a 
barrier to workforce housing. However, the Blueprint for Workforce Housing highlights that the 
dominance of single-family homes creates many opportunities for the creation of accessory dwelling 
units.  
 

The Blueprint for Workforce Housing (p. 8) 
With so much of the area zoned single-family, there is less of an opportunity for higher 

density housing units such as duplexes, triplexes, and apartments. The single-family 

dominance also demonstrates that the area is primed for a strong accessory dwelling unit 

(ADU) presence. ADUs should be allowed in all single-family zones. The local governments 

could utilize the dominance of the single-family home to allow ADUs to be a tool for 

affordable workforce rental development.”  

Allow Accessory Dwelling Units in All Single-Family Zones. [The Blueprint for Workforce 
Housing (p. 46)]  
Accessory Dwelling Units are small-scale rental units situated on the lot of a single-family 
home; providing a smart growth tool for increasing development in areas with existing 
infrastructure. ADUs are a market-based tool that enhances the property rights of 
landowners. 

 
 

Accessory dwelling units are not only a critical infill and affordable housing tool, they provide many 
community benefits including the ability to allow residents to age in place. The term aging in place is used 
to describe a person living in the residence of their choice, for as long as they are able, as they age. Aging 
in place helps one maintain independence while staying in their home or community and keep a familiar 
routine and setting.  ADUs can assist in the housing needs of an individual over time and can be adapted 
for different income levels, employment situations and stages of life. ADUs provide the ability to create 
an additional revenue source that may help homeowners pay mortgage costs or simply make ends meet. 
This is specifically important for the elderly population on fixed incomes.  

 Accessory Dwelling Units. [The Blueprint for Workforce Housing (p. 22)]  
The City of Sarasota has a strong ordinance that recognizes the use of ADUs as a tool to 
increase affordable housing units in a manner that is less intense than alternatives, to 
allow for more efficient use of existing housing stock and infrastructure, to provide a mix 
of housing that responds to changing family needs, and to provide a means for residents, 
particularly seniors, single parents, and families with grown children, to remain in their 
homes and obtain extra income. 

 
In conclusion, the proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) supports a number of 

the recommendations from the 12 Local Affordable Housing Incentive Strategy Recommendations from 

the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and the Blueprint for Workforce Housing produced by the 

Florida Housing Coalition. The ZTA would allow for an accessory dwelling unit on residentially zoned 

single-family lots within the City of Sarasota, except for the barrier islands, and proposes additional design 

elements.  The proposed ZTA also requires an affidavit stating the owner agrees to reside in either the 

principal dwelling unit or the accessory dwelling unit. Lastly, the proposed ZTA includes a provision 
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consistent with HB 1339 that requires an affidavit at the time of building permit application which attests 

that the ADU will be rented at an affordable rate. 

Accessory dwelling units are not only a valuable affordable housing tool because they are less costly to 

build than traditional single-family homes, they also make use of existing infrastructure and housing stock  

which decreases costs and increases accessibility for people of all ages and income. When renting an ADU 

the additional income can subsidize the cost of the primary unit, making the ADU an affordable housing 

tool for the renter and the homeowner. This allows both households to spend less of their income on 

housing. ADUs can supply the elderly or disabled with an option to remain in their home by providing a 

private space for the caregiver or family members on the same lot. ADUs built near employment centers 

give more people the chance to live closer to where they work, reducing transportation costs and 

associated environmental impacts. Lastly, ADUs allowed throughout in the community result in varying 

income neighborhoods rather than enclaves of affordable housing. This integration of income levels in a 

community can create positive benefits in terms of employment, mental health, and educational 

opportunities. 

 

 

III. Recommendation 
Consistent with the recommendations of both the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee’s Local 

Affordable Housing Incentive Strategy as well as the Florida Housing Coalition’s Blueprint for Workforce 

Housing Action Plan, staff recommends approval of the proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit Zoning Text 

Amendment. 
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Application and Comments
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CITY OF SARASOTA 

DEVELOPMENT APPLLC.I\ TIO_N 

Administrative Regulation No. 039 . A005 . 1298 
Impact of Ordinances on Affordable Housing 

1. Does the proposed project have any impact on the affordability of housing? 

Yes 0 
No ~ 

If yes, complete the following: 

2. Describe the impact of the proposed project on the affordability of housing. If this impact can be 
quantified, include this amount in the narrative below. 

The average additional cost per house for New Construction is: $ ____ _ 

The average additional cost per house for Rehabilitation is: $ ____ _ 

3. What alternatives, If any, have been considered or are available that could minimize any negative 
effect of the proposed project on the affordability of housing? 

Prepared by: -----------------

Date: __________________ _ 

Form F 
February 2008 

No negative impact on the affordability of housing 
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MEMORANDUM Date: July 20, 2020 

To: File 

From: Briana Dobbs, AICP, Planner 

DRC Comments, Zoning Text Amendment, Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay Subject: District [20-ZTA-03] 

ZONING / PLANNING COMMENTS: 

Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions: Briana Dobbs, Planner/ 941.963.6358/ 
briana.dobbs@sarasotaFL.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. None 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None 

C. Mitigation 
1. None 

D. Advisory 
1. None 

NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES COMMENTS: 

Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions: Ryan Chapdelain, AICP, General 
Manager / (941) 365-2200 ext. 36364 / ryan.chapdelain@sarasotafl.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. None. 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None. 

C. Mitigation 
1. None. 

D. Advisory 
1. None. 
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TREE PROTECTION COMMENTS: 

Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions: Mark Miller, Sr. Arborist / (941) 365-
2200 ext. 36536 / mark.miller@sarasotafl.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. None. 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None 

C. Mitigation 
1. None 

D. Advisory 
1. None 

ENGINEERING COMMENTS: 

Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions: Stephen Zadrozny, Engineering 
Technician III / (941) 365-2200 ext. 36433/ Stephen.zadrozny@sarasotafl.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. No comments received. 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None. 

C. Mitigation 
1. None. 

D. Advisory 
1. None. 
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WATER UTILITIES / PUBLIC WORKS COMMENTS: 

Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions:  Zvonko Smlatic, Utilities Engineer / 
(941) 365-2200 ext. 36189/ Zvonko.Smlatic@sarasotafl.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. None. 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None. 

C. Mitigation 
1. None. 

D. Advisory 
1. None. 

TRANSPORTATION COMMENTS: 

Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions:  Daniel Ohrenstein, PE, Assistant City 
Engineer / (941) 365-2200 ext. 36520 / daniel.ohrenstein@sarasotafl.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. None 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None 

C. Mitigation 
1. None 

D. Advisory 
1. None 
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FIRE DEPARTMENT COMMENTS: 

Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions:  Tom Hicks, Fire Safety Inspector / 
(941) 861-2290 / thicks@scgov.net 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. None. 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None 

C. Mitigation 
1. None 

D. Advisory 
1. None 

FIRE / LIFE SAFETY COMMENTS: 

Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions: Larry Murphy, Building Official / 
(941) 365-2200 ext. 36509 / larry.murphy@sarasotafl.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. No comments received. 

B. Preliminary/draft conditions: 
1. None. 

C. Mitigation 
1. None. 

D. Advisory 
1. None. 
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WASTE COLLECTION COMMENTS: 
Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions: Todd Kucharski, General Manager, 
Solid Waste Operations / (941) 365-2200 ext. 36127 / todd.kucharski@sarasotafl.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. There are no solid waste comments for this proposed application. However, please 

know that when an individual applicant applies they will need to provide information 
on how they plan to manage their solid waste from their new additional dwelling 
unit. Also, the Solid waste division of the Public Works Department will be able to 
provide solid waste collection services for these additional accessory dwelling unit, as 
they come on line in the futures. 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None 

C. Mitigation 
1. None 

D. Advisory 
1. None 

SARASOTA POLICE / CPTED COMMENTS: 
Comments Prepared By / Contact in Case of Questions: Danny Robbins, Police Officer 1st 

Class/ 941.954.7056 / danny.robbins@sarasotafl.gov 

A. Requirements & Regulations: 
1. No comments received. 

B. Preliminary/Draft Conditions: 
1. None 

C. Mitigation 
1. None 

D. Advisory 
1. None 
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SARASOTA COUNTY FIRE MARSHAL’S OFFICE 

To: Briana Dobbs 
From: Tom Hicks, Fire Plan Review 
Date: April 1, 2020 
Subject: ZTA for ADOD 

Requirements and Regulations: 

NONE 

Advisory Comments 

NONE 

C: Dan Peck 

Tom Hicks 
Plans Review, Inspector 
Sarasota County Fire Prevention 
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From: Todd Kucharski 
To: Briana Dobbs 
Cc: Lucia Panica 
Subject: RE: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 
Date: Wednesday, April 1, 2020 7:34:29 AM 

Good morning Brianna, 

There are no solid waste comments for this proposed application.  However, please know that when an 
individual applicant applies they will need to provide information on how they plan to manage their 
solid waste from their new additional dwelling unit.  Also, the Solid waste division of the Public Works 
Department will be able to provide solid waste collection services for these additional accessory 
dwelling unit, as they come on line in the futures. 

Please call or respond back by this email if you have any questions or comments related to solid waste. 

Take care, be safe and enjoy the day, 

Todd A. Kucharski, CPM 
General Manager 
Public Works Department 
City of Sarasota 
1761 12th Street 
Sarasota, FL  34236 
Direct office number  (941) 263-6127 
City phone & ext. (941) 263-6000 ext. 36127 
Fax  (941) 316-1882 
E-mail Address: todd.kucharski@sarasotafl.gov 

City Vision: A world-class community and treasured destination, with 
enduring natural beauty, charm and diversity. 

City Mission: High-quality services to our residents, businesses, and visitors, 
while safeguarding our natural resources and building a prosperous community. 

City Values of Excellence: Integrity, Accountability, Teamwork and Respect 

From: Briana Dobbs <Briana.Dobbs@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 5:08 PM 
To: Daniel Ohrenstein <Daniel.Ohrenstein@sarasotaFL.gov>; Gretchen Schneider 
<Gretchen.Schneider@sarasotaFL.gov>; Ryan Chapdelain <Ryan.Chapdelain@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike 
Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; Daniel Peck <Daniel.Peck@sarasotaFL.gov>; Stephen 
Zadrozny <Stephen.Zadrozny@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mark Miller <Mark.Miller@sarasotaFL.gov>; Zvonko 
Smlatic <Zvonko.Smlatic@sarasotaFL.gov>; Todd Kucharski <Todd.Kucharski@sarasotaFL.gov>; Danny 
Robbins <Danny.Robbins@sarasotaFL.gov>; thicks@scgov.net; Candie Pedersen 
<Candie.Pedersen@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; David Smith 
<David.Smith@sarasotaFL.gov>; Steven Cover <Steven.Cover@sarasotaFL.gov>; Lucia Panica 
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<lucia.panica@sarasotaFl.gov>; Alexandrea DavisShaw <Alexandrea.Davis-Shaw@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Cc: William Cooney <William.Cooney@sarasotaFL.gov>; Karen Grassett 
<Karen.Grassett@sarasotaFL.gov>; Sean Wilkins <Sean.Wilkins@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Subject: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 

Interoffice Memorandum Date: 3/31/2020 

To: Daniel Ohrenstein, PE, Assistant City Engineer, Engineering 
Gretchen Schneider, Interim Director, Development Services 
Ryan Chapdelain, General Manager, Planning Department 
Mike Connolly, Deputy City Attorney 
Daniel Peck, Plans Examiner, Development Services 
Steve Zadrozny, Engineering Tech III, Engineering 
Mark Miller, Senior Arborist, Development Services 
Zvonko Smlatic, Utilities Engineer 
Todd Kucharski, Public Works 
Danny Robbins, Police Department 
Tom Hicks, Fire Safety Inspector, Sarasota County (c/o Larry Murphy) 
Candie Pedersen, Parks & Recreation (electronic distribution only) 

From: Briana Dobbs, Planner 
Subject: FIRST SUBMISSION: 

Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03]: 
An accessory dwelling unit (ADU) is a small independent living unit with a 
cooking facility, located on the same lot as (or attached to) a single-family home. 
Many times, ADUs are an apartment over the garage, a smaller unit found in the 
backyard or a private unit attached to the main house. 

The proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) Zoning Text 
Amendment (ZTA) corresponds with the recommendations from the Blueprint for 
Workforce Housing produced by the Florida Housing Coalition (FHC) and the 12 
Local Affordable Housing Incentive Strategy Recommendations from the 
Affordable Housing Advisory Committee. 

The Overlay District would allow for an accessory dwelling unit on residentially 
zoned lots within the Arlington Park, Bayou Oaks and Central Cocoanut 
neighborhood boundaries. 

The zoning text amendment also proposes additional provisions for all accessory 
dwelling units, city-wide. The proposed ZTA would require either the primary 
dwelling unit or the ADU to be owner-occupied and prohibit ADUs within the 
boundary of the Coastal Island Overlay District. Additional design standards have 
also been added to ensure the ADU is compatible with the desired character and 
livability of the City’s residential neighborhoods. 

Attached is the initial application submission for the project captioned above. 
Please provide your comments to me by April 8, 2020. 

Thank you, 
Briana Dobbs, AICP 
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From: Zvonko Smlatic 
To: Briana Dobbs 
Cc: Richard Wells 
Subject: RE: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 
Date: Wednesday, April 1, 2020 8:30:39 AM 
Attachments: 20-ZTA-03 application material.pdf 

Briana, 
The Utilities Department has no additional comments for the above subject project. 
Thanks 

Sincerely, 

Zvonko Smlatic 
Utilities Engineer 
Development Coordination Services 
Utilities Technical Services Division 
Utilities Department 
City of Sarasota 

1750 12th Street 
Sarasota, Florida 34236 
zvonko.smlatic@sarasotafl.gov 

Phone: (941) 365-2200 x 36189 
Direct: (941) 263-6189 
Fax (941) 365-4840 

All information provided by the City of Sarasota Utilities Department (COSUD), at any time, shall not 
be used for the design or construction of any building, development, or other improvements without 
field verification, including the use of ground penetrating radar and/or soft dig verification methods, 
by the DEVELOPER, the ENGINEER, or the CONTRACTOR.  The recipient’s reliance, at any time, upon 
maps, data, or other record information provided by COSUD shall be solely at his or her risk.  COSUD 
shall have no actual or implied liability for incorrect drawings, record drawings, or other materials 
that the recipient reviews and/or utilizes in preparation of making business or personal decisions. 

Be advised that any Contractor that damages any portion of the City’s potable water, wastewater, 
and/or reclaimed water infrastructure shall be totally financially responsible for the repair of any 
such damaged infrastructure.  All Contractors proposing to work directly on or in close proximity of 
any portion of the City’s potable water, wastewater, and/or reclaimed water infrastructure shall have 
the appropriate repair materials (pipe, fittings, etc.), tools, and qualified staff available onsite in order 
to perform immediate repairs should damage to such infrastructure occur. 

From: Briana Dobbs <Briana.Dobbs@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 5:08 PM 
To: Daniel Ohrenstein <Daniel.Ohrenstein@sarasotaFL.gov>; Gretchen Schneider 
<Gretchen.Schneider@sarasotaFL.gov>; Ryan Chapdelain <Ryan.Chapdelain@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike 
Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; Daniel Peck <Daniel.Peck@sarasotaFL.gov>; Stephen 
Zadrozny <Stephen.Zadrozny@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mark Miller <Mark.Miller@sarasotaFL.gov>; Zvonko 
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From: Mark Miller 
To: Briana Dobbs 
Subject: RE: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 
Date: Friday, April 3, 2020 7:40:01 AM 

Good morning Briana, 

I have no comment for this application. 

Mark Miller 
Sr. Arborist 
FL#5807-AU 
TRAQ Qualified 
Office (941) 365-2200 ext. 36536 

From: Briana Dobbs <Briana.Dobbs@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 5:08 PM 
To: Daniel Ohrenstein <Daniel.Ohrenstein@sarasotaFL.gov>; Gretchen Schneider 
<Gretchen.Schneider@sarasotaFL.gov>; Ryan Chapdelain <Ryan.Chapdelain@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike 
Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; Daniel Peck <Daniel.Peck@sarasotaFL.gov>; Stephen 
Zadrozny <Stephen.Zadrozny@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mark Miller <Mark.Miller@sarasotaFL.gov>; Zvonko 
Smlatic <Zvonko.Smlatic@sarasotaFL.gov>; Todd Kucharski <Todd.Kucharski@sarasotaFL.gov>; Danny 
Robbins <Danny.Robbins@sarasotaFL.gov>; thicks@scgov.net; Candie Pedersen 
<Candie.Pedersen@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; David Smith 
<David.Smith@sarasotaFL.gov>; Steven Cover <Steven.Cover@sarasotaFL.gov>; Lucia Panica 
<lucia.panica@sarasotaFl.gov>; Alexandrea DavisShaw <Alexandrea.Davis-Shaw@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Cc: William Cooney <William.Cooney@sarasotaFL.gov>; Karen Grassett 
<Karen.Grassett@sarasotaFL.gov>; Sean Wilkins <Sean.Wilkins@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Subject: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 

Interoffice Memorandum Date: 3/31/2020 

To: Daniel Ohrenstein, PE, Assistant City Engineer, Engineering 
Gretchen Schneider, Interim Director, Development Services 
Ryan Chapdelain, General Manager, Planning Department 
Mike Connolly, Deputy City Attorney 
Daniel Peck, Plans Examiner, Development Services 
Steve Zadrozny, Engineering Tech III, Engineering 
Mark Miller, Senior Arborist, Development Services 
Zvonko Smlatic, Utilities Engineer 
Todd Kucharski, Public Works 
Danny Robbins, Police Department 
Tom Hicks, Fire Safety Inspector, Sarasota County (c/o Larry Murphy) 
Candie Pedersen, Parks & Recreation (electronic distribution only) 

From: Briana Dobbs, Planner 
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From: Mike Connolly 
To: Briana Dobbs; Daniel Ohrenstein; Gretchen Schneider; Ryan Chapdelain; Daniel Peck; Stephen Zadrozny; Mark Miller; 

Zvonko Smlatic; Todd Kucharski; Danny Robbins; thicks@scgov.net; Candie Pedersen; David Smith; Steven Cover; 
Lucia Panica; Alexandrea DavisShaw 

Cc: William Cooney; Karen Grassett; Sean Wilkins 
Subject: Re: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 
Date: Saturday, April 4, 2020 12:15:44 PM 

Briana, 

I have only one legal concern with regard to application 20-ZTA-03.  The ZTA cover memorandum 
indicates that the overlay district will be in Arlington Park, Bayou Oaks and Central Cocoanut.  The 
ZTA materials do not yet have a map of the accessory dwelling unit overlay district.  Please be 
advised that the map will need to be included in the public hearing advertisement.  As such, staff 
will need to finalize the geographic boundaries of the overlay district before the ZTA can be 
scheduled for a public hearing. 

The ordinance will require two City Commission public hearings because it changes the actual 
zoning map designation of parcels by placing those parcels into the newly created overlay 
district.  I presume that the overlay district will be greater than 10 acres.  This presumption will 
need to be confirmed because Florida Statutes provide different adoption procedures if the 
proposed overlay district is less than 10 acres. 

Please let me know if you need anything else from me before you bring this to the DRC. 

Mike 

From: Briana Dobbs <Briana.Dobbs@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 5:08 PM 
To: Daniel Ohrenstein <Daniel.Ohrenstein@sarasotaFL.gov>; Gretchen Schneider 
<Gretchen.Schneider@sarasotaFL.gov>; Ryan Chapdelain <Ryan.Chapdelain@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike 
Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; Daniel Peck <Daniel.Peck@sarasotaFL.gov>; Stephen 
Zadrozny <Stephen.Zadrozny@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mark Miller <Mark.Miller@sarasotaFL.gov>; Zvonko 
Smlatic <Zvonko.Smlatic@sarasotaFL.gov>; Todd Kucharski <Todd.Kucharski@sarasotaFL.gov>; Danny 
Robbins <Danny.Robbins@sarasotaFL.gov>; thicks@scgov.net <thicks@scgov.net>; Candie Pedersen 
<Candie.Pedersen@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; David Smith 
<David.Smith@sarasotaFL.gov>; Steven Cover <Steven.Cover@sarasotaFL.gov>; Lucia Panica 
<lucia.panica@sarasotaFl.gov>; Alexandrea DavisShaw <Alexandrea.Davis-Shaw@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Cc: William Cooney <William.Cooney@sarasotaFL.gov>; Karen Grassett 
<Karen.Grassett@sarasotaFL.gov>; Sean Wilkins <Sean.Wilkins@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Subject: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 

Interoffice Memorandum Date: 3/31/2020 

To: Daniel Ohrenstein, PE, Assistant City Engineer, Engineering 
Gretchen Schneider, Interim Director, Development Services 
Ryan Chapdelain, General Manager, Planning Department 
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From: Daniel Ohrenstein 
To: Briana Dobbs 
Subject: 20-ZTA-03 ADU - No Comments 
Date: Friday, April 10, 2020 10:46:43 AM 

Briana, 

Good morning. I do not have any comments for the ADOD item. Thank you. 

Best regards, 

Dan Ohrenstein, PE, LEED AP BD+C 
Assistant City Engineer 
City of Sarasota Public Works Department 
Engineering Division 
Phone: 941-263-6520 l Fax: 941-263-6372 
Email: Daniel.Ohrenstein@sarasotafl.gov 

Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released 
in response to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this 
office by phone or in writing. E-mail messages sent or received by City of Sarasota officials and 
employees in connection with official City business are public records subject to disclosure under the 
Florida Public Records Act. 
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From: Gretchen Schneider 
To: Briana Dobbs 
Subject: RE: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 
Date: Monday, May 4, 2020 4:04:23 PM 

Briana, 
Just a few comments. First, why are you putting this as the second Overlay in the code?  Doing so 
requires that every Overlay gets renumbered and requires updates to the codes and any document that 
includes information about that overlay.  Usually we put the new overlays at the end to avoid all the 
new pages.  The second relates to prohibition of ADU in the CIO.  Should we cross reference that 
prohibition in the CIO? 

Thanks 

Gretchen M. Schneider 
Interim Director 
Development Services Department 
City of Sarasota 
941-263-6590 

From: Briana Dobbs <Briana.Dobbs@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 5:08 PM 
To: Daniel Ohrenstein <Daniel.Ohrenstein@sarasotaFL.gov>; Gretchen Schneider 
<Gretchen.Schneider@sarasotaFL.gov>; Ryan Chapdelain <Ryan.Chapdelain@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike 
Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; Daniel Peck <Daniel.Peck@sarasotaFL.gov>; Stephen 
Zadrozny <Stephen.Zadrozny@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mark Miller <Mark.Miller@sarasotaFL.gov>; Zvonko 
Smlatic <Zvonko.Smlatic@sarasotaFL.gov>; Todd Kucharski <Todd.Kucharski@sarasotaFL.gov>; Danny 
Robbins <Danny.Robbins@sarasotaFL.gov>; thicks@scgov.net; Candie Pedersen 
<Candie.Pedersen@sarasotaFL.gov>; Mike Connolly <Mike.Connolly@sarasotaFL.gov>; David Smith 
<David.Smith@sarasotaFL.gov>; Steven Cover <Steven.Cover@sarasotaFL.gov>; Lucia Panica 
<lucia.panica@sarasotaFl.gov>; Alexandrea DavisShaw <Alexandrea.Davis-Shaw@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Cc: William Cooney <William.Cooney@sarasotaFL.gov>; Karen Grassett 
<Karen.Grassett@sarasotaFL.gov>; Sean Wilkins <Sean.Wilkins@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Subject: Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) [20-ZTA-03] 

Interoffice Memorandum Date: 3/31/2020 

To: Daniel Ohrenstein, PE, Assistant City Engineer, Engineering 
Gretchen Schneider, Interim Director, Development Services 
Ryan Chapdelain, General Manager, Planning Department 
Mike Connolly, Deputy City Attorney 
Daniel Peck, Plans Examiner, Development Services 
Steve Zadrozny, Engineering Tech III, Engineering 
Mark Miller, Senior Arborist, Development Services 
Zvonko Smlatic, Utilities Engineer 
Todd Kucharski, Public Works 
Danny Robbins, Police Department 
Tom Hicks, Fire Safety Inspector, Sarasota County (c/o Larry Murphy) 
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From: Briana Dobbs 
To: Bridget W 
Subject: RE: Accessory Dwelling Units in Bayou Oaks 
Date: Friday, May 24, 2019 10:11:00 AM 

Good Morning Bridget, 

Thank you for informing us about the email address issue. I forwarded your email and informed IT of 
the problem. The ADUinfo@sarasotaFL.gov now works outside of the organization. 

The city is currently looking at multiple affordable housing strategies including ADUs in interested 
neighborhoods. Over the next few months we would like to meet with additional neighborhoods 
before drafting an ordinance. The process would include community engagement/ neighborhood 
meetings that would hopefully result in a zoning text amendment (ZTA) if we find support. The ZTA 
would be presented to the Planning Board and City Commission and this would definitely be the 
time to show your support. 

As our timeline becomes more concrete, I will be sure to keep you in the loop but I know we would 
like to meet with the Bayou Oaks neighborhood again. 

Thank you for your support, 
Briana 

From: Bridget W <bridget2211@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 12:52 PM 
To: Briana Dobbs <Briana.Dobbs@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Subject: Accessory Dwelling Units in Bayou Oaks 

Hello Briana, 

My name is Bridget Weyrick and I own several homes in the Bayou Oaks neighborhood. I attended 
the last Bayou Oaks neighborhood meeting and am very interested in the possible proposed zoning 
change that would allow for Accessory Dwelling units in all of Bayou Oaks. 

I think this is a wonderful idea and I want to lend my support and help out in any way possible to 
make this proposal come to fruition. 

Can you please let me know about the process and timeline and what I can do to help? I am willing 
to help gather community support or any other means that may help the cause. 

Thank you so much and I look forward to hearing from you. 

Best, 

Bridget Weyrick 
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*** I tried to reach you through the ADUinfo@sarasotafl.gov email that was provided on the hand 
out but it bounced back. It seems the security setting don't allow people to email that email without 
being in their network. I thought you should know so it can be fixed. I will forward you the email 
bounce back I received in response.**** 
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From: Bridget Weyrick 
To: ADUinfo 
Subject: Support and Opinions for AUD Units in Bayou Oaks 
Date: Monday, December 30, 2019 1:02:46 PM 

Caution: This email originated from outside the City's email system. Be Suspicious of 
Attachments, Links and Requests for Login Information. Verify requester via phone call 
before exchanging sensitive information. Think B4U Click! 

To whom it may concern, 

My name is Bridget Weyrick and I my husband Adam Jewell and I are homeowners and 
business owners in Bayou Oaks. We run a business that has been providing affordable housing 
to students and young professionals in the area for the last 14 years. Together we own over 30 
properties in Bayou Oaks in addition to our own home. 

We were very excited to see the concept of AUD dwelling units come up at the Bayou Oaks 
meetings. Because of it's proximity to several major colleges and downtown Sarasota, The 
Bayou Oaks area is prime to offer additional affordable housing to those in need. 

We fully support this zoning change being passed, however there was a statement from a 
presenter at the last meeting that concerned us. She stated there would likely be language that 
would prohibit anyone but a homestead owner from building an AUD. I am hoping this 
statement, if true, can be reevaluated to decide whether this in fact would be for the best in 
connection with actual creation and utilization of AUD units should they be allowed. 

My husband and I are already priced out of the real estate market and the ability to 
acquire more property to add to our affordable housing rentals. AUD units would allow us to 
build on the 30 properties we already own at a relatively affordable rate, meaning 30 AUD 
units would actually be built and put into service. Zoning changes are great, but they don't 
mean much for the community unless people can actualize and utilize those changes. If AUD 
units were restricted to homestead owners, I fear not very many would be or could be built. 
Further, I don't understand the logic behind restricting AUD's to homestead owners. If the goal 
is to create affordable housing, why does it matter who builds it? Many times investors have 
access to more resources to do such things more often than typical homeowners. Further still, I 
do not see how this rule could be enforced in property transfer from one party to another once 
the units are built. A homestead owner could sell to an investor and now an investor owns a 
single family property with an AUD unit. It just seems unnecessarily prohibitive on the front 
end to restrict building to homestead owners, with no real way to enforce it on the back end 
once a property is transferred. 

We are not worried about people building Airbnb units as was stated, frankly there are many 
other parts of Sarasota I think Airbnb guests would rather stay. But we are concerned about a 
great idea like AUD units for students and workforce housing being stifled and prohibited on 
the very front end so that would be units never get built. We should want people to build 
AUD's and put them into service in the community whether they live at that property or not. 
Please reconsider this prohibitive language in the zoning change. We want to stand behind this 
zoning change and help get this approved but we would like to be able to further our efforts of 
providing more affordable housing to the community through it. Please ensure that the zoning 
language we will vote on for the AUD units will be open and accessible for all property 
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owners with the intention and resources to build them in Bayou Oaks. 

Sincerely, 

Bridget Weyrick and Adam Jewell 

Sarasota Off Campus 
Student Housing 

(941) 773-1146 

Facebook l Website 
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________________________________ 

From: Ryan Chapdelain 
To: Steven Cover; Briana Dobbs 
Subject: FW: Accessory dwellings 
Date: Thursday, July 23, 2020 2:19:44 PM 

FYI-

-----Original Message-----
From: Nathan <jackrussell1@comcast.net> 
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2020 2:18 PM 
To: Jen Ahearn-Koch <Jen.Ahearn-Koch@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Cc: Marlon Brown <Marlon.Brown@sarasotaFL.gov>; Ryan Chapdelain <Ryan.Chapdelain@sarasotaFL.gov> 
Subject: Accessory dwellings 

Caution: This email originated from outside the City's email system. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and 
Requests for Login Information. Verify requester via phone call before exchanging sensitive information. Think 
B4U Click! 

Hello Jen and Marlon, 

Thank you for the meeting today!  Would you please consider tiny homes and container homes when planning for 
accessory dwellings.  It is a huge movement and many cities are now considering them as an option for affordable 
housing.  There are many benefits that I would be happy to share with you. 

Thanks 
Nathan Wilson 

Sent from my iPad 

Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response 
to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in 
writing. E-mail messages sent or received by City of Sarasota officials and employees in connection with official 
City business are public records subject to disclosure under the Florida Public Records Act. 
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From: planningboard@sarasotafl.gov
Cc: Steven Cover; Ryan Chapdelain
Subject: FW: CONCERNING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY OF SARASOTA ZONING CODE (2002 ED.) APPLICATION

NO. 20-ZTA-03
Date: Wednesday, September 9, 2020 7:59:32 AM
Attachments: Florida Building Code Minimum Requirements for Single Family Dwelling.pdf

PB Members (blind copied herein).
 
FYI.
 
Thank You,
Karen Grassett
Sr. Planning Technician
Development Services
City of Sarasota
Office (941) 365-2200 Ext. 36596
The City of Sarasota’s Values of Excellence:  Integrity, Accountability, Teamwork and Respect
 
IT’S NOT TOO LATE TO BE COUNTED
RESPONDING MEANS DOLLARS AND CENTS TO YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD
www.2020census.gov
 

From: Mary Anne Bowie <bowiefaicp@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 2:42 PM
To: planningboard@sarasotafl.gov
Cc: Steven Cover <Steven.Cover@sarasotaFL.gov>; Marlon Brown <Marlon.Brown@sarasotaFL.gov>;
Seidman, Carrie <carrie.seidman@heraldtribune.com>; David Conway <dconway@yourobserver.com>
Subject: CONCERNING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY OF SARASOTA ZONING CODE (2002 ED.)
APPLICATION NO. 20-ZTA-03
 

Caution: This email originated from outside the City's email system. Be Suspicious of
Attachments, Links and Requests for Login Information. Verify requester via phone call before
exchanging sensitive information. Think B4U Click!

                Dear Members of the Planning Board:
              Here are the written comments from the President, Officers and Other Board
Members of Arlington Park Neighborhood Association,                    Inc. for your review

prior to the    September 9, 2020 meeting at 1:30PM.  We thank you
for having these ten recommendations and one request                 
read into the record during that meeting.  I will be available
remotely at the meeting to respond to any questions.

 
 We, the Board of Directors of the Arlington Park Neighborhood Association,
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General Requirements for the Minimum Size & Facilities of a SFD 
Based on the Florida Building Code – Residential 6th Edition 


aka – Tiny Houses 
 
 
DWELLING ‐ Any building that contains one or two dwelling units used, intended, or designed to be built, used, rented, 
leased, let or hired out to be occupied, or that are occupied for living purposes. 
 
DWELLING UNIT ‐ A single unit providing complete independent living facilities for one or more persons, including 
permanent provisions for living, sleeping, eating, cooking and sanitation. 
 
SECTIONR301 
DESIGN CRITERIA 
 
Buildings and structures, and parts thereof, shall be constructed to safely support all loads, including dead loads, live loads, 
roof loads, flood loads, and wind loads as prescribed by this code. The construction of buildings and structures in 
accordance with the provisions of this code shall result in a system that provides a complete load path that meets the 
requirements for the transfer of loads from their point of origin through the load‐resisting elements to the foundation 
 
SECTION R304   
MINIMUM ROOM AREAS   
  
R304.1 Minimum area.   
Habitable rooms shall have a floor area of not less than 70 square feet. 
Exception: Kitchens 
 
R304.2 Minimum dimensions.   
Habitable rooms shall be not less than 7 feet in any horizontal dimension.   
Exception: Kitchens.   
  
R304.3 Height effect on room area.   
Portions of a room with a sloping ceiling measuring less than 5 feet or a furred ceiling measuring less than 7 feet from the 
finished floor to the finished ceiling shall not be considered as contributing to the minimum required habitable area for that 
room.  
  
SECTIONR305 
CEILING HEIGHT 
 
R305.1 Minimum height. 
Habitable space, hallways and portions of basements containing these spaces shall have a ceiling height of not less than 7 
feet. Bathrooms, toilet rooms and laundry rooms shall have a ceiling height of not less than 6 feet 8 inches. 
 
Exceptions: 
 


1.  For rooms with sloped ceilings, the required floor area of the room shall have a ceiling height of not less than 5 
feet and not less than 50 percent of the required floor area shall have a ceiling height of not less than 7 feet. 


 
2.  The ceiling height above bathroom and toilet room fixtures shall be such that the fixture is capable of being 


used for its intended purpose. A shower or tub equipped with a showerhead shall have a ceiling height of not 
less than 6 feet 8 inches above an area of not less than 30 inches by 30 inches at the showerhead.  


  
 
 







SECTION R306   
SANITATION   
  
R306.1 Toilet facilities. .  
Every dwelling unit shall be provided with a water closet, lavatory, and a bathtub or shower.   
  
R306.2 Kitchen.   
Each dwelling unit shall be provided with a kitchen area and every kitchen area shall be provided with a sink. 
(Kitchen shall mean an area used, or designated to be used, for the preparation of food.) 
  
R306.3 Sewage disposal.   
Plumbing fixtures shall be connected to a sanitary sewer or to an approved private sewage disposal system in accordance 
with Chapter 64E‐6, Florida Administrative Code, Standards for Onsite Sewage Treatment and Disposal Systems. 
  
R306.4 Water supply to fixtures.   
Plumbing fixtures shall be connected to an approved water supply. Kitchen sinks, lavatories, bathtubs, showers, bidets, 
laundry tubs and washing machine outlets shall be provided with hot and cold water. 
  
SECTION R307   
TOILET, BATH AND SHOWER SPACES   
  
R307.1 Space required.   
Fixtures shall be spaced in accordance with Figure R307.1, and in accordance with the requirements of Section P2705.1.   
    


 
 


FIGURE R307.1 
MINIMUM FIXTURE CLEARANCES   


R307.2 Bathtub and shower spaces.   
  
Bathtub and shower floors and walls above bathtubs with installed shower heads and in shower compartments shall be 
finished with a nonabsorbent surface. Such wall surfaces shall extend to a height of not less than 6 feet above the floor.   







SECTIONR 320 
ACCESSIBILITY 
 
R320.1.1 – Bathroom door 
All new single‐family houses shall provide at least one bathroom, located with maximum possible privacy, where bathrooms 
are provided on habitable grade levels, with a door that has a 29‐inch clear opening. However, if only a toilet room is 
provided at grade level, such toilet rooms shall have a clear opening of not less than 29 inches . 
 
SECTION R308 
GLAZING 
 
See the Section FBC‐R R308 for requirements for windows and doors in hazardous locations. See FBC‐R R301.2.1.2 for 
protection of openings and exterior glazing. 
 
SECTION R311   
MEANS OF EGRESS   
  
R311.1 Means of egress.   
All dwellings shall be provided with a means of egress as provided in this section. The means of egress shall provide a 
continuous and unobstructed path of vertical and horizontal egress travel from all portions of the dwelling to the exterior of 
the dwelling at the required egress door without requiring travel through a garage.   
  
R311.2 Egress door.   
At least one egress door shall be provided for each dwelling unit. The egress door shall be side‐hinged, and shall provide a 
minimum clear width of 32 inches when measured between the face of the door and the stop, with the door open 90 
degrees. The minimum clear height of the door opening shall not be less than 78 inches in height measured from the top of 
the threshold to the bottom of the stop. Other doors shall not be required to comply with these minimum dimensions. 
Egress doors shall be readily openable from inside the dwelling without the use of a key or special knowledge or effort.  
 
SECTIONR310 
EMERGENCY ESCAPE AND RESCUE OPENINGS 
 
R310.1 Emergency escape and rescue opening required. 
Basements, habitable attics and every sleeping room shall have not less than one operable emergency escape and rescue 
opening. Where basements contain one or more sleeping rooms, an emergency escape and rescue opening shall be 
required in each sleeping room. Emergency escape and rescue openings shall open directly into a public way, or to a yard or 
court that opens to a public way. 
 
Additional Considerations When Designing a Tiny House  ‐ View the Florida Building Code – www.floridabuilding.org
 


1.  Local Zoning Codes – Minimum size of Dwellings 
2.  Zoning Setbacks & Fire Separation Distances from Property Lines 
3.  Geographical Location 
4.  Flood Zone – Special Flood Hazards Areas & Design Requirements 
5.  Foundation Design 
6.  Wind Load Analysis ‐ Engineering 
7.  Heating & A/C Design 
8.  Electrical Requirements 
9.  Sewage Disposal & Potable Water 
10.  Insulation Requirements & the Energy Code 
11. Protection Against Termites 
12. Exterior Cladding – Florida Product Approval 


 



http://www.floridabuilding.org/





Inc., a 501(c)(3), appreciate that the City is moving      forward with this first
step toward getting more affordable housing into the City with increased
provision of Accessory Dwelling Units. We support making ADUs
permissible in Arlington Park Neighborhood.
 
We are excited that Arlington Park Neighborhood is one of the neighborhoods
where Accessory Dwelling Units will be permitted. We look forward to our
working partnership. We are distressed that all of the neighborhoods in the
City are not being included, but we do not want to stop forward progress.
We believe all neighborhoods deserve a chance to have ADUs.  Jon Thaxton,
Senior Vice President for Community Investment at Gulf Coast Community
Foundation, notes “ Accessory Dwelling Units are proven nationally to be one of
the most fundamental and effective forms of affordable housing.  If our local
governments want affordable housing, then this is a way to start it because
ADUs are an effective use of existing infrastructure.”
Recommendation 1: In the long term, ADUs should be City-wide, should
allow larger units, and should be more encouraging of “small homes” that
will actually provide long term living spaces for more than one person, with
more than one bedroom.
 
Technical Comment – ALL Physical setbacks and sizes should be in one place.
In the ZTA, for ADOD Section VI-906 (e) (1) will now require a minimum rear
yard of ten 10 feet which is less than the now required minimum of 15 feet. 
Recommendation 2: For clarity for all, there should be only one place  in the
Zoning Code where all required sizes, setbacks, and other design
considerations for ADUs are included, not at least four places in the Zoning
Code, as currently proposed.
 
Owner occupancy may not be possible when an owner is forced to go into the
hospital or long-term care or to live with family members. At that time, the
owner may be physically living elsewhere. Recommendation 3: The owner
occupancy requirement must be addressed so that owners that are forced to
alternative living locations do not lose streams of rental income and tenants
are not forced out of their permanent affordable rental home.
 
Recommendation 4: Newly constructed ADUs should be encouraged to be
handicapped accessible via universal design solutions and also be energy
efficient in alignment with Ready for 100% Renewable Energy goals.
 
The language “The main entrance shall not be through a garage” is confusing.
Recommendation 5: This needs to be clearer and more consistent with
Florida Building Code requirements.
 
Some older houses in Arlington Park are located to the very rear of the existing
building lot.  These houses could best locate an ADU in the front yard,
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preferably with a front porch catty-corner to the main dwelling. This would
create an L configuration of primary home and ADU. Unfortunately, the
following existing provision precludes a front yard ADU:  Division 6 –
Additional Use and Development Standards, Sec. VII-602, (cc) Accessory
dwelling units. (3) Design standards. e. Additional requirements for detached
accessory dwelling units. Detached accessory dwelling units must meet the
following: 1.  Setbacks. The accessory dwelling must be located at least six feet
behind the principal dwelling building. Recommendation 6:  Delete this
“setback six feet behind the principal dwelling” requirement.
 
According to Table Vi-203, Residential Development
Standards in the Single Family Zone, the maximum building
coverage for a single family lot in the RSF-E and the RSF-1
to RSF-4 zones is 30% to 35%.  That means that “additional
living space” could be added to a single-family house on a
10,000 square foot to create a total of 3000 or 3500 square
feet of building footprint.  In some cases, because of
antiquated plats, existing single family lots are actually close
to 14,000 square feet, allowing only one single family home,
that may be closer to 1400 square feet in size, or 10%
building coverage. Recommendation 7: The Size of an
ADU should be related to the lot and parcel size, i.e.,
larger lots should be allowed larger ADUs than 600
square feet. (Note, small lots will already be restricted to
smaller than 600 square feet ADUs if they have inadequate
maximum building coverage available.)
 
City’s recommended maximum size of 600 square feet for ADUs is not
consistent with the recommendations of the two sources cited; actual
recommendations of sources cited are for maximum of 650 square feet (Local
Affordable Housing Advisory Committee) and 800 square feet (Blueprint for
Workforce Housing).  Thus the document’s language on page 15, last paragraph,
that this ZTA corresponds with the recommendations of the cited guiding
documents is not true.  (Note: Sarasota County used the Blueprint for Workforce
Housing guidance to reach a 750 square feet size for Accessory Dwelling Units.)
Recommendation 8: The City should consider a larger size for ADUs than
600 square feet, consistent with the recommendations of the respected, cited
sources.
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In Article II- 201 Definitions, under II-304 (b), “household living is
characterized by  residential occupancy of a dwelling unit by a family. Tenancy
is arranged for periods longer than one week. ”  With this definition in mind,
ADUs should be considered small homes, suitable for family household
living.   Instead, on page 14 of the document, the staff report notes: “ the ADU
is… to provide housing for a senior or young professional.”   And the report then
opines that larger units may reduce affordability and two or three bedroom units
would ultimately increase the overall density.  The whole point of an ADU is to
increase affordable small homes for people (including small families) who need
housing.  The Florida Building Code Sixth Edition has minimum sizes for Single
Family Dwellings (tiny homes) (document attached) that include a minimum of
70 square feet for habitable space; the proposed restriction of only one bedroom
in City ADUs limits the quality of life for small family units that may live in an
accessory dwelling unit. Within 600 square feet, more than one bedroom sized of
at least 70 square feet would be appropriate for say a single mother and child, or
two college students or two elderly people. Recommendation 9: The City
should not limit the number of bedrooms to ONE inside of an ADU.
 
It has taken literally two years for City Staff to move forward with the required
code language to add ADUs for three neighborhoods, and we don’t know how or
why these particular neighborhoods were selected.   Recommendation 10: The
“Opt In” Provision in the City Plan for adding ADUs for other
neighborhoods needs an immediate  form and formal process so that other
neighborhoods will know exactly what is necessary and how to make ADUs
also permissible in their neighborhoods.

******************************************************************
And finally, we have one additional APNA request:
  When the public has only 5 minutes at the Planning Board or 3 minutes at the
City Commission meetings, it is often too little and too late for public comment
to be meaningful acted upon.   Many cities and counties include neighborhood
planning as the most important, basic building block of the planning process. The
neighborhood planning process is always, most importantly, built upon strong
community participation. APNA hungers for the City to have more neighborhood
planning and more meaningful community input.   We request that the City of
Sarasota identify and adopt a clear process that encourages formal citizen
public input into any zoning text amendments, one that is open, meaningful
and timely that is held prior to Planning Board consideration. 

 
            Thank you for allowing us to submit our recommendations and our request.
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         In community,
 

           Mary Anne Bowie, FAICP   President, Arlington Park
Neighborhood Association, Inc. and
           Kim Pitts - Vice President, Elaine Silver - Treasurer,
Lorrie Muldowney - Secretary, Terry Langlois, DeeAnna
Dowdle,
           Julia Clark, Members of the Board of Directors
             

           New website: APNAsrq.org
 
 
 

Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released in
response to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by
phone or in writing. E-mail messages sent or received by City of Sarasota officials and employees in
connection with official City business are public records subject to disclosure under the Florida Public Records
Act.
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From: planningboard@sarasotafl.gov
To: Ryan Chapdelain; Steven Cover; Damien Blumetti; Mike Connolly
Cc: esilver888@aol.com
Subject: FW: no20-ZTA-03
Date: Wednesday, September 9, 2020 8:05:44 AM

I will read under citizen input for Agenda Item III. B. 1.

Karen Grassett
Sr. Planning Technician
Development Services
City of Sarasota
Office (941) 365-2200 Ext. 36596
The City of Sarasota’s Values of Excellence:  Integrity, Accountability, Teamwork and Respect

IT’S NOT TOO LATE TO BE COUNTED
RESPONDING MEANS DOLLARS AND CENTS TO YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD
www.2020census.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: ELAINE SILVER <esilver888@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 8, 2020 4:05 PM
To: planningboard@sarasotafl.gov
Subject: no20-ZTA-03

Caution: This email originated from outside the City's email system. Be Suspicious of Attachments, Links and
Requests for Login Information. Verify requester via phone call before exchanging sensitive information. Think
B4U Click!

Please read the following comments into the record in regards to ZTA application no.20-ZTA-03:

I am a senior citizen who wishes to age in place in my home at 2414 Loma Linda Street, Sarasota,  FL, which is In
Arlington Park.

An ADU could mean the difference between having to sell my home or being able to stay here.   An ADU would
allow me, and others in my situation, to benefit from additional rental income, as well as having a future home for a
live-in assistant or nurse.

The restrictions placed with the current wording would make this impossible in my situation, because my house is
set close to the back edge of my property with not enough setback, ie: 6 feet behind my house and 10 feet from the
back property line.

Please amend the languaging so that the new regulation allows for ADUs to be built in the front yard, placed
perpendicular to the main house and the street, off to one side , with front doors of both homes being catty corner
with a front porch area. This would help to create a sense of Community with neighbors.

Thank you for your consideration.

Best,

Elaine M Silver
Resident since 1999

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Marlon Brown
To: Steven Cover; Ryan Chapdelain
Subject: FW: ADU"s Accessory Dwelling Units
Date: Wednesday, December 16, 2020 10:01:08 AM
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FYI
 

Marlon Brown
Interim City Manager, City of Sarasota

 941.263-6402
  Marlon.Brown@SarasotaFL.gov
  1565 1st Street • Sarasota, Florida 34236

 
 
 

From: DeeAnna Dowdle <deeannadowdle@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2020 9:55 AM
To: City Commissioners <CityCommissioners@sarasotafl.gov>
Subject: ADU's Accessory Dwelling Units
 

Caution: This email originated from outside the City's email system. Be Suspicious of
Attachments, Links and Requests for Login Information. Verify requester via phone call
before exchanging sensitive information. Think B4U Click!

Dear Commissioners, we welcome the city adoption of ADU's in the four neighborhoods, including
Arlington Park proposed by the city planners.
 
We are excited that it can provide income for citizens who own property whose income is limited or
diminished.
 
We are also happy to be able to allow families with limited income to move into areas with better
school opportunities.  That is why I am asking you to please not limit the square footage of the ADU
to 650 Sq Ft if that is what is proposed by the planners.
 
Please adopt the Sarasota and Manatee County Square Footage of 750 or 800 square feet.  This will
be much more accommodating to a single mother with a child and also leads to less building waste
as building waste because these dimensions work out perfectly.
 
Thank you so much for the work and preparation you do for each commission meeting.  We
appreciate all you do for all of the city residents.
 
Warm regards, 
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DeeAnna Dowdle  941-350-3571 Talk or Text
Founding Member of Progressive Sarasota
www.ProgressiveSarasota.org
President of Sarasota--Charlotte Democratic Progressive Caucus
Vice President--Arlington Park Neighborhood Association
 
 

Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released
in response to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this
office by phone or in writing. E-mail messages sent or received by City of Sarasota officials and
employees in connection with official City business are public records subject to disclosure under the
Florida Public Records Act.
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6:16:48 P.M. 

3. CITIZENS' INPUT CONCERNING CITY TOPICS (AGENDA ITEM I) 

No one signed up to speak. 

6:17:17 P.M. 

4. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS (AGENDA ITEM II) 

6:17:45 P.M. 

City Auditor and Clerk Griggs read the Pledge of Public Conduct into the record and administered the oath 
to persons wishing to speak during the Public Hearings. 

1) PUBLIC HEARING RE: PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 20-5337, AMENDING THE 
ZONING CODE (2002 EDITION) OF THE CITY OF SARASOTA BY AMENDING 
ARTICLE VI , ZONE DISTRICTS. DIVISION 9, SPECIAL PUBLIC INTEREST OVERLAY 
DISTRICTS, SECTION Vl-901 , INTENT AND PURPOSE, SO AS TO ACKNOWLEDGE 
THE ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT OVERLAY DISTRICT (ADOD), AND SECTION Vl-
906, ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT OVERLAY DISTRICT, TO CREATE THE ADOD, 
AND SECTION Vl-907, COASTAL ISLANDS OVERLAY DISTRICT, TO PROHIBIT 
ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS THEREINj AND BY AMENDING ARTICLE VII , 
REGULATIONS OF GENERAL APPLICABILITY, DIVISION 6, ADDITIONAL USE AND 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS. SECTION Vll-602, SPECIFIC STANDARDS FOR 
CERTAIN USES. SUBSECTION (CC), ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS, SO AS TO 
AMEND THE STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITSj 
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY OF THE PARTS HEREOF, ETC. (TITLE ONLY} 
(APPLICATION NO. 20-ZTA-03, APPLICANT CITY OF SARASOTA) (AGENDA ITEM 
11-1) 

6:18:02 P.M. 

Mayor Brody opened the Public Hearing . 

6:18:02 P.M. 

Director Steven Cover, General Manager Ryan Chapdelain, Planning Department, and Planner 
Briana Dobbs, Development Services came before the Commission. 

6:18:06 P.M. 

City Auditor and Clerk Griggs read proposed Ordinance No. 20-5337 by title only. 

6:19:24 P.M. 

City Manager Brown stated that this is a Public Hearing on Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs); that 
there are four areas being proposed for ADUs; that Staff will present a 10-minute presentation on 
the content and the applicability of ADUs. 

6:19:52 P.M. 

Mr. Cover briefly introduced the other presenters seated at the Dias and provided a brief 
introduction of proposed Ordinance No. 20-5337, and stated that this is recommended by all of the 
City's Affordable Housing Strategies. 

Book67 Page39097 
02/17/21 6:00 P.M. 
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6:20:36 P.M. 

Book67 
02/17/21 

Page 39098 
6:00 P.M. 

Mr. Chapdelain referred to a PowerPoint presentation displayed on the Chamber monitors entitled 
"Proposed Zoning Text Amendment Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD)" and 
provided a brief overview of the genesis of the ADOD. 

City Auditor and Clerk Griggs left the Dias at 6:20 P.M. and returned at 6:21 P.M. 

6:22:08 P.M. 

Ms. Dobbs referred to the PowerPoint presentation displayed on the Chamber monitors entitled 
"Proposed Zoning Text Amendment Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD)" and 
provided a brief overview of ADUs. 

6:25:12 P.M. 

Mr. Chapdelain concluded and referred to slides entitled "Benefits & Purpose," "Proposed 
Revision," "Parking Requirements- Remain the.Same." and "Maximum Size of ADU'', provided a 
brief overview of each and stated that due to the limitation of square footage there will be an 
affordability element to an ADU. 

City Auditor and Clerk Griggs left her seat at 6:26 P.M. and returned at 6:27 P.M. 

6:29:50 P.M. 

Citizens' Input received from individuals via Zoom. 

6:38:04 P.M. 

Commissioner Ahearn-Koch posed questions which were addressed and voiced concerns 
regarding enforcement issues, although the intent of ADUs is favored. 

6:43:46 P.M. 

Commissioner Battie stated that he has no issue with allowing ADUs or passing proposed 
Ordinance No. 20-5337. 

6:44:41 P.M. 

In response to a request for input from Commissioner Alpert about the change from 120% to 100% 
Area Median Income (AMI) since the belief is this should be consistent, Mr. Chapdelain stated that 
he agrees; however, this was a recommendation from the Planning Board/Local Planning (PBLP) 
Agency; that the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Code and the State Statute has 120% AMI, therefore 
Staff would not have any objection. 

6:45:32 P.M. 

Commissioner Alpert continued to pose questions which were addressed . 

6:47:09 P.M. 

Vice Mayor Arroyo posed questions which were addressed by Messrs. Chapdelain and Cover. 
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6:51 :24 P.M. 

Mayor Brody posed questions which were addressed by Mr. Chapdelain and Ms. Dobbs who 
referred to a slide displayed on the Chamber monitors to show an example of a 721 square foot 
ADU for affordable housing, and in favor of moving forward with ADUs, and voiced concerns 
regarding not allowing ADUs City-wide. 

6:56:57 P.M. 

Deputy City Attorney Connolly cautioned the Commission about discussion regarding passing 
proposed Ordinance No. 20-5337 City-wide, and stated that while this same proposal can be used 
to move forward with allowing ADUs City-wide, what is being proposed is for the creation of an 
Overlay District which would require the title of proposed Ordinance No. 20-5337 to be changed, 
and readvertised, along with scheduling a first and second Public Hearing to move forward with 
ADUs City-wide. 

6:58:03 P.M. 

Commissioner Ahearn-Koch voiced concerns about possible abuse of ADUs and posed questions 
which were addressed by Mr. Chapdelain, City Manager Brown, and Deputy City Attorney Connolly. 

7:04:43 P.M. 

Commissioner Alpert posed comments about ADUs and Ms. Dobbs provided input about AD Us in 
Portland, Oregon. 

7:07:24 P.M. 

Commissioner Battie concurred with the comments made by Commissioner Alpert and stated that 
ADUs are favored. 

7:10:01 P.M. 

Vice Mayor Arroyo posed questions which were addressed by Messrs. Chapdelain and Cover. 

7:11 :58 P.M. 

Mayor Brody concurred with comments made by Commissioners Alpert and Battie. 

7:15:14 P.M. 

Commissioner Ahearn-Koch voiced concerns and stated that what is being presented needs to be 
researched further and sought Commission support to have the item be continued. 

7:22:53 P.M. 

In response to a question from Mayor Brody asking how complaints will be handled, Mr. Chapdelain 
stated that enforcement will be addressed by Code Compliance. 

7:26:01 P.M. 

Mayor Brody closed the Public Hearing. 

Book 67 
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7:26:34 P.M. 

A motion was made by Commissioner Alpert, and seconded by Vice Mayor Arroyo to pass 
proposed Ordinance No. 20-5337 with the modification of making Accessory Dwelling Units (AD Us) 
available City-wide with the exclusion of the Barrier Islands and at 120% Area Median Income 
(AMI). 

7:26:56 P.M. 

Vice Mayor Arroyo spoke to the motion. 

7:27:10 P.M. 

Mayor Brody spoke to the motion. 

7:27:29 P.M. 

Mayor Brody called for a vote on the motion to pass proposed Ordinance No. 20-5337 with the 
modification of making Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) available City-wide with the exclusion of 
the Barrier Islands and at 120% Area Median Income (AMI, which carried by a 4-1 vote, with 
Commissioner Ahearn-Koch voting no. 

7:27:55 P.M. 

5. UNFINISHED BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM IV) 

1. DISCUSSION RE: YEARLY REVIEW OF THE CITY OF SARASOTA MARIJUANA CIVIL 
CITATION PROGRAM AS DEFINED UNDER CITY CODE 21-10 (AGENDA ITEM IV-1) 

7:28:24 P.M. 

Police Chief James "Jim" Rieser and Civilian Narcotics Investigator Mike Harrell, Sarasota Police 
Department (SPD), came before the Commission. 

7:29:10 P.M. 

Chief Rieser stated that the Civilian Narcotics Investigator will provide the numbers from last year; 
however, the City of Sarasota Marijuana Civil Citation Program (MCC Program) was not released 
as intended; that as the new SPD Chief, a clear vision of what the Commission is looking for is 
understood; that meetings were had and SPD will be considering or conducting training with all 
Police Officers and Police Supervisors going forward as well as changing SPD's Policy; that 
monthly reporting will be provided to ensure the new SPD Policy is being followed and no training 
needs to be done, along with reporting quarterly to the Independent Police Advisory Panel (IPAP). 

7:30:26 P.M. 

Mr. Harrell provided a brief overview of the number of Marijuana Civil Citations (MCC) issued by 
SPD and stated that only one MCC was issued, and to this day the person who received the MCC 
has not been compliant with any of the requirements of the MCC Program. 

7:30:55 P.M. 

In response to a request from City Manager Brown for the Chief and Mr. Harrell to provide a brief 
overview of how the MCC Program is supposed to work in order to provide the general public with 
an understanding of how MCCs were implemented, and where SPD is today with the MCC 
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CITY OF SARASOTA 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD/LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY 

September 9, 2020 at 1:30 p.m., Sarasota City Commission Chambers 
Via Communications Media Technology 

Planning Board 
Members Present: 

Planning Board 
Members Absent: 

Damien Blumetti, Chair 
Kathy Kelley Ohlrich, Vice Chair 
Members Patrick Gannon, David Morriss, Terrill Salem 

City Staff Present: Mike Connolly, Deputy City Attorney 
Steven R. Cover, Planning Director, Planning Department 
Ryan Chapdelain, General Manager, Planning Department 
Jim Koenig, Senior Planner, Planning Department 
Briana Dobbs, Development Review Planner, Development Services 
Miles Larsen, Manager, Public Broadcasting 
Karen Grassett, Senior Planning Technician 

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

1:37:55 P.M. 
PB Chair Blumetti called the meeting to order and Director Cover [acting as the Planning Board's 
Secretary] read the roll call. 

II. CHANGES TO THE ORDER OF THE DAY 

1:38:46 P.M. 
There were no changes to the order of the day. 

III. LAND USE ADMINISTRATION PUBLIC HEARINGS 

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC: At this time anyone wishing to speak at the following public hearings will be required to take an oath. 
(Time limitations will be established by the Planning Board.) · 

1:38:54 P.M. 

A. Reading of the Pledge of Conduct 
Secretary Cover administered the Pledge of Conduct. Attorney Connolly recommended time 
limits, and PB Members accepted them by consensus. Attorney Connolly administered the 
oath for all present who intended to speak. 

B. Legislative Public Hearings 
1. Zoning Text Amendment Application No. 20-ZTA-03: The proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit 

Overlay District (ADOD) Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) would allow for an accessory 
dwelling unit (ADU) on residentially zoned lots within the Arlington Park, Bayou Oaks and 
Central Cocoanut neighborhood boundaries. The zoning text amendment also proposes 
additional provisions for all accessory dwelling units. The proposed ZTA would require either 
the primary dwelling unit or the ADU to be owner-occupied and prohibit ADUs within the 
boundary of the Coastal Island Overlay District. Consistent with State statutory requirements, 
the proposed ZT A would require an affidavit from the applicant of a building permit that the 
ADU be rented at an affordable rate to person(s) with a household income at or below 120% of 
the Area Median Income. Additional design standards have also been added to ensure the 
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ADU is compatible with the desired character and livability of the City's residential 
neighborhoods. 
(Briana Dobbs, Development Review Planner) 

1:40:54 P.M. 
General Manager Chapdelain introduced himself and Development Review Planner Dobbs; 
discussed the background of the proposed zoning text amendments noting the definition and 
development standards for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) already exist in the Zoning 
Code; stated staff's recommendations are based upon the Local Affordable Housing Strategy 
the City Commission approved in December 2018 as well as the Blueprint for Workforce 
Housing prepared for Sarasota by the Florida Housing Coalition; pointed out the Accessory 
Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) will not be applicable to all neighborhoods since some 
neighborhoods do not support the proposed zoning text amendments; stated both documents 
recommended expanding opportunities for ADUs including increasing the allowable square 
footage; noted staff has concerns with increasing the square footage due to potential 
compatibility issues with the surrounding residences, pointing out the existing limit on square 
footage has been in place for some time and has worked well so staff does not recommend 
expanding; and discussed the various types of ADUs. 

General Manager Chapdelain reviewed the public participation process stating staff did a 
presentation before CCNA and established an email account specific to this proposal for public 
input; pointed out three neighborhoods, Arlington Park, Bayou Oaks and Central Cocoanut, 
expressed interest in participating so staff was starting with those three; presented a graphic 
depicting where ADUs are currently allowed; presented a map showing the three 
neighborhoods the ADOD would be applicable to noting other neighborhoods could be added 
in the future; and discussed the benefits and purpose pointing out the primary citizens that 
could benefit by being able to remain in their homes are senior citizens, single parents, and 
families with grown children. 

General Manager Chapdelain reviewed the proposed zoning text amendments stating the 
recommendation that affordable housing must be rented out to households with incomes at or 
below 120% of AMI is mandated by House Bill 1339; noted staff's proposal requires the owner 
to reside on-site; said the proposed design standards would ensure compatibility with the 
surrounding area; noted ADUs are prohibited on the coastal islands; pointed out additional 
parking for the ADUs will only be required for new construction; stated the ADUs cannot have 
more than one bedroom; and presented a graphic depicting local examples. 

1:51:36 P.M. 
PB Member Morriss questioned if the language in the design standards was adequate to protect 
against bad designs and why the maximum state mandated household income levels were 
being used, noting housing geared to that income level would not be affordable. General 
Manager Chapdelain noted the household income could be lower. Attorney Connolly read the 
State requirements and stated the household income could be lower however need to consider 
if the market would respond well to that. PB Member Morriss questioned if the overlay were 
to be adopted then the neighborhood decided they did not want that after all would that lead 
to a Bert Harris claim. Attorney Connolly stated it could possibly, noting the claim was not 
likely to succeed. 

1:55:57 P.M. 
Page 62 of 143



Corrected Minutes of the Regular Planning Board Meeting 
September 9, 2020at1:30 p.m. in the Sarasota City Commission Chambers 
Via Communications Media Technology 

Pa e 3 of13 

PB Member Gannon questioned what process was used for the three neighborhoods to opt in; 
references Action Strategy 6.2 and questioned how compatibility would be ensured; and who 
decides if it is compatible or not. General Manager Chapdelain stated the three neighborhoods 
contacted staff after staff's presentation to CCNA, staff subsequently made a presentation to 
those specific Neighborhood Associations, and the process went forward from there. 
Discussion ensued. General Manager Chapdelain stated staff was working on a standard 
application form, noted any additions would have to go before the Planning Board and City 
Commission to amend the Zoning Code to add those; stated the proposed general provisions 
and additional design standards go to compatibility; and stated Development Services staff 
would review the building permit for compatibility with materials, etc. of the principle 
dwelling. 

2:03:22 P.M. 
PB Vice Chair Ohlrich questioned if neighborhoods that are currently allow ADUs were 
excluded; if the Newtown area wished to opt in would they have to go through the public 
hearing process, what constituted a geographic area; and how the regulations would be 
enforced. General Manager Chapdelain stated neighborhoods that allow ADUs can continue 
to provide them; confirmed Newtown would have to go through the public hearing process in 
order to opt in; noted a geographic area refers to areas that do not have an established 
Neighborhood Association; said Code Enforcement would investigate any complaints; and 
noted property owners provide affidavits as to the income level and residing on-site that are 
recorded in the Official Records; and pointed out that additional parking is not required. 
Discussion ensued regarding "geographic areas". Attorney Connolly stated anyone can ask to 
opt in; noted the City Commission would have to approve the zoning text amendment; and 
said if the request was approved there would be public hearings before the Planning Board and 
City Commission. 

2:09:51 P.M. 
PB Member Salem questioned if there was any documentation that neighborhoods had decided 
to not opt in; and asked if the area south of Myrtle Street, west of US 301, north of 10th Street 
and east of Central A venue had elected to not opt in. General Manager Chapdelain noted that 
area is part of Gillespie Park, Central Cocoanut, and Amaryllis Park; and noted staff had 
discussed opting in with the Amaryllis Park Neighborhood Association however the 
Neighborhood Association does not have documented support at this time. Discussion ensued 
regarding the most affordable areas in the City; excluding the area with the lowest rental rates; 
ADUs increasing the property values and associated tax base; regulating airbnbs; and allowing 
investors to participate. PB Member Salem questioned how the AMI could be met if investors 
cannot participate, stating investors provide most of the affordable housing. General Manager 
Chapdelain noted ADUs can be rented below the 120% AMI. PB Member Salem questioned 
what the setbacks for the ADUs were. Development Review Planner Dobbs stated the setbacks 
are the same as the underlying zone district. 

2:17:43 P.M. 
PB Chair Blumetti stated he liked the idea; stated the reference to any abutting street should be 
changed to an abutting street; said it needed to be made clear that if the ADU is detached from 
the main structure the rear setback would be 5 ft. rather than 10'; noted under those 
circumstances a landscape buffer should be required along the rear property line; stated he 
understood the rational for not allowing windows on the back of the ADU however he felt Page 63 of 143
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clerestory windows on the back of the unit should be allowed; and questioned if the ADU 
would be on a separate meter from the main structure. General Manager Chapdelain stated he 
was unsure if there would be separate meters, noting the main structure and the ADU are 
considered two separate units. Discussion ensued. PB Chair Blumetti noted the 600 sq. ft. 
maximum pertained to the living space that is under air conditioning and suggested the 
maximum sq. ft. should be increased to 650 with the additional 50 sq. ft. being used for an 
entryway. 

2:24:26 P.M. 
PB Member Morriss questioned how many ADUs have been constructed and what the process 
was. General Manager Chapdelain stated roughly 27 ADUs have been constructed and a 
building permit must be submitted for approval. PB Member Morriss questioned how the 
requirements would be enforced. General Manager Chapdelain stated enforcement is 
complaint driven. Discussion ensued. PB Member Morriss asked why the sq. ft. of the ADU 
was not part of the maximum lot coverage. General Manager Chapdelain stated the ADU is 
part of the maximum lot coverage of the underlying zone district. 

2:27:36 P.M. 
PB Member Gannon questioned if an owner could occupy the ADU and rent the main structure 
out. General Manager Chapdelain stated that was correct. Director Cover noted an ADU cannot 
be constructed without the required affidavits. Discussion ensued. PB Member Gannon 
questioned if manufactured homes on wheels such as tiny homes would be permitted. General 
Manager Chapdelain noted the Florida Building Code requires a foundation and said the 
building types allowed are the same that are allowed under the particular zone district, noting 
the ADU must be compatible with the main structure. Discussion ensued. PB Chair Blumetti 
stated it was not likely that a manufactured home could meet the Florida Building Code. 
Development Review Planner Dobbs stated modular homes are permitted in the single-family 
zone districts while manufactured and/ or mobile homes are not, noting the difference is 
whether it is on wheels. Discussion ensued. PB Member Gannon asked from a planning 
standpoint what areas does staff feel workforce housing is appropriate. Director Cover stated 
staff wished to see workforce housing citywide. PB Member Gannon stated an educational 
program needed to be established for those neighborhoods that did not opt in and questioned 
if ADUs were allowed in the downtown neighborhoods. Development Review Planner Dobbs 
stated ADUs are allowed in the DTN zone district; noted ADUs are not allowed in the RSF-E, 
RSF-1, RSF-2, RSF-3 and RSF-4 zone districts; and said ADUs will be allowed in those zone 
districts if the zoning text amendment is approved. Discussion ensued regarding individual 
neighborhoods that could opt in. PB Member Morriss stated his neighborhood, Indian Beach
Sapphire Shores, does not want to opt in as written; and said needs to be adaptable to 
individual neighborhoods. 

2:39:40 P.M. 
PB Vice Chair Ohlrich questioned if the height of the ADU had to be less than that of the main 
structure. General Manager Chapdelain stated for a detached ADU that was correct. PB Vice 
Chair Ohlrich questioned if a neighborhood wished to opt in would they have to go before the 
Planning Board and City Commission and if so at what cost. General Manager Chapdelain 
stated staff would work with the neighborhood and there would be no cost to the residents. 
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Director Cover stated there has been a lot of discussion regarding neighborhoods that have not 
opted in; and noted the Planning Board could recommend AD Us be allowed citywide. 

2:42:29 P.M. 
PB Member Salem stated he felt the size was restrictive; suggested the allowable sq. ft. of the 
ADU be based on the size of the main structure; and asked if language could be added that 
requires the owner to live on-site if renting as a short term rental. General Manager Chapdelain 
noted the Code does not allow for rentals of less than 7 days; and stated the intent is for the 
ADU to be an accessory use. Discussion ensued regarding allowable sq. ft. and eliminated the 
reference to number of bedrooms allowed. 

2:47:23 P.M. 
PB Chair Blumetti suggested keeping the 600 sq. ft. maximum but eliminating the reference to 
the number of bedrooms, noting the Florida Building Code will regulate; and stated he does 
not see any problem with an owner occupying the ADU. 

2:49:28 P.M. 
PB Member Morriss stated his neighborhood has concerns regarding the need to police to 
ensure ADUs do not become an Airbnb and on-street parking being burdensome to the 
neighbors; and suggested each neighborhood be allowed to develop standards for ADUs 
specific to their neighborhood. Director Cover stated the perception that ADUs will be 
widespread is inaccurate and pointed out the concept was adopted in the City of Atlanta and 
within 2 years only 39 ADU shad been constructed. Development Review Planner Dobbs stated 
the City of Portland and City of Seattle have had ADUs as an option since 1994 and since then 
less than 2% of property owners have exercised that option. PB Member Morriss questioned if 
existing non-conforming ADUs can be made conforming under this process. General Manager 
Chapdelain stated staff would look into that. 

2:53:17 P.M. 
PB Member Gannon questioned if a kitchen facility is required. General Manager Chapdelain 
noted an ADU has a kitchen while guest homes do not. PB Member Gannon questioned how 
the Blueprint for Workforce Housing document was used in drafting the proposed zoning text 
amendment. General Manager Chapdelain stated the document is a guidebook. PB Member 
Gannon questioned how development review costs would be reduced. General Manager 
Chapdelain stated no public hearings are required, the owner only needs a building permit. PB 
Member Gannon asked if a Site Plan was required. General Manager Chapdelain stated the 
ADUs would be treated the same as a single- family home which does not require Site Plan 
approval. PB Member Gannon questioned what steps are being taken to train employees to 
combat neighborhood opposition noting that was a suggestion in the Blueprint for Workforce 
Housing document. General Manager Chapdelain stated no steps are being taken, and again 
noted the document serves as a guidebook. PB Member Gannon questioned if tree mitigation 
requirements would be lowered since the ADU is considered affordable housing. Discussion 
ensued regarding how the building permit would be reviewed as it relates to tree mitigation 
requirements. 

3:02:58 P.M. 
PB Vice Chair Ohlrich stated the Planning Board had discussed the Blueprint for Workforce 
Housing document previously, noted the inclusionary zoning section is no longer valid; and 
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questioned what other sections were no longer valid. General Manager Chapdelain stated no 
other components were invalid, noting some sections may be more applicable than others. 

3:06:24 P.M. 
Ms. Mary Anne Bowie questioned if the Planning Board members had reviewed the three page 
document she had submitted; stated the Arlington Park Neighborhood wants to move forward; 
and stated the City needs to allow ADUs citywide with an opt out rather opt in provision; and 
reviewed several of the ten recommendations from the Arlington Park Neighborhood 
Association. 

Senior Planning Technician Grassett read correspondence from Ms. Elaine Silver, who supports 
the proposed zoning text amendment, into the record. 

3:13:02 P.M. 
PB Chair Blumetti closed the public hearing. 

3:13:32 P.M. 
PB Chair Blumetti re-opened the public hearing for staff rebuttal. 

General Manager Chapdelain noted staff considered citywide; however, was aware of some 
neighborhoods that specifically do not want ADUs; discussed the statement made by Ms. 
Bowie regarding recommendations that differ from the two guideline documents stating staff 
will revise the language to note is consistent with those documents; stated in response to the 
letter that was read into the record that an attached ADU could address the issue; and noted a 
property owner could request a variance also. 

Director Cover stated he agrees the owner occupying the ADU could be a good thing; and 
noted the 120% AMI for a two income family is $68,000 and $60,000 for an individual, and the 
100% AMI for a two income family is $57,000 and $50,000 for an individual. 

PB Member Morriss questioned if there was anything that precluded the owner to request a 
variance before the Board of Adjustment. General Manager Chapdelain stated there was not. 

PB Member Gannon questioned why not increase sq. ft.to 650. Director Cover stated 600 sq. ft. 
is what is currently used and said staff had no problem increasing that to 650 sq. ft. PB Member 
Gannon stated he still had concerns and unanswered questions that he would address later. 

PB Vice Chair Ohlrich stated she agreed there are unanswered questions and stated that while 
the Planning Board was supportive of the concept there were loose ends and uncertainties that 
call for an alternative motion. 

PB Member Salem questioned if staff agreed to remove the reference to the number of 
bedrooms. 

PB Chair Blumetti questioned if a motion were made to go citywide would that create a noticing 
issue. Attorney Connolly stated the proposed zoning text amendments would create an overly; 
noted if ADUs were permitted citywide that would not be an overlay; said an overlay required 
enhances noticing and two public hearings before the City Commission however if the 
provisions applied citywide only the tables in the Zoning Code need revised; and pointed out Page 66 of 143
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what is being proposed is not the proper vehicle to go citywide. Director Cover stated if the 
Planning Board voted to allow ADUs citywide while staff is recommending the overlay both 
proposals would be presented to the City Commission; and stated if the City Commission 
preferred the Planning Board's recommendation staff would rewrite the document and go back 
through the public hearing process. Attorney Connolly noted two ordinances could be brought 
to the City Commission. Discussion ensued. 

PB Chair Blumetti discussed the comments made under citizen's input stating he felt the 
appropriate sections of the Zoning Code were being revised; stated he felt if the maximum 
building area has been used an ADU should not be allowed, particularly if new construction; 
questioned if staff had looked at increasing the maximum building area; and if so, what would 
the impacts be. General Manager Chapdelain stated staff considered excluding the ADU in the 
maximum building area and concluded it would not be appropriate. PB Chair Blumetti stated 
the use of shipping containers as suggested under citizen's input would not be an option as 
those would not be compatible with the surrounding area. General Manager Chapdelain stated 
shipping containers are specifically prohibited by the Code. PB Chair Blumetti stated it makes 
sense that the ADU must match the surrounding area. 

PB Member Gannon noted the existing tree protection regulations refer to reduced mitigation 
if for sale and suggested if the ADU is to be rented the full mitigation would be required. 
General Manager Chapdelain agreed. 

3:30:50 P.M. 
PB Chair Blumetti closed the public hearing. 
PB Member Salem stated he felt the maximum sq. ft. needs to be increased to 800 sq. ft.; the 
reference to the number of bedrooms needs to be eliminated; ADUs should be allowed 
citywide; investors or non-owner/occupiers need to be included; and noted the owner 
occupied requirement would be difficult to enforce 

PB Vice Chair Ohlrich stated she supports expanding to citywide; said the sq. ft. needs to be 
increased, 800 may be too much; noted the full discussion is on the record; and stated she was 
ready to make a motion. 

PB Member Morriss stated there were too many loose ends; said he supports the concept; 
questioned if certain adjustments could be built into the zoning text amendment; would like to 
see the clerestory option; said he can't support as written; requested case studies from other 
jurisdictions be provided to the Planning Board; and noted he did not feel any sense of urgency. 

PB Member Gannon commended staff for their efforts; stated he favors a maximum of 650 sq. 
ft.; said he was not sure the number of bedrooms needs to be identified; and stated he does not 
support non-owner occupied. 

PB Chair Blumetti stated he would like to see the sq. ft. increased to 650; said the reference to 
the number of bedrooms needs to be eliminated; said he would like to see ADUs allowed 
citywide; said he does not support non-owner occupied; stated he likes the clerestory option 
and/ or a landscape buffer; and said he felt a parking space should be provided on-site if on
street parking is not permitted on that street. 
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Attorney Connolly pointed out that the City previously processed zoning text amendments 
annually that consisted of several amendments in one public hearing; suggested the Planning 
Board could make a recommendation on each proposed zoning text amendment with a 
separate motion for each amendment. 

General Manager Chapdelain stated that would provide clarity; and stated going citywide 
versus an overlay district was the most pressing issue. Discussion ensued regarding separate 
motions. 

PB Member Salem questioned if the proposed maximum sq. ft. encompassed the entire 
footprint of the structure. PB Chair Blumetti stated the maximum applies to the floor area that 
is under air conditioning. PB Member Salem questioned if a 2-story, 1300 sq. ft. structure could 
be constructed. Director Cover stated that would be prohibited for an ADU. Attorney Connolly 
noted the current code uses the term "habitable space" and suggested the same be used for this 
zoning text amendment. 

3:44:13 P.M. 
PB Vice Chair Ohlrich stated she was ready to make a motion as she felt that due to the number 
of uncertainties the proposed zoning text amendment should come back before the Planning 
Board for further review prior to going to the City Commission. Discussion ensued. 

PB Vice Chair Ohlrich made a motion to continue the public hearing so that additional 
information regarding allowable square footage, number of bedrooms, clerestory windows, 
parking requirements, possibility of expanding to citywide, and owner-occupied vs. non
owner occupied can be provided. PB Member Morriss seconded the motion. Discussion 
ensued. The motion failed 2/ 3 with PB Chair Blumetti, PB Member Gannon and PB Member 
Salem voting no. 

Discussion ensued regarding discussing then voting on each issue individually. 

3:53:48 P.M. 
PB Vice Chair Ohlrich made a motion to increase the allowable square footage to 650 sq. ft. PB 
Member Gannon seconded the motion. The motion passed 5/0. 

PB Vice Chair Ohlrich made a motion to remove any reference to the number of allowable 
bedrooms. PB Member Salem seconded the motion. The motion passed 5/0. 

PB Vice Chair Ohlrich made a motion to allow clerestory windows. PB Member Morriss 
seconded the motion. PB Member Salem requested discussion/ clarification. General Manager 
Chapdelain stated the intent is to minimize or prevent a blank wall look for the second story 
that is within the ten foot setback requirement; suggested language that reads "only clerestory 
windows are allowed above twelve feet of finished grade on any fai:;:ade of an ADU that 
encroaches into the required rear or side building setback of the underlying zone district'' . 
Director Cover noted the clerestory windows would be allowable rather than required. 
Discussion ensued regarding the definition of clerestory. The motion passed 5/0 

3:56:21 P.M. 
PB Vice Chair Ohlrich made a motion that a landscape buffer be required if the ADU 
encroaches into the required setback. PB Member Gannon seconded the motion. Development Page 68 of 143
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Review Planner Dobbs noted if the zoning text amendment were expanded citywide properties 
in the downtown that have a 3' setback would not be able to meet the requirement. PB Chair 
Blumetti noted the requirement would only apply to RSF zone districts. Discussion ensued 
regarding the need to buffer between adjacent properties and if the encroachment requires a 
Variance from the Board of Adjustment. General Manager Chapdelain stated if the zoning text 
amendment is adopted the encroachment would be a matter of right. PB Chair Blumetti noted 
the landscape buffer would not be necessary if the ADU was within the setback for the 
underlying zone district. The motion passed 5/0. 

Discussion ensued regarding parking requirements. The consensus was no changes were 
needed to the parking requirements. 

PB Member Salem made a motion to reduce the maximum AMI from 120% to 100%. PB 
Member Morriss seconded the motion. The motion passed 5/0. 

PB Vice Chair Ohlrich made a motion to retain the owner-occupied requirement. PB Member 
Gannon seconded the motion. PB Member Salem stated if the owner-occupied requirement 
were removed it would allow for more workforce housing in various neighborhoods, in 
keeping with HUD guidelines; said investors are more concerned with renters ability to pay 
their rent versus their actual income; and noted houses are sold which would create an 
enforcement nightmare. PB Chair Blumetti questioned if neighborhoods that opt in in the 
future could wave that requirement. Attorney Connolly stated the City only enforces City rules 
noting if it was a HOA rule the HOA can enforce. Discussion ensued regarding owners with 
multiple properties, the impact on the neighborhoods, and the need to keep corporations out 
of the process. The motion passed 4/1 with PB Member Salem voting no. 

PB Member Salem made a motion to expand the zoning text amendment to citywide. The 
motion failed for lack of a second. 

PB Vice Chair Ohlrich made a motion to keep the ADU option as an overlay. PB Member 
Morriss seconded the motion. PB Member Salem stated neighborhoods were being excluded 
because staff did not engage with each individual neighborhood; and noted the ADUs increase 
property values. PB Chair Blumetti agreed noting it citywide neighborhoods could opt out if 
so desired. PB Vice Chair Ohlrich stated she agreed that the outreach to neighborhoods was 
haphazard; said if the zoning text amendment is adopted she wants a concerted outreach to all 
neighborhoods; and said she felt going citywide at this time would be too massive. PB Member 
Morriss stated it is more appropriate to have neighborhoods opt in rather than opt out, noting 
that allows for better representation from the entire neighborhood. Director Cover stated staff 
took the proposed zoning text amendment to CCNA so most all of the neighborhoods are 
aware; said it is not feasible to go to the other 50 + /- neighborhoods in the City individually; 
and said the goal is to move forward with the neighborhoods that have expressed interest. PB 
Vice Chair Ohlrich noted neighborhoods that wanted to opt in later could do so at no cost to 
the neighborhood. PB Member Gannon sated he felt further discussion with individual 
neighborhoods was warranted; said certain areas needed to be targeted; noted if passed other 
neighborhoods might want to opt in after seeing successful implementation in participating 
neighborhoods; and said he prefers to stay with the overlay. PB Member Salem requested the 
Newtown area be included. PB Chair Blumetti stated that would be a separate motion. PB Chair 
Blumetti questioned how many residents of a neighborhood must agree in order for that 
neighborhood to opt in. General Manager Chapdelain stated the proposal would be fully vetted Page 69 of 143
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with the Neighborhood Association; and pointed out the Neighborhood Association would 
hold multiple meetings then bring forward the documented support to the City. PB Member 
Gannon stated the request should only be accepted if the Neighborhood Association's Board 
brought forward a resolution requesting to opt in noting that would protect the City. The 
motion passed 3/2 with PB Member Salem and PB Chair Blumetti voting no. 

Discussion ensued regarding if additional motions were needed. General Manager Chapdelain 
noted PB Member Salem had mentioned the Newtown area; said the Economic Development 
Division would be meeting with the Amaryllis Park Neighborhood Association in the near 
future; and suggested if it was determined that neighborhood wished to opt in that change 
could be made to the ordinance prior to the City Commission meeting. Attorney Connolly 
confirmed that would be appropriate so long as the area defined in the public hearing notice 
for the City Commission meeting included that area. 

PB Member Salem made a motion to add Newtown to the ADOD. The motion failed for lack 
of a second. 

4:31:37 P.M. 
PB Member Gannon made a motion to find 20-ZTA-03 consistent with the Sarasota City Plan 
(2030) and find that it satisfies the Standards for Review in Zoning Code Section IV-1206 and 
recommend approval to the City Commission with the five changes the Planning Board 
recommended. PB Vice Chair Ohlrich seconded the motion. PB Member Gannon said he felt 
the discussion was helpful and resulted in a clearer package moving forward. PB Vice Chair 
Ohlrich stated she agreed with PB Member Salem regarding adding Newtown however felt 
there needed to be discussions with the neighborhood first; and strongly encouraged staff to 
move with great haste so the neighborhood could be added prior to the City Commission 
meeting. PB Member Salem stated that community has been disenfranchised for a long time; 
said this was an opportunity to increase the tax base and property values; and said with proper 
information and education no neighborhood would oppose. 

PB Member Morriss stated the need to address how to monitor the process and requested an 
amendment to the motion to require that the affidavit be provided annually versus one time 
only. PB Vice Chair Ohlrich seconded the motion. Attorney Connolly clarified the vote was to 
amend the current motion to require the affidavit annually. The motion failed 2/3 with PB 
Members Gannon and Salem and PB Chair Blumetti voting no. 

The motion to recommend approval to the City Commission with the inclusion of the five 
changes the Planning Board recommended was passed 4/1 with PB Member Salem voting no. 

PB Chair Blumetti questioned if it was appropriate for the Chair to second a motion. Attorney 
Connolly stated it was. PB Chair Blumetti apologized to PB Member Salem for not seconding 
his motion to add Newtown and requested PB Member Salem make the motion again. 

PB Member Salem made a motion to add Newtown to the ADOD. PB Chair Blumetti seconded 
the motion. PB Vice Chair Ohlrich stated she supported the motion since it does not preclude 
staff from making haste to have a discussion with the Amaryllis Park Neighborhood. 
Discussion ensued regarding the boundaries of the area to be added. 
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PB Member Salem defined the area as being bounded by the railroad tracks at the eastern City 
limits, west to Tamiami Trail, Myrtle Street to the north and 10th Street to the south. Director 
Cover noted that would be a geographic area versus a neighborhood. Discussion ensued 
regarding the zoning of the property within those boundaries. Attorney Connolly noted the 
overlay would only apply to those parcels zoned RSF. Discussion ensued. The motion passed 
4/1 with PB Member Gannon voting no. 

The Planning Board Took a Ten-Minute Break 

IV. CITIZEN'S INPUT 

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC: At this time Citizens may address the Planning Board on topics of concern. Items which have 
been previously discussed at Public Hearings may not be addressed at this time. (A maximum 5-minute time limit.) 

4:57:09 P.M. 
Senior Planning Technician Grassett read a letter from Ms. Suzanne Lynch regarding the 
proposed Bay Park zoning text amendments into the record. 

V. PRESENTATION OF TOPICS BY STAFF 

Items presented are informational only (no action taken). Any issue presented that may require future action will be placed on the 
next available agenda for discussion. 

4:59:51 P.M. 
1. Newtown CRA Plan Update 

Director Cover announced this presentation has been moved to the October 14, 2020 PB 
meeting agenda. 

2. Planning Department Initiatives Update 

Director Cover reviewed the Planning Department's upcoming projects noting there are 
approximately twelve zoning text amendments dealing with various issues; said in addition 
there are several zoning text amendments relating to The Bay Park Phase 1 project; said there 
are approximately fifteen projects in addition to The Bay Park Phase 1 Site Plan review, the 
Marie Selby Botanical Gardens applications, Bath and Racquet Rezoning and the Quay Blocks 
4 & 5 Site Plan; and noted some of those will move forward this year while others will not move 
forward until 2021. 

PB Member Gannon questioned what the status of the Primary Grid Street Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment is. General Manager Chapdelain stated the item was delayed due to the 
pandemic; said staff anticipated the item would go before the City Commission next month for 
transmittal to the State; pointed out after that there would be adoption public hearings before 
the City Commission; and noted once that process was complete, zoning text amendments 
would be required to expand the primary streets. PB Member Gannon questioned if the 
revisions the Planning Board requested at their February 12th public hearing would be included 
in the materials provided to the City Commission. Discussion ensued. Director Cover stated 
staff would review that discussion. 
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City of Sarasota 

Local Affordable Housing Incentive Strategy Recommendations 

For purposes of this document, affordable housing shall be defined as housing that remains 

affordable for a term of at least 30 years 

1. The processing of approvals of development orders or permits for affordable housing

projects is expedited to a greater degree than other projects.

The Committee recommends that any applicant with an affordable housing project meeting 

any one of the following conditions be given expedited review and approval from the time 

the development application or building permit is submitted through the issuance of the 

certificate of occupancy or final inspection: 

a. Individuals or organizations that are receiving assistance through the Office of

Housing and Community Development;

b. Builders and developers who are applying for Federal and/or State Affordable

Housing Programs;

c. Non-Profit Organizations that are building affordable housing with a sales price

that does not exceed the maximum sales price for the Housing Partnership Program;

d. Any organization building affordable housing in the Community Reinvestment

Area (CRA) with a sales price that does not exceed the maximum sales price for

the Housing Partnership Program ($270K);

e. Non-Profit Organizations that are building rental housing and agree to lease the

property for no more than the HUD fair market rent for a period of at least 30 years;

f. Any organization that is building rental housing in the City that commits to lease

the property for no more than the HUD fair market rent for a period of at least 30

years;

g. Applicants applying for a rezone or conditional use for a project where a minimum

of fifteen (15) percent of the total units within the development are affordable to

households earning less than 120%of area median income;

h. Applicants applying for site plan approval, plats and building permits for any

project where a minimum of fifteen (15) percent of the total units within the

development are affordable to households earning less than 120% of area median

income.
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2. The modification of impact-fee requirements, including reduction or waiver of fees and

alternative methods of fee payment for affordable housing.

The Committee makes the following recommendations: 

a. To continue allowing nonprofit housing organizations building housing for families

with incomes below 100% of the Area Median Income remain eligible to receive a

Temporary Certificate of Occupancy (Temporary CO) that allows the nonprofit

organization to receive all final inspections and defer impact fee payments until the

home is sold to the low-income homebuyer. The impact fees are paid when the

home is sold, and the nonprofit organization receives their Final Certificate of

Occupancy.

b. To continue allowing nonprofit agencies that are building rental housing and

promise to lease the property for no more than the fair market rent for a period of

10 years to remain eligible to receive a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy

(Temporary CO) that allows the nonprofit organization to receive all final

inspections and to defer impact fee payments and allows them to be paid when the

property is leased to the first occupant. The impact fees are then paid when the

home is leased, and the nonprofit organization receives their Final Certificate of

Occupancy.

c. To continue allowing low income families to receive a low interest loan from the

County to enable them to pay the water and sewer capacity (impact) fees to connect

to public water and sewer lines. This is available in the unincorporated county and

the four municipalities.

d. To continue to allow affordable housing projects funded through OHCD to include

the cost of impact fees in the development costs and pay those fees using federal

and / or state funds.

e. During the next year, the City should study how impact fees are determined and

assessed to see if there are ways to mitigate the cost of impact fees on affordable

housing and to identify other tools and incentives that are available to make a

positive impact on affordable housing.

3. The allowance of flexibility in densities for affordable housing.

The Committee makes the following recommendations: 

a. Implement provisions that allow for increased density for affordable housing to be

granted administratively or by right, rather than making the developer go through a

public hearing process;

b. The City should consider additional density incentives; and

c. Conditioning density and other structural bonuses such as height, lot coverage,

FAR, and parking on use for long-term affordable housing is a tool that should be

utilized by the City to incentivize workforce housing development.
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4. The reservation of infrastructure capacity for affordable housing.

The Committee did not make any recommendations on this topic. 

5. The allowance of affordable accessory residential units in residential zoning districts.

The Committee made the following recommendations: 

a. To increase the maximum size of accessory dwelling units from 600 square feet to

650 square feet; and

b. The City should expand opportunities for accessory dwelling units.

6. The reduction of parking and setback requirements for affordable housing.

The Committee made the following recommendations: 

a. The City should research ways to provide more flexibility in creating incentives to

create more affordable housing units closer to walkable areas;

b. The City should look to expand alternative parking strategies and setback reduction

for affordable housing outside the downtown zone districts; and

c. The City should offer structural bonuses such as density, height, lot coverage, FAR,

and parking close to employment centers.

7. The allowance of flexible lot configurations, including zero-lot line configurations for

affordable housing.

The Committee made the following recommendations: 

a. The City should explore additional flexible lot configurations; and

b. The City should include additional building types that promote flexible lot

configurations such as cottage courts.

8. The modification of street requirements for affordable housing.

The Committee made the following recommendation: 

The City should promote reduced infrastructure costs with infill through a complete street 

program that reduces vehicular motor traffic. 
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9. The establishment of a process by which a local government considers, before adoption,

policies, procedures, ordinances, regulations, or plan provisions that increase the cost of

housing.

The Committee made the following recommendation: 

Staff should provide information to advisory committees with information on how policies, 

procedures, ordinances, regulations or plan provisions that they are considering impact the 

cost of housing, along with the estimated cost to implement the provision. 

10. The preparation of a printed inventory of locally owned public lands suitable for affordable

housing.

The Committee recommended that the properties on Exhibit A be listed as the publicly 

owned lands suitable for affordable housing. 

11. The support of development near transportation hubs and major employment centers and

mixed-use developments.

The Committee made the following recommendation: 

a. That the development near transportation hubs, major employment centers and

mixed-use development should be identified and supported with transit

opportunities.

b. Adaptive reuse of former commercial shopping centers should also be considered.

12. Other Affordable Housing Recommendations

a. The Committee recommends that this or another citizen committee review the best

practices and develop a comprehensive program to increase affordable housing

opportunities for the City of Sarasota.

b. The Committee recommends that the City undertake studies, internally or

externally, of existing local multi-family housing to help shape perception and

policy related to affordable multi-family infill housing:

1. Traffic – studying peak hour and ingress/egress access, post construction.

2. Parking – studying day and night parking counts, post construction.

3. Compatibility – survey adjacent single-family residents regarding

compatibility of height, design, density, setbacks, etc., post construction.

4. Demographics – studying demographic population of children, retired

persons, etc., post construction.

5. Tax Revenue.

6. Noise – review noise at property lines, post construction.

7. Property values on adjacent single-family residences when multi-family

develops nearby.

c. During land use hearings, consider the impact of development decisions on

affordable housing supply.
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Executive Summary 
 

The workforce housing issue permeates throughout the community and the local economy. Because of 
the lack of affordable workforce housing in close proximity to employment centers, employees are forced 
to live far away from the communities they serve. Several employers noted that this trend has cost them 
valuable workers. One major employer in the area noted that if the trends in lack of affordability continue, 
they will be forced to move production elsewhere due to a diminution in the local talent pool.   

 

It is no secret that the City and County of Sarasota have a need for housing that is within financial reach 
of the workforce. Based on recent Census data, 42% of all households in the County are cost-burdened – 
these households spend more than 30% of their monthly income on housing costs. In the City, 77% of all 
renters and 62% of all homeowners with incomes below 80% of the Area Median Income are paying more 
than 30% of their income on housing. A total of 76,613 households in Sarasota County are cost-burdened.  

 

A review of the City’s and County’s planning documents and internal studies make clear that both the City 
and County have done excellent work to identify policies that will encourage workforce housing 
development. Staff for both local governments are familiar with the most effective tools for meeting their 
workforce housing goals. What is needed now is for both local governments to implement these tools 
within a cohesive land use planning and financing framework/blueprint. The key to success will be local 
elected leadership committed to ensuring that workforce housing is provided in Sarasota County and the 
City of Sarasota.  

 

Section I of this Action Plan acknowledges the work that has been done by the City and the County 
regarding workforce housing policies. We address some of the main findings of the Sarasota County 
Situational Report, as well as the City’s Executive Summary on Workforce Housing – two reports which 
contain relevant data on housing needs and steps the local governments have already taken. Section II 
contains a review of City and County documents such as the respective comprehensive plans, budgets, 
and joint Local Housing Assistance Plan. Section III discusses the interviews undertaken with local 
stakeholders in addition to key City and County government planning and management professionals. 
Section IV is the blueprint of recommendations for the City and County to implement. The intent of this 
Plan is to create actionable steps for the City and the County to take that will result in an increase in 
workforce housing.  

 

Blueprint Recommendations: 

1. Encourage More Flexibility in Housing Types to Promote Infill Development 

2. Allow Accessory Dwelling Units in All Single-Family Zones 

3. Make Full Sadowski Funding a Legislative Priority and Augment with Locally Generated Funds  
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4. Repurpose Vacant/Abandoned Commercial, Retail, and Industrial Properties when Appropriate for 
Workforce Housing 

5. Adopt a Surplus Lands Policy that Maximizes the Use of Surplus Lands for Workforce Housing 

6. Implement Inclusionary Housing Policy/Workforce Housing Overlay Districts  

7. Reinvigorate, Reconstitute, or otherwise Support a Community Land Trust  

8. Embrace Workforce Housing as a Community Asset and/or Infrastructure 

9. Keep Elected Officials and Key Staff Equipped to Handle Neighborhood Opposition  

10. Collaborate with the School Board and other Large Employers  

11. Develop an Employer-Assisted Housing Program 

12. Create a Workforce Housing Ombudsman Position within the Office of Housing and Community 
Development 

 

I. Review of the Work Done by City and County Staff  
 

A. Reports by the City and County 

 

1. City Executive Summary on Workforce Housing 

  

The City of Sarasota Executive Summary on Workforce Housing demonstrates that the City has a firm 
grasp on the available tools for a successful workforce housing strategy. This section identifies and 
summarizes the main points of the City’s Executive Summary.  

 

At the outset, the Executive Summary notes that the median sales price for single family homes in 
Sarasota has increased roughly 40% from 2012 while wages have not kept up. In fact, since 2012, the 
median income of households in the City has only risen .07% from $40,813 in 2012 to $43,477 in the 
Fall of 2018. The Summary notes that “77% of all renters and 62% of all homeowners with incomes 
below 80% of the Area Median Income (AMI) are paying more than 30% of their income for housing. 
Additionally, 49% of all renters and 42% of all homeowners with incomes below 80% of the AMI pay 
more than 50% of their income for housing.” The Summary states that “[a] lack of workforce housing 
creates challenges for employers who struggle to hire and retain workers who do not live in the 
community. There is . . . an intangible community social cost as employees that are unable to live in the 
community in which they serve tend to be less invested in that community.” The Summary recognizes 
that without adequate housing for “nurses, teachers, police officers, firefighters, restaurant workers, 
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construction laborers,” and the like, the community as a whole will suffer. This all demonstrates that 
the City is aware of the scope of the problem.  

 

The Summary begins with the idea to establish a process to “annually allocate funds for the purchase 
of land . . . to allow for the construction of workforce housing units . . . to support the infrastructure for 
more housing diversity in the community.” The document then goes through the responsibilities of the 
AHAC, the comprehensive plan process, and a brief survey into relevant definitions of a workforce 
housing policy.  

 

The Summary notes that many of the recommendations presented by the SHIP AHAC have “not led to 
the adoption of any truly effective attainable housing incentives for use by the private sector or the 
designation of long-term attainable housing units.” The document itself notes that “[m]ost of the 
affordable housing tools studied over the years by [the affordable housing committees] remain the 
same today.”  

 

The City should take this message to heart and use the tools recommended by the Summary. The 
remainder of this section describes the workforce housing tools which the City has identified.  

 

First, the Executive Summary discusses an expedited review process for affordable workforce housing 
projects. It recognizes that an expedited process “can help to make attainable housing projects more 
attractive to the private sector.” It then describes expedited processes already in place. The City should 
expand upon this section and provide more by the way of expedited review processes moving forward. 

 

Next, the Summary discusses impact fee waivers and reductions – another tool for an effective 
workforce housing strategy. The City recognizes that the County is the entity that regulates all impact 
fees except for multimodal transportation impact fees and water and sewer impact fees and notes that 
it already provides for a discount in the multimodal transportation impact fees of 100% to households 
with an income equal to or less than 80% of the AMI. Yet again, the City is on the right track here. 

 

The Summary then contains sections on flexible lot configurations and parking – noting the impact these 
elements have on housing affordability. The Summary encourages reducing parking requirements in 
certain areas of the City as “[e]xcessive parking requirements can have an impact on the cost of 
attainable housing as they have the ability to limit the number of housing units on a site.” It then cites 
an Urban Land Institute Study that found that minimum parking requirements were the most noted 
barrier to housing development. Similarly, the Summary reports that “[p]roviding for more variability 
when it comes to regulating lot sizes can have the net result of increasing more housing.” It finds that 
a reduction to certain development standards such as minimum lot size, lot width, and minimum 
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setbacks can facilitate “smaller, more affordable units.” The City should continue to work through these 
issues to allow for a broader range of diversity in its housing stock. 

 

On page 9, the Summary discusses accessory dwelling units (ADUs). The City recognizes the purposes 
of ADUs – namely, as a tool to increase a community’s affordable workforce housing stock, to provide 
residents that opportunity to age in place, and as a resource to provide homeowners an additional 
revenue source within existing neighborhoods in a manner that is less intensive than alternatives. This 
is promising. The ADU section also discusses several concerns with ADU regulations with a concern that 
ADUs could be widely used as short-term rentals. A later section of this Action Plan will provide guidance 
as to what an ideal ADU program looks like. 

 

Importantly, the Executive Summary discusses inclusionary zoning, density bonuses, and linkage fees 
as tools to encourage, aid, and require workforce housing. Again, the City staff’s knowledge of these 
tools is encouraging. However, after reviewing the City’s land development regulations and Draft Form-
Based Code, these tools need better implementation. The City should actively pursue all three of these 
tools.  

 

Finally, the Executive Summary reports on existing overlay districts that have been implemented. 
Specifically, it discusses the Rosemary Residential Overlay District (RROD) and its allowable density 
increases. Clearly, the City is aware of the use of overlay districts as a tool to increase density. However, 
without conditioning the density bonuses on long-term workforce housing, the overlay districts will not 
be a success for workforce housing. As the City is aware, the RROD did not spawn attainable housing 
for the workforce. In future amendments to the RROD and other overlay districts, long-term attainable 
workforce housing should be a requirement.  

 

2. Sarasota County Situational Report 

 

In May of 2017, the County released a thorough and well-thought out Situational Report to support its 
Housing Affordability Initiative. The Report contains barriers and solutions to housing affordability, 
community recommendations for a successful workforce housing initiative, current and past 
recommendations from the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and other sources, demographic 
data, examples of other local governments and their workforce housing policies, and a final Proposed 
Workforce Housing Activities Plan. This summary highlights some of the key points of the Situational 
Report.  

 

Proposed Workforce Housing Activities Plan. As will be mentioned throughout this Action Plan, the 
Situational Report demonstrates that the County has an excellent understanding of the primary tools 
needed to further a successful workforce housing policy; the Proposed Workforce Housing Activities 
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Plan in the report specifically demonstrates that knowledge. The first Activity offered in this Plan is to 
“Amend the Zoning and Land Development Regulations to Encourage Workforce Housing.” Under this 
Activity, the County proposes to “[a]mend the Zoning and Land Development Regulations to allow more 
flexibility in the regulations in exchange for more workforce housing units which may include increased 
density considerations.” This Activity lists several topics for potential code amendments. These include:  

• Flexible housing type allowances 
• Expanded opportunities for accessory dwelling units 
• Parking reduction/flexibility 
• Open space reductions 
• Storm water management alternatives 
• Mixed use 
• Incentives for proximity to transit 
• Creation of a workforce housing overlay district 

 

In this Activity, the staff recommended focusing on the first three of these ideas. These proposed code 
amendments and this Activity contains tools and ideas which we ourselves would have recommended 
at the outset of this Action Plan. The Florida Housing Coalition supports these tools as necessary code 
amendments to encourage workforce housing development and supports the efforts the County staff 
has undertaken to get to this point.  

 

In addition to Proposed Activities 2-5 of the Proposed Workforce Housing Activities Plan, which can 
prove to be essential for a successful workforce housing strategy, Activity 6 sets the necessary 
groundwork for additional workforce housing requirements such as inclusionary zoning and linkage 
fees. This Activity is essential to the County’s work as it recommends not only the evaluation of 
inclusionary policies but recommends tying inclusionary zoning activities to the creation of a housing 
trust fund. The County should continue its work in this area and implement these ideas.  

 

In the Concluding Comments to the Proposed Plan, staff noted that “respondents to community 
feedback as well as SHIP AHAC members discussed the need to keep workforce units affordable in 
perpetuity.” This is a need that we find to be particularly pressing. The County and City should consider 
various strategies to ensure workforce housing in perpetuity such as conditioning structural bonuses 
on a set term of required affordability and an inclusionary zoning policy. 

 

Demographic Data. The Situational Report (“Report”) contains demographic information which 
underpins a common understanding of housing affordability in the County. This section contains some 
of the key findings worth highlighting.  
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First, the Report notes that the housing inventory “continues to be dominated by single family units 
which comprise approximately two-thirds of the housing stock.” As will be described throughout this 
document, this dominance of the single-family home may be a barrier to workforce housing. With so 
much of the area zoned single-family, there is less of an opportunity for higher density housing units 
such as duplexes, triplexes, and apartments. The single-family dominance also demonstrates that the 
area is primed for a strong accessory dwelling unit (ADU) presence. ADUs should be allowed in all single-
family zones. The local governments could utilize the dominance of the single-family home to allow 
ADUs to be a tool for affordable workforce rental development. 

 

Similarly, the Report finds that Sarasota County has a much larger share of its housing dedicated to 
seasonal or occasional use compared to the State of Florida and the United States. Sixteen percent of 
the housing stock is classified as seasonal or occasional use – double the rest of Florida and four times 
the rest of the nation. Only 43% of all homes sold in 2014 were homesteaded in 2015. The Report notes 
that “many property owners and investors are choosing to rent their homes to seasonal residents and 
vacationers, at much higher rates, rather than to local, year-round residents.” Importantly, the Report 
finds that “[t]he growing demand for investment and vacation rental properties need to be recognized 
as factors that limit the supply of housing, both rental and owner-occupied, available to full time 
residents.” As the County understands, the proliferation and impact of seasonal homes on housing 
affordability should be discussed, at minimum, in devising a workforce housing strategy.  

 

The housing inventory section also notes that multi-family housing of three or more units accounts for 
24%, or one-fourth of the housing stock. Further, only 2% of the housing stock consists of two family 
dwellings such as duplexes and villas. The section acknowledges that multi-family rental units provide 
a “needed housing option for younger people, lower income households, and newly-arrived residents.” 
In the jurisdictions’ workforce housing strategies, weight should be placed on allowing flexible housing 
types to provide affordable rental opportunities given that only 28% of all units in the County are renter-
occupied – a lower percentage than that of the rest of the state.  

 

In terms of affordability, 42% of all households in the County are cost-burdened – these households 
spend more than 30% of their monthly income on housing costs. 54% of rental households are cost-
burdened compared to just 38% of owner households. Almost one-third of all rental households are 
severely-cost burdened compared to just 19% of owner households – demonstrating that focus should 
be made on affordable workforce rental opportunities.  

 

In terms of age, more than half of the households with a householder younger than 45 is cost-burdened. 
If the County is to attract younger people to the area, it should create opportunities for attainable 
housing for these people – a problem that, as the Report notes, may be compounded by the fact that 
the there is an influx of affluent retirees and snowbirds which drive the cost of housing upwards and 
out of the range of lower-income and younger residents.  
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As an interesting data point, only 59% of households in Sarasota County received earnings in 2015. This 
percentage is nearly 13 percentage points lower than the state and 21 percentage points less than the 
United States total. A greater share of all the total income earned in Sarasota County comes from 
investment sources (42%) rather than from employment (38%). This data point is relevant when 
mapping locations to target workforce housing development near centers of employment. 

Finally, in the demographic data section, the Report notes that the average wages for the top five 
industries are not sufficient to afford a median-priced home without being cost-burdened; only two of 
the three top growth industries have average annual wages “just scarcely adequate to afford a one-
bedroom home at fair market rent.” Importantly, the Report finds that the required income in the 
Sarasota County metro area to purchase a median-priced home from 2015 to 2016 increased by over 
27% -- the fifth highest increase of all metro areas in the United States. Affordable rent and affordable 
homeownership opportunities remain unattainable for many lower income workers. This highlights the 
need for the County and the City to enact meaningful reforms to ensure that affordable workforce 
housing is built in the area to retain and attract residents. This also demonstrates the connections 
between wages and housing – something the local governments should consider addressing in its 
workforce housing policies. 

Current and Past Recommendations. The Report contains current and past recommendations from 
past Local Housing Incentive Plans, Sarasota County Openly Plans for Excellence (SCOPE), and other 
SHIP documents to address workforce housing. Attachment C, specifically contains many 
recommendations which would be essential in a successful workforce housing strategy, enumerated 
below: 

• Broadly allow accessory dwelling units (ADUs) on single-family residential lots
• Consider the proximity and availability of transportation/public transit and job access in

evaluating affordable housing projects
• Broadly allow residential uses above commercial buildings
• Increase the supply of land zoned/designated for multifamily housing
• Revise penalties for code violations to provide strong motivation for absentee landlords to repair

and maintain their properties
• Density Bonuses – Opt-In
• Allow 25 units/acre for Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects
• Grant increased density for affordable housing projects
• Identify government owned lands that could be used to produce more community housing
• Establish Housing Incentive Districts in neighborhoods where replacement of substandard

housing could be undertaken without payment of impact fees
• Mandatory Inclusionary Housing
• Long-term deed restrictions on resale prices to avoid speculation and market-rate resale of

affordable properties
• Tax incentives for land sale for affordable housing
• Create a senior staff position of housing advocate
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These are only a few of the promising recommendations that have been made to the County in the 
past. Many of these recommendations have not been implemented.  

 

The Report also provides current recommendations for a workforce housing policy ranked by priority 
as given by the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee (“AHAC”) as recently as May 2017. These 
recommendations are solid and should be incorporated. The first ten recommendations by priority are 
as follows: 

• Consider the Impact of Development Decisions on Workforce Housing Demand 
• Increase Density for Workforce Housing  
• Increase the Number of Rental Units 
• Provide More Flexible Housing Types 
• Create a Supportive Environment for Workforce Housing Regulations 
• Provide Redevelopment and Infill Opportunities 
• Unlock County Government Land Supply 
• Streamline Government Approval Process 
• Utilize Financial Incentives 
• Improve Community Perception of Workforce Housing Needs  

 

The AHAC has already done a phenomenal job with these recommendations and the County and City 
should follow their guidance. The Report also contains recommendations from the community at large 
which identifies the same recommendations albeit in a different order of priority. The Actionable Plan 
section of this Plan will help refine some of these recommendations. For example, increasing density 
for workforce housing will be ineffective without a requirement that those workforce units remain 
affordable long term.  

 

3. Sarasota County Meeting 5/25/18: Half-Dwelling Unit Discussion 

 

On May 25, 2018, the Sarasota County Commission considered counting smaller-sized dwelling units as 
a half-dwelling unit for housing affordability. A report was presented by the Director of Planning of 
Development Services which first found that “[i]nnovative affordable housing is important to meet the 
diverse needs of our growing population.” The report discusses the possibility of micro-units as an 
emerging trend that increases the affordable housing stock.  The report also contains information on 
density bonuses and inclusionary zoning ordinances. Again, we note that the County Commission is 
aware of such tools.  

 

This report proposed counting smaller units as a half unit to encourage workforce housing. One 
possibility presented is counting smaller units as a half unit only if it houses persons at or below 80% of 
the AMI. Other conditions are described at page 5. The report also proposes adding a new classification 
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for a smaller housing unit when calculating wastewater fees. The smaller housing unit (at or below 750 
square feet) would be charged as a Mobile Home and save developers thousands of dollars. Additional 
fee waivers are also discussed. Discussions like these, which have already been undertaken by staff, are 
encouraging and the County would benefit by following its staff’s lead.  

 

B. Tools Already in Place 

 

1. City of Sarasota 

 

Impact Fee Modifications, Loans, & Deferrals. As noted in the Executive Summary, the City reduces the 
Multimodal Transportation Impact Fee for new low income or very low-income housing. Further, in the 
Fall of 2018, the City approved an allowance of Multimodal Transportation Impact Fee deferrals. When 
reduced or deferred, the City will coordinate with the developer and/or property owner to monitor the 
income of owners or occupants of the housing units and recapture the impact fee if the impact fee 
agreement is breached. The City recognizes that impact fee reductions and waivers can foster and 
encourage the development of attainable workforce housing for low income residents. The City also 
acknowledges that the County regulates all impact fees except for multimodal transportation impact 
fees and water and sewer impact fees. 

 

The City also allows nonprofit organizations building and selling affordable housing units to receive a 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy (TCO), which allows the organization to defer impact fee payments 
until the unit is sold. Similarly, nonprofit organizations who rent affordable housing for a period of 10 
years are allowed to defer their impact fees in the same manner. As with the County, affordable housing 
projects funded through the Office of Housing and Community Development may include the cost of 
impact and utility connection fees in the development costs and pay those fees using federal and/or 
state funds. 

 

As with the County, the City assesses impact fees by square footage rather than by unit type. This is in 
great practice and a policy that bodes well for smaller units in the workforce housing stock. 

 

Accessory Dwelling Units. Also noted in the Executive Summary discussion, the City recognizes the 
importance of Accessory Dwelling Units. The City’s ADU ordinance contains several impressive 
elements. However, they are not allowed in all single-family districts. The section below on ADUs will 
provide guidance as to what an ideal ADU ordinance looks like for optimal ADU development. 

 

Overlay Districts. The City has demonstrated its capacity to create overlay districts for housing goals. 
The Rosemary Residential Overlay District (RROD) is a prime example of this. The RROD allowed for an 
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increase in residential density from 25 dwelling units/acre to 75 units/acre on individual sites within 
the District to encourage residential development. However, because the RROD did not contain 
requirements for affordable workforce housing, many of the units are not attainable for the workforce. 
In the future, an increase in density should be tied to a requirement for the development of 
affordable/workforce housing. 

  

Structural Bonuses for Workforce Housing. In the City’s current Land Development Regulations (LDRs), 
there is a lack of structural incentives for workforce housing development. However, there are some 
incentives which demonstrate that the City is willing to condition structural bonuses for desired 
outcomes.  

 

For example, in the Commercial Residential District, the City allows a height bonus to 65 feet from 35 
feet if the additional height is used exclusively for housing purposes. However, this height bonus does 
not mention conditioning the height bonus on units being used for workforce housing purposes. 
Similarly, in the Downtown Core District, the City allows a height bonus to 11 stories from 10 stories if 
the developer provides 50 public parking spaces. These two examples show that the City is willing to 
condition structural bonuses for stated deliverables. The City should condition height bonuses, parking 
reductions, setback requirements, and similar structural bonuses based on the developer setting aside 
units for workforce housing within the Land Development Regulations. 

 

2. Sarasota County 

 

Inclusionary Zoning. Currently, Sarasota County has inclusionary zoning policies that apply only to the 
Sarasota 2050 plan, the Affordable Housing Overlay, and certain Critical Area Plans. For “Village 
Development” as part of Sarasota 2050, a minimum of 15% of the dwelling units constructed shall be 
affordable to low and moderate-income families and developers are granted density bonuses for every 
affordable housing unit. Similar requirements are imposed for the Affordable Housing Overlay. 

 

According to the County, these affordable housing requirements have resulted in more than 2,800 
affordable housing units. However, these units typically appear to be on the outskirts of the area – not 
within the center of Town. While success of this program can be debated, the County is aware of and 
has access to data about the success of inclusionary zoning strategies.  

  

Impact Fee Modifications, Loans, and Deferrals. The County has in place several impact fee policies for 
owners of affordable workforce units. The County’s Code of Ordinances provides for an Affordable 
Housing exemption for the Educational System Impact Fee. Further, the Code at § 70-94 grants the 
Board of County Commissioners the authority to exempt impact fees for affordable housing 
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developments by a simple majority vote. This tool is essential to encouraging workforce housing and 
the County should continue to utilize impact fee modifications.  

 

Further, pursuant to the Joint City and County LHAP, the County has in place a utility connection 
program that offers 3% interest deferred payment loans to lower income families for costs associated 
with hooking up to required sewer services. In addition, attainable workforce housing projects funded 
through the Office of Housing and Community Development may include the cost of impact and utility 
connection fees in the development costs and pay those fees using federal and/or state funds. These 
existing tools are encouraging for workforce housing prospects. However, as the County, not the City, 
has the authority to regulate most impact fees, they should consider modifying more of the fees for 
workforce housing units. 

 

The County already does a great job in how it assesses impact fees overall. The County assesses based 
on square footage for most of its impact fees rather than simply by unit type with some caveats for 
occupancy totals. This progressive form of assessment is a necessary tool that ensures that smaller, 
affordable units are assessed fairly and in proportion to the impact they cause.   

 

Accessory Dwelling Units. The County has an ordinance regulating accessory dwelling units. This is 
encouraging as ADUs are a great tool for workforce rental housing in single family districts. However, 
the ordinance restricts the total floor area of ADUs to 500 square feet or less. As described in the section 
on ADUs below, certain restrictions on ADUs may discourage ADU development altogether.  

  

Overlay Districts. The County has established an Affordable Housing Overlay District. This overlay 
requires at least 15% of the units on site to be sold to households with a Moderate Income (earning 
less than 100% AMI). No less than two-thirds of the housing units on site must be sold to households 
with incomes at 80% AMI or less and are required to have a minimum of three bedrooms. With this 
tool, the County can require attainable workforce housing in more parts of the jurisdiction.  

 

Expedited Approvals of Development Orders or Permits. Currently, the County has a process to direct 
projects that advance affordable housing to receive expedited review times if the project meets certain 
standards. The standards are outlined in Administrative Directive 9.28. However, it appears that the 
process for expedited permitting may be ineffective. There is merely a button developers press in the 
online application process to have their permit expedited for affordable housing and it is typically found 
that developers who are not building affordable housing may abuse this system.   

 

Reduction to Parking Requirements. In December 2017, the Board of County Commissioners approved 
reducing parking requirements for multifamily and single-family developments that have units of 900 
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square feet or less. This is good policy as the cost of parking could discourage developers of workforce 
housing and/or small units from entering the market.  

 

Flexible Lot Configurations. As mentioned in the SHIP AHAC Local Housing Incentive Plan, the zoning 
code currently allows for zero-lot line houses. A cluster subdivision or rezoning to a PUD allows for units 
to be clustered in exchange for open space. 

   

II. Review of Best Available Housing Data 
 

This section supplements the prior section on “Demographic Data” with an overview of the best available 
housing data for the area. The data below reflects information primarily based on Census data, data 
gathered by the Shimberg Center at the University of Florida, information provided by the Florida Housing 
Finance Corporation, and statistics collected in the local governments’ own documents. This section 
contains brief paragraphs of the main points of our findings. 

 

A. City of Sarasota 

 

Cost-Burdened Households. Nearly one-fifth (19.5%) of Sarasota residents with incomes under 100% of 
the Area Median Income (AMI) pay between 30 and 50% of their income for housing. Almost the same 
amount (18.97%) of persons in this income group pay more than 50% of their income on housing. 

 

More renters than owners incur a housing burden at lower income levels. Based on data from the 
American Community Survey, the following chart demonstrates the percentages of persons in each 
income bracket spending 30 percent or more of their income on housing. As to be seen, more needs to 
be done to ease the affordability burden on low-income renters. 
 

Household 
Income 

Owner-occupied 
Housing Units 

Cost-burdened 
Owner-Occupied 
Units 

Renter-occupied 
Housing Units 

Cost-burdened 
Renter-Occupied 
Units 

Less than $20,000 11.7% 9.3% 24.9% 22.5% 
$20,000 - $34,999  18.1% 9.4% 21.6% 17.3% 
$35,000 - $49,999 12.8% 5.0% 19.5% 9.0% 
$50,000 - $74,999 17.4% 4.7% 15.4% 2.3% 
$75,000 or more 39.1% 5.5% 12.9% 0.6% 

American Community Survey 2012-2016 Five-Year Estimates 
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Strikingly, in 2016, 44.9% of renters, or around 4,547 Sarasota residents, paid 35% or more of their 
household income on housing costs. By comparison, only 31.5% of renters in North Port paid this amount 
of their income on housing. This data point correlates to what we have heard from employers in that 
workers are moving to North Port because of its affordability.   

 

Housing Types. Of the estimated 29,674 housing units in the City of Sarasota, a little over half are single-
family homes (51.1%). Multi-family structures with 2-4 units make up 7.4% of the housing population. 
Multi-family structures with 5-19 units make up 11.9% of the housing population. Finally, multi-family 
structures with 20 or more units provide 25.5% of the City’s housing units. This shows that the City needs 
to focus its efforts on ensuring that more structures with 2-4 units are built. This “missing middle” housing 
type should be addressed. The City should review its own Housing Support Document in regards to 
housing type.  

 

B. Sarasota County 

 

Cost-Burdened Households. As noted in the jurisdictions’ joint Consolidated Plan, “[t]he most common 
housing problem in [Sarasota County] is cost burden.” Seventy-seven percent of all renters and 62% of all 
homeowners with incomes below 80% of the Area Median Income (AMI) are paying more than 30% of 
their income for housing. Of this economic class, 49% of renters and 42% of homeowners pay more than 
50% of their income for housing.  

 

As of 2015, a total of 76,613, or 42%, of households in Sarasota County are cost-burdened. 34,408 are 
severely cost-burdened. As noted in the Consolidated Plan, when families spend a high percentage of their 
income on housing costs, they often “lack the ability to maintain their home or make necessary repairs. 
These individuals are at risk of becoming homeless unless financial assistance is available for property 
maintenance.” Thus, cost burden statistics point directly at the need for more affordable workforce 
housing opportunities. For workers who may live paycheck-to-paycheck, one major housing problem may 
force them to move out of the area to a more affordable location. Further, the more individuals spend on 
housing costs, the less they invest in the general economy.   

 

As noted in the section above regarding the Demographic Data found in the Situational Report, from 2015 
to 2016, the required income to purchase a median-priced home increased by over 27% -- the fifth highest 
increase of all metro areas in the United States. Only two of the three top growth industries have average 
annual wages “just scarcely adequate to afford a one-bedroom home at fair market rent.” The average 
wages for the top five industries are not sufficient to afford a median-priced home without being cost-
burdened. 
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Housing Types. Further, in the County, almost six out of ten housing units are detached single family 
homes. Only 3% of the population lives in two to four unit multi-family units and only 12% lives in five plus 
unit multi-family units. In 2015, multi-family homes made up only 6% of residential building permits 
issued. To accommodate the workforce of the area, the number of permitted multi-family units needs to 
be increased. The Blueprint at the end of this Report will provide a list of ways to encourage higher density 
affordable workforce units.  

 

Population Growth. Population growth indicators also demonstrate the need for new affordable 
workforce housing. Over the past several years, both the City and County have experienced tremendous 
growth. Since 2010, the County’s population has grown by 16% as the region as a whole (including 
Manatee County) ranks as the tenth-fasting growing in the United States. Supply of workforce housing 
needs to be in place to meet the growing demand and increase in population.  

 

III. Review of Existing Documents 
 

A. Comprehensive Plans 

 

Both the City and the County’s Comprehensive Plans lay a solid groundwork for workforce housing 
development. If the respective local governments were to follow and implement the directives found in 
their comprehensive plans, they would be in great shape.  

 

1. City of Sarasota 

 

Future Land Use Plan. The Future Land Use Plan contains many elements that should be utilized by the 
City. The groundwork is clearly in place for the City to enact the tools needed to encourage workforce 
housing. Objective 2, specifically, addresses the groundwork for the City’s Land Development 
Regulations. Overall, the Objective is promising for workforce housing prospects and the City should 
follow the Action Strategies laid out in the FLUP.  

 

Action Strategies 2.5 Incentives for Mixed Use Projects and 2.9 Incentives for Downtown Housing, for 
example, recognize the need to consider incentives for the “development of mixed-use projects that 
foster economic development [and] provide diversity in land uses” and the importance of “housing and 
redevelopment of the downtown,” by “consider[ing] incentives for housing,” respectively.  
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Action Strategy 2.6 Overlay Districts presents the possibility of using Overlay Districts to improve 
workforce housing opportunities in certain areas of the city. These Overlay Districts, which may be 
established to “protect or enhance specified areas, land uses and structures which . . . have 
characteristics which are distinct from other areas,” may act as a great tool for growth and 
redevelopment within the City. 

 

Action Strategies 2.11 Bayou Oaks Zoning District and 2.12 Rosemary Residential Overlay District set 
the stage for the use of Overlay Districts as a tool for workforce housing. Action Strategy 2.12 is 
particularly important because it recognizes the impact density restrictions have on housing 
development – a theme that will recur in the analysis of the City’s Land Development Regulations in 
relation to workforce housing policies. In sum, these three proceeding Action Strategies provide the 
possibility of using Overlay Districts to encourage affordable workforce housing development.  

 

Objective 4 of the Future Land Use Plan acts to implement components of the Downtown Master Plan 
consistent with the Urban Neighborhood, Urban Edge, Downtown Core, and Downtown Bayfront Land 
Use Classifications. First, Action Strategy 4.1 Live/Work Space directs the City to support private sector 
efforts to development and/or renovate properties for live/work space. Second, Action Strategy 4.2 
Incentives for Downtown Housing provides a solid baseline to consider incentives for workforce housing 
development. This Action Strategy directs the City to “identify incentives that encourage downtown 
housing, including attainable housing, such as streamlined permitting, grants, and planning assistance 
that can be employed to increase the number of housing units in the downtown.” As will be described 
in our recommendations on incentives for workforce housing, this Action Strategy should be used in a 
thoughtful manner so as to include workforce housing units within the downtown area through 
structural bonuses and an inclusionary zoning ordinance.  

 

Although Action Strategy 4.5 “New Urbanism” does not directly address workforce housing units, this 
Strategy may be used in conjunction with 4.2 Incentives for Downtown Housing and 4.14 Incentives to 
encourage workforce housing units within mixed-use spaces. Under 4.5, the City is directed to 
implement “New Urbanism” principles such that zoning districts shall provide for a “mixture of land 
uses in order to facilitate development that is compact, and diverse within a walkable environment.” 
This Action Strategy lays the groundwork for mixed-use developments that incorporate affordable 
housing for the workforce within them. 

 

Objective 5 acts to preserve and enhance the physical environment by reducing blight, discouraging 
urban sprawl, encouraging aesthetic amenities and developing design standards that enhance 
compatibility. First, Action Strategy 5.3 Code Compliance is a tool that should be strengthened. This 
Strategy directs that the City’s code compliance program continue to be used to bring structures into 
compliance with the Housing and Building Codes. This is an opportunity to improve blighted structures 
which depreciate a community’s value.  
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Action Strategy 5.4 Urban Infill and Redevelopment Areas recognizes that the City depict areas which 
may apply for grants under the Urban Infill and Redevelopment Assistance Grant Program. It is 
encouraged that the City continue to use this tool to target communities with the most pressing needs 
for assistance.  

 

Housing Plan. Similarly, the City’s Housing Plan contains many directives that should be followed. For 
example, Action Strategy 3.6 City Employees within the City states that “[t]he City will encourage city 
employees to live within the City.” There is no clearer directive in the Comprehensive Plan that the City 
should implement workforce housing policies. The City may consider creating an Employer-Assisted 
Housing program to assist its own employees in purchasing or renting a dwelling within the City. There 
are many other directives in the Housing Plan that equally relate to workforce housing. One of which is 
Action Strategy 5.1 Cooperation with the Private Sector. This Strategy states that the City will “continue 
to develop and implement housing programs in cooperation with the private sector for families at or 
below 120% AMI.” Further, Action Strategy 1.1 Range of Housing Density directs the City to provide for 
range of housing densities allowing for a diversity of housing types. This Strategy, when considered and 
implemented, should lead to a variety of densities that are conditioned on workforce housing 
development. Further, Action Strategy 4.5 Location of Very Low, Low and Moderate-Income Housing is 
very important in devising a workforce housing policy. It directs the Office of Housing and Community 
Development to include certain criteria as a guide for placement of this type of housing. The criteria 
demonstrate that the City already understands the basics of what needs to be done to ensure an 
integration of income levels and housing. 

 

Action Strategies 3.12 Integration of Attainable Housing and 3.13 Compatibility of Attainable Housing 
are particularly impressive as the City recognizes two important concepts of workforce housing. 
Strategy 3.12 states that the City will “encourage the integration of attainable housing units with market 
rate units; not only within neighborhoods, but within residential structures as well. Enclaves of units 
consisting primarily of lower income households should be avoided.” 3.13 supplements this concept by 
directing the City to encourage attainable housing construction that creates an exterior appearance 
that is compatible in style and quality with market rate units. This creates a heightened sense of 
community regardless of income levels. It is strategies like these which show that the City has already 
considered and understand the tools that can lead toward a successful workforce housing strategy.  

 

Action Strategy 3.8 Other Attainable Housing Mechanisms directs the City to consider “increased 
densities for affordable housing projects; use of linkage fees; real estate tax deferral/abatement; in-lieu 
fees; development on public land; use of Community Redevelopment Authority Tax Increment 
Financing Funds; City funding for parking and/or infrastructure; development permit and fee 
reductions; expedited approval process; and co-development using county housing trust 
funds/management.” If the City were to implement these concepts and other action strategies in the 
Housing Plan into its land development regulations and policies broadly, they would have a solid 
cornerstone for workforce housing development. However, many of these ideas are not in the current 
code or draft form-based code. 
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The Housing Plan also contains two workforce housing incentives. Action Strategy 1.8 Fee Deferral 
Program is great for workforce housing as it directs the City to continue its Fee Deferral Program to 
reduce development review costs for organizations that construct or remodel affordable housing to 
families earning up to 80% of the AMI. Action Strategy 5.4 Priority Review for Affordable Housing is 
important as it directs the City to conduct a priority review for all housing projects designated as 
affordable to expedite the review of affordable housing projects. These types of incentives, incentives 
which may encourage workforce housing development, should be implemented broadly.  

  

2. Sarasota County 

 

As with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, the County’s Plan has lofty goals for workforce housing 
development – goals which should be implemented and made a reality. Housing Objective 1.1 of the 
Housing chapter is to “[e]ncourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing types and 
affordability levels to accommodate present and future housing needs of Sarasota County residents.” 
The policies under this objective, as noted in the Situational Report, recognizes actions such as 
“approving upper limits of permitted density ranges, evaluating the permission of accessory dwelling 
units, and pushing for a mix of rental and for-sale housing in the county.” The policies under this 
objective focus on market-based actions and should be followed. 

 

First, Housing Policy 1.1.1 and 1.1.5 finds that the County should accommodate a broad range of 
housing opportunities through land use regulations and identify land use changes that can maximize 
affordable and workforce housing opportunities, respectively. Housing Policy 1.1.12 holds that the 
County should collaborate with major employers to encourage the development of housing 
accommodations for the workforce that reflect their housing needs and preferences. Clearly, these are 
key to any policy the County undertakes.  

 

Similarly, Housing Objective 1.2 Community Housing focuses on increasing the supply of housing for 
households earning 120% or less of the Area Median Income. Most of the policies under this objective 
direct the County to promote collaboration between developers, employers, residents, community 
groups, the private sector, and governmental agencies. For example, Housing Policy 1.2.5 directs the 
County to “[f]acilitate the creation of developments with Community Housing that provide longer-term 
and in-perpetuity affordability through homeownership, nonprofit ownership, resident-owner 
cooperatives, and land trusts.” Likewise, Housing Policy 1.2.13 holds that the County should 
“[e]ncourage joint use development that combine Affordable housing in association with schools, 
parks, hospitals, places of worship and places of employment.” When devising the workforce housing 
strategy, the County has a solid cornerstone of thought in its Comprehensive Plan.  
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Housing Policy 1.2.12 directs the County to encourage the continued operation of existing 
manufactured home parks and subdivisions, and the replacement of existing older manufactured or 
mobile homes in property zoned manufactured home or mobile home parks and subdivisions. The 
County should follow this as manufactured homes and mobile home parks provide affordable housing 
for the elderly population and low income workforce. 

 

Housing Objective 1.5 Neighborhoods – Conserve and improve housing, neighborhoods and the health 
of residents throughout Sarasota County is important to a workforce housing strategy as it focuses on 
code enforcement, home repair, and positive community relations. An understated aspect of a 
successful workforce housing plan is the ability of a local government to correct code violations – 
especially violations that deal with dilapidated and unsafe structures. Not only do unsafe and 
uninhabitable structures render a property useless, but they can have the effect of lowering investment 
in surrounding neighborhoods. One dilapidated structure can lower the property values of an area. 
Therefore, the County should follow its policies under this Objective to ensure that the quality of 
communities is kept at a high level.  

 

Housing Policy 1.5.2, for example, is a solid cornerstone for this principle as it directs the County to 
“[p]romote the repair, improvement and rehabilitation of housing and encourage replacement of 
substandard housing to enhance quality of life in neighborhoods.” Housing Policy 1.5.5 is encouraging 
as well as it directs the County to pursue prompt judicial action when needed to resolve code violations. 
From a reading of the comprehensive plan, it is clear that the County understands the importance of 
maintaining the existing housing stock. This understanding can translate to its workforce housing 
strategy.  

 

In sum, as with the City’s comprehensive plan, the County’s documents provide a solid cornerstone for 
an effective workforce housing policy. The text of the Housing chapter demonstrates that the County is 
aware of many strategies that could improve its workforce housing stock and maintenance.  

 

B. Land Development Regulations 

 

1. City of Sarasota – Current Land Development Regulations 

 

Generally, the Land Development Regulations (LDRs), combined with the Future Land Use Plan are on 
the right track in terms of laying the groundwork for workforce housing development. There are several 
zone districts which, from a reading of the text, contain flexibility in use, densities, parking, and the like 
that are well-suited for workforce housing development. In particular, the Zone Districts within the 
Community Commercial and Community Office/Institutional land use classifications offer great 
possibilities. However, the application of the Land Development Regulations has not resulted in 
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workforce housing as desired. This can be traced to the fact that the City lacks an Inclusionary Zoning 
Ordinance, lacks adequate incentives for developing workforce housing, and is dominated by the single-
family district. 

 

The Rosemary Residential Overlay District provides a good example of this phenomenon. This District 
allows for increased density within the Rosemary neighborhood of the Downtown Area in order to 
“[p]romote high density residential development and use in order to encourage a residential balance 
to existing non-residential uses within the [District]” and “[e]ncourage more people to permanently 
reside within the boundaries of the [District] in order to enhance the economic vitality of the Rosemary 
neighborhood and Downtown.” 

 

Unfortunately for workforce housing prospects, this Overlay District spawned expensive housing that 
is unattainable for much of the workforce. There is no Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance applicable to this 
Overlay District and few incentives built into the text of the LDRs that would encourage workforce 
housing development within this District.  

 

Although the LDRs provide an opportunity for high-density workforce housing within mixed-use, single-
family, and multi-family districts, there is not enough of an incentive structure to encourage this 
development throughout all parts of the City. Generally, the City needs to incorporate more incentives 
and needs an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance to meet its goal of providing affordable housing to its 
workforce. Further, the City needs to work to rezone certain areas to allow for more multi-family 
residential uses to encourage a wide range of housing types. 

 

Housing Types. As noted several times throughout this Action Plan, the City is dominated by single-
family homes which is reflected in the Zoning Code. All single-family districts, minus the RSM-9 and 
RTD-9, only allow detached single-family homes. While this inherently makes sense, the City should 
consider allowing more housing types in the single-family districts on a conditional basis. In Residential 
Single Multiple-9 (RSM-9), a moderate density single-family zone which allows up to 9 dwelling units 
per acre, duplexes and triplexes are allowed on a conditional basis. This type of conditional use 
structure for non-single family homes in single-family districts should be incorporated to a greater 
degree.  

 

The multi-family districts of the City are good models for how to allow a variety of housing types. The 
multi-family districts generally allow duplexes, triplexes, and attached/detached single-family units. 
This flexibility in allowable uses in encouraging for workforce housing development.  

 

The Downtown Zone districts are also good models for allowing for workforce housing development. 
Downtown Neighborhood and Downtown Neighborhood Edge, for example, allow for high density 
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residential development with limited retail, artisanal, and lodging uses. These mixed-use districts 
provide an opportunity for employees to live close to their place of work. Similarly, the Commercial 
Neighborhood, Commercial Storefront, and Commercial Residential, which allow for 13, 13, and 25 
units/acre, respectively, are primarily for commercial uses but allow multi-family uses as a secondary 
component of a mixed-use project. More on these districts will be described below.  

 

Accessory Dwelling Units. The City of Sarasota has a strong ordinance that recognizes the use of ADUs 
as a tool to increase affordable housing units in a manner that is less intense than alternatives, to allow 
for more efficient use of existing housing stock and infrastructure, to provide a mix of housing that 
responds to changing family needs, and to provide a means for residents, particularly seniors, single 
parents, and families with grown children, to remain in their homes and obtain extra income. However, 
since ADUs are not allowed on zoning lots with three or more dwelling units or single-family districts 
up to four units/acre, (specifically only the DTN, RSM-9, and RTD-9 zone districts) there are very few 
places in which ADUs may actually be incorporated. The City should allow ADUs in all single-family 
districts and consider abolishing the three or more dwelling units rule.  

 

Under Sarasota’s LDRs, if an ADU is created on a zoning lot with an existing single-family unit and at 
least one abutting street allows on-street parking, no additional parking space is required. If none of 
the abutting streets allows on-street parking or the ADU is created at the same time as the single-family 
unit, one additional parking space is required. This is promising as it demonstrates that the City is aware 
of the costs in which parking spaces bestow upon a homeowner. In order to glean the many benefits 
ADUs provide, the LDRs should be as flexible as possible so as to reduce the cost and time of 
development.  

 

Notably, there is nothing in the LDRs regarding if an owner must occupy a primary or accessory unit 
except for if the accessory dwelling unit is for a caretaker or watchman. For a caretaker or watchman 
ADU, the accessory dwelling must be located within the principal building and shall only be used by the 
owner, owner’s relative, or employee of the principal use. For ADUs not used for a caretaker or 
watchman, the LDRs provide for a set of design standards that ensure that the units are compatible 
with the desired character and livability of the city’s residential neighborhoods. For RSM-9 and RTD-9, 
only one ADU is allowed per lot and shall not be included in calculating the maximum density. This facet, 
not including the ADU in density calculations, is a great method by which to attract ADUs. The ADU may 
be not more than 600 feet of habitable space and must be located at least six feet behind the principal 
dwelling if it is detached. 

 

As of now, the design requirements for ADUs are generally good but the fact that they are so limited in 
where they may be located is a problem that should be corrected. 
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Underutilized Zone Districts. There are some Zone Districts that are defined in the Land Development 
regulations that could be more utilized to attract workforce housing. Urban Neighborhood, for example, 
is a Land Use Classification that is intended to implement the concepts of “New Urbanism.” Here, in the 
Downtown Neighborhood and Downtown Neighborhood Edge District, residential dwellings are the 
primary use and non-residential uses are allowed on a limited basis. However, these districts are not 
utilized broadly. Mixed-use districts such as these should be considered as an avenue to workforce 
housing development given that non-residential uses could subsidize housing in the same buildings and 
workers could live closer to employment centers. 

 

The Community Office/Institutional and Community Commercial Land Use Classifications also provide 
good models in how the City can integrate workforce housing close to the economies that the workers 
serve. Within these Classifications, there are Zone Districts that allow for residential uses in conjunction 
with office space. Such a mixed-use behavior is essential for a productive workforce housing model.  
Commercial Neighborhood and Commercial Storefront, two zone districts within the Community 
Commercial classification for example, allow for ADUs, live/work units, and mixed-use development 
while the Commercial Residential district allows for those in addition to attached single-family units, 
group living structures, and multi-dwelling structures. Districts with a broad range of housing types such 
as these coupled with inclusionary zoning policies are promising for workforce housing development.  

 

Further, as part of the Future Land Use Plan, the Multiple Family – High Density Land Use Classification 
contains the Zone Districts of Residential Multi Family 6 and 7 (RMF-6, RMF-7). These Districts allow for 
35 and 50 units/acre with a height restriction of 130 and 180 feet, respectively. However, this Land Use 
Classification is not contained on the Future Land Use Map nor are these Zone Districts in existence. 
The City may consider amending its maps to include these Zone Districts as it would provide for dense 
building that could be utilized for workforce housing. 

  

Incentives. As a plus for workforce housing development in the Commercial Residential district, height 
bonuses are offered to increase the height allowance from 35 feet to 65 feet if the additional height is 
used exclusively for residential uses. Similarly, in the Downtown Core district, the City allows a height 
bonus to 11 stories from 10 stories if the developer provides 50 public parking spaces. The City should 
consider conditioning height bonuses such as these on if the developer sets aside units for affordable 
workforce housing. This type of incentive structure should be incorporated throughout as much of the 
area as possible.  

 

Impervious Coverage. Under § VI-203(g), the LDRs note that nonprofit organizations constructing 
housing sold to low and moderate income families may apply to use housing partnership funds to offset 
costs to comply with impervious coverage requirements. Programs which assist developers of 
workforce housing such as this should be incorporated broadly.  
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Parking Regulations. Requiring more parking than is necessary not only imposes higher costs onto 
workforce housing developers, but removes otherwise valuable land from its ability to provide housing 
or more efficient uses. In its LDRs, the City should create incentives whereby less parking need to be 
required if a developer devotes units to workforce housing. 

 

Generally, under Sarasota’s LDRs, two parking spaces are required per residential dwelling unit. 1.5 
spaces are required for residential dwellings for persons over 55 years old. As stated in the Accessory 
Dwelling Units section above, parking may or may not be required for ADUs depending on if the ADU is 
built after or in conjunction with the primary unit. In RTD-9, ADUs are not required to provide off-street 
parking. No off-site parking is allowed for any residential district.  

 

The City may consider conditioning or tempering the amount of required parking based on need and 
the building’s use for workforce housing units instead of setting a specific, inflexible amount. In the 
DTE, DTC, and DTB districts, one space per dwelling unit is required and parking ratios may be lowered 
if the applicant provides data to determine the proper ratio. In these districts, shared parking may not 
be used to satisfy off-street parking for residential uses unless developers submit a shared parking 
analysis that clearly demonstrates the feasibility of shared parking. The City should study its parking 
requirements and their impact on potential workforce housing development.  

  

There are several instances in the LDRs whereby a developer can submit a request to lower the required 
parking ratios. Placing this requirement on the developer may be burdensome to workforce housing 
prospects, as the cost of such study may deter folks from entering the marketplace. The City should 
consider undergoing such analysis on its own to determine how much parking shall be required in 
certain parts of the jurisdiction.  

 

Further, in the DTE, DTC, and DTB districts, if there is available excess parking capacity in a public garage 
within one-quarter mile radius of a proposed project, a developer may request to pay the city in-lieu-
of parking trust fund $12,000 for each nonresidential parking space required. The City may want to 
reconsider this price – especially if a mixed-use development contains workforce housing.  

  

2. City of Sarasota -- Draft Form-Based Code 

 

In October of 2018, the City released a Draft of a new Form-Based Code (FB Code). This product was a 
result of the Urban Design Studio – a workgroup established to replace the City’s current Zoning Code.  

 

Housing Incentives and Standards. At Section 2.3.2., the Draft Form-Based Code (FB Code) contains 
provisions intended to “provide a proactive method to address inequities of housing affordability and 
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a lack of housing inventory.”  Consistent with the recommendations in this report, the FB Code identifies 
missing middle housing types as an area the City needs to address.  

 

At subsection F of this Section, the FB Code allows the City to establish overlay districts to allow 
additional density in specific geographic areas contingent upon an approved public purpose such as 
workforce housing.  Once a density overlay is established, increased densities are allowed as of right. 
However, these Density Overlay Districts are only allowed in the General Urban Zone, Urban Center 
Zone, and Urban Core Zone. They are not allowed in the Sub-Urban Zone – an area in which 
encompasses the majority of the City and its single-family districts. Density Overlays should be allowed 
in all districts if the City is to make strides towards ensuring a workforce housing stock with smaller 
units into the future. Given the population increases expected in the area, no portion of the City should 
be off-limits to density bonuses for workforce housing.  

 

The draft Form-Based Code falls short in that the density for workforce housing is optional, not 
required. Developers who choose to develop within Density Overlay Districts do not have to provide 
workforce units at all. Thus, more should be done to ensure that developers take the increased density 
incentive rather than leave it on the table. This may be accomplished through a modification of impact 
fees, other structural bonuses, and other local government assistance. Finally, there needs to be 
language that ensures that the workforce housing units built are affordable long-term. Density bonuses 
will be for naught without a guarantee of long-term affordability. 

 

The draft Form-Based Code can be improved by conditioning other structural requirements on a 
development’s use for long-term workforce housing such as parking, height, setback, and other 
requirements. The FB Code is silent as to the possible effects that parking requirements impose on 
housing affordability.  It would be better if developers received regulatory incentives such as less 
stringent parking and similar requirements if units are devoted to workforce housing.  

 

Inclusionary Zoning. To the problem addressed immediately above, the Draft FB Code allows for 
Inclusionary Zoning within all districts. Thus, when addressing Density Overlay Districts, the City may 
consider incorporating inclusionary zoning policies to guarantee that workforce housing units are built. 
The FB Code also states that inclusionary zoning “may be combined with a voluntary fee-in-lieu 
program, providing the option of developing the housing or paying into the City’s Economic 
Development Fund.”  We suggest that an in-lieu fee be paid into an affordable housing trust fund.  

 

Remodel/Infill Incentives. The Draft Form-Based Code states that “[a] flexible rehabilitation code helps 
reduce the cost of rehabilitation by avoiding excessive requirements for materials or size of materials.” 
The Code contains a section on Infill Plans, the purpose of which is to “promote and facilitate the 
development and redevelopment of underutilized sites by encouraging flexibility and use of innovative 
approaches to development.” This section addresses missing middle housing types, ADUs, an efficient 
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development review process, inclusionary zoning, small minimum lots sizes, and other effective tools 
for workforce housing development.  

 

Although the FB Code identifies missing middle housing types and small minimum lot sizes as tools that 
can provide more workforce housing opportunities, there are no requirements that these tools are 
conditioned in some way on their dedication to workforce housing. Moving forward, the City should 
consider allowing these tools with the condition that a portion of them are using solely for long-term 
workforce units. For example, density overlay districts or other inclusionary zoning elements can attach 
to areas that are utilized for the missing middle housing types.  

 

Accessory Dwelling Units. The Draft Form-Based Code permits Accessory Dwelling Units in all single-
family districts.  This is a policy that we recommend be incorporated in the City’s land use regulations 
whether or not the Form-Based Code is adopted. The FB Code allows for a maximum square footage of 
600 square feet for an ADU if there is an exterior staircase and 650 square feet if there is an interior 
staircase. As mentioned in the Blueprint at the end of this Report, the City should consider raising the 
maximum allowed square footage to 800 square feet to give homeowners flexibility in building size and 
to be able to recoup on their investments. The Form-Based Code does not include the ADU in calculating 
the maximum density of a lot; this is a good practice, and should be applied to the current ADU 
regulations as well. 

 

Fee Waivers. The Draft Code allows for fee waivers or reductions based on the provision of affordable 
housing units. The percentage of fee reduction depends on the percentage of included affordable 
housing units. This is an element of the Code that should be adopted as it reduces upfront development 
costs, and those savings can be passed onto the homebuyer or renter, making the home more 
affordable.  

 

Community Workshops. The Form-Based Code mandates community workshops for certain activities 
such as major and minor conditional use approval, FLU Map Amendments, and the like. If there is an 
increase to the height, density or intensity of an application request following the community 
workshop, an additional workshop is required. Section 760.26, Florida Statutes, does not permit 
discrimination in land use decisions based on the financing of the development, which means an 
additional workshop should not be required if it is for the purpose of incorporating 
affordable/workforce housing.     

 

3. Sarasota County Land Development Regulations 

 

Housing Types. In single-family districts, the County allows for two-family houses and townhouses as 
conditional uses. Because of the proliferation of the single-family home, the County should be flexible 
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in allowing these types of units in single-family districts to allow for more housing opportunities. Multi-
family districts allow for a broader range of housing types -- single-family, two-family, townhouse -- as 
of right. 

 

In the Commercial and Industrial District, upper-story residential dwelling units are allowed as a 
conditional use in conjunction with lower-level retail – promoting live-work and mixed use 
opportunities. Manufactured homes are allowed in the Manufactured Home District.  

 

Accessory Dwelling Units. The County allows for ADUs in single-family districts. Only one ADU shall be 
allowed per lot and the property owner must occupy either the principal dwelling or the ADU. The ADU 
cannot exceed 500 feet and will be equal to one-half dwelling unit for density purposes. However, 
although ADUs are allowed in single-family districts, they are only allowed on lots that are double the 
minimum lot size for the applicable zone district. This severely curtails the amount of single-family lots 
that can contain lawfully-built ADUs. Further, the requirement that ADUs are counted for density 
purposes at all may have the practical effect of limiting their use entirely. In the interest of producing 
affordable rental housing, ADUs should not count toward density calculations. 

 

One additional parking space is required for the ADU. A balance needs to be struck between maintaining 
the curb appeal and safety of the street with the ability to provide and ADU. Flexibility in how to provide 
that parking may be needed.  

 

Affordable Housing Overlay/Inclusionary Zoning. The County has an Affordable Housing Overlay 
District, in which 15 percent of housing units built on a site must be sold to households earning less 
than 100 percent of the AMI; no less than two-thirds of these units must be sold to households with 
incomes at or less 80 percent of the AMI. The workforce/affordable housing are only required to remain 
affordable for five years. This short term for affordability undermines the value of the 
affordable/workforce housing requirement.  Key to an effective inclusionary housing policy is that the 
unit produced remains affordable either in perpetuity or long term. In addition, there must be a 
maximum sales price in a control covenant to keep the units affordable.  

 

Incentives. The 2050 Regulations are the only place in which structural bonuses are mentioned. Here, 
it is recognized that density bonuses are an incentive for future development to provide workforce 
housing. As will be described in the Recommendations below, the County should condition more 
structural bonuses on use for workforce housing.  
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C. LHAP/Consolidated Plans 

 

1. SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan 

 

The City of Sarasota and Sarasota County have a joint SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP). These 
plans are required under the State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program in order for the jurisdictions 
to receive state funds. The purpose of the LHAP is for the local governments to describe how they will 
make affordable rental units available to persons of very low income, low income, or moderate income 
and to persons who have special housing needs. The plans are intended to increase the availability of 
affordable residential units by combining local resources and cost-saving measures into a local housing 
partnership and using private and public funds to reduce the cost of housing. 

 

For the 2013-2014 cycle, the County had nearly $940,000 in available funds. The next cycle, that amount 
went up to nearly $2.2 million and that number has stayed nearly consistent throughout the rest of the 
data. For the 2016-2019 cycle, the County as a whole had $2.8 million in total SHIP dollars per year. This 
sections will describe the Strategies within the LHAPs starting in 2013-2014 cycle, their relation to the 
goals of the City and County’s Comprehensive Plans, and their implementation. 

 

LHAP Strategies. The Strategies presented differ from the 2013-16 document to the 2016-19 
document. The first document, for example, contains a Down Payment Assistance strategy while the 
latter does not. This is likely a reflection of the combination of sweeps of the local government trust 
fund monies at the state level and the statutory mandate for homeownership related activities, 
construction related activities, and the need to meet income set-aside.  Taken together those three 
requirements lead to homeowner occupied rehab as the strategy that best meets the statutory criteria, 
when there is not enough money to implement all strategies. The 2016-19 cycle includes a Rental 
Development program while the first cycle does not include one.  

 

Below is a chart of the SHIP dollars that went into each LHAP Strategy and how many units were served. 
Three to four units per year are aided under the Housing Partnership Program and under the Rental 
Development Program. The jurisdictions may want to consider restructuring their distribution so more 
units are served in these two categories. Further, the Down Payment Assistance Program, which was 
not a Strategy in the 2016-2019 LHAP, received no funding after the 2014-2015 FY. 

 

The Owner- Occupied Rehabilitation program received the most dollars consistently over this period. 
For the last two years in the data pool, this program received 50% of the SHIP Dollars after receiving 
over 60% of the funding in 2013-2014.  
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The Rental Development program received the least amount of funds and served the least amount of 
units. This program was given only 2.86% of the SHIP dollars in the 2017-2018 cycle. Given the local 
governments’ acknowledgements of the issue of cost-burdened renters, they may consider allocating 
more money to this program in order to aid a wider swath of persons, while meeting the statutory set-
aside criteria.  

 

2013-2014. Available funds: $937,875.00  
 

Strategies Very Low-Income 
Units Served 

Low-Income Units 
Served 

Total SHIP 
Dollars 

Total Percentage 
of SHIP Dollars 

Owner Occupied 
Rehabilitation 

30 20 $596,739 63.63% 

Down Payment 
Assistance 

1 6 $150,000 15.99% 

Special Needs 4 2 $130,000 13.86% 
These figures are gathered from the jurisdictions’ SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plans 

2014-2015. Available funds: $2,192,362.00 

Strategies Very Low-Income 
Units Served 

Low-Income Units 
Served 

Total SHIP 
Dollars 

Total Percentage 
of SHIP Dollars 

Owner Occupied 
Rehabilitation 

20 1 $326,892 14.91% 

Down Payment 
Assistance 

1 32 $500,000 22.81% 

Housing 
Partnership 
Program 

1 3 $455,235 20.76% 

Special Needs 10 2 $620,000 28.29% 
 

2015-2016. Available funds: $2,170,585.00 

Strategies Very Low-Income 
Units Served 

Low-Income Units 
Served 

Total SHIP 
Dollars 

Total Percentage 
of SHIP Dollars 

Owner Occupied 
Rehabilitation 

20 10 $418,527 19.26% 

Housing 
Partnership 
Program 

1 5 $800,000 36.86% 

Special Needs 11 6 $525,000 24.19% 
 

2016-2017. Available funds: $2,800,000 

Strategies Very Low-Income 
Units Served 

Low-Income Units 
Served 

Total SHIP 
Dollars 

Total Percentage 
of SHIP Dollars 

Owner Occupied 
Rehabilitation 

15 5 $1,000,824 35.74% 
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Housing 
Partnership 
Program 

1 3 $650,000 23.21% 

Rental 
Development 

2 1 $350,000 12.50% 

Special Needs 5 1 $500,000 17.86% 
Rapid Rehousing 3 2 $35,000 1.25% 

 

2017-2018. Available funds: $2,800,000 

Strategies Very Low-Income 
Units Served 

Low-Income Units 
Served 

Total SHIP 
Dollars 

Total Percentage 
of SHIP Dollars 

Owner Occupied 
Rehabilitation 

30 5 $1,400,000 50% 

Housing 
Partnership 
Program 

1 2 $405,000 14.46% 

Rental 
Development 

2 1 $150,000 5.36% 

Special Needs 5 1 $500,000 17.86% 
Rapid Rehousing 3 2 $80,000 2.86% 

 

2018-2019. Available funds: $2,800,000 

Strategies Very Low-Income 
Units Served 

Low-Income Units 
Served 

Total SHIP 
Dollars 

Total Percentage 
of SHIP Dollars 

Owner Occupied 
Rehabilitation 

30 5 $1,400,000 50% 

Housing 
Partnership 
Program 

1 2 $405,000 14.46% 

Rental 
Development 

2 1 $150,000 5.36% 

Special Needs 5 1 $500,000 17.86% 
Rapid Rehousing 3 2 $80,000 2.86% 

 

Incentive Strategies. Under the first strategy, the City and County will expedite permits for affordable 
housing projects. For the City, applicants must meet one of eight requirements for permitting to be 
expedited. For the County, an applicant must meet one of six requirements. The requirements are 
broad and satisfactorily cover necessary projects. In regard to the City, this is the only current strategy 
that grants developers an incentive for building affordable housing within market rate units or for 
building rental housing that will remain affordable for a period of 10 years or more.  

 

Second, the jurisdictions maintain an ongoing process for review of local policies, ordinances, 
regulations, and plan provisions that increase the cost of housing prior to their adoption. At the City 
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level, staff is required to estimate the dollar value of the impact to housing because of a new enactment. 
The County is working to expand these similar procedures.  

 

Finally, the last incentive strategy under the LHAP contains several incentives regarding payment of 
impact fees. First, it directs the City to allow nonprofit organizations building housing for families with 
incomes below 100% of the AMI to receive all final inspections and defer impact fee payments until the 
home is sold to the low-income homebuyer. A nonprofit can get an impact fee deferral for promising 
to rent a property for no more than fair market rent for a period of ten years. These types of deferral 
of impact fees is a good step to incentivizing developers to build workforce housing. 

 

2. Annual Action Plan/Consolidated Plans for Federal Dollars 

 

As with the SHIP LHAP, the City and County participate in a Joint Consolidated Plan process. The 
Consolidated Plan is a five-year road map for local jurisdictions that receive Federal funds for housing 
and community development activities. Each year, the jurisdictions are required to produce an Annual 
Action Plan to describe its goals in using federal dollars. This first subsection will describe findings in the 
Annual Action Plan. 

 

Backing up its workforce housing goals, the Annual Action Plan begins by identifying elements 
separated by priority that the jurisdictions will address. As part of its high priority needs, the City and 
County identify these: 

• Create additional affordable rental units for individuals and families; 
• Maintain the existing housing stock to prevent the loss of any additional affordable units; and 
• Increase the number of Housing Choice Vouchers in the community. 

 

As for medium priority needs, the City and County identify these goals: 

• Provide financial assistance to families who are required to connect to public water and sewer; 
and  

• Create additional affordable owner-occupied units; redevelop the existing public housing units. 

 

City-Specific Funding. The Office of Housing and Community Development (OHCD) is a joint City/County 
agency that is responsible for acting as the CDBG, HOPWA, and HOME administrator. For FY 2017, the 
City of Sarasota received these funds for the three programs: 

• CDBG: $395,813 
• HOPWA: $518,026 
• HOME: $661,488  
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This chart will show the amount of CDBG funds the City of Sarasota received over the last five years: 

Year CDBG Allocation Program Income Receipted 
From Previous Funds 

Total Funds Available 

2016 $414,827.00 $20,958.51 $435,785.51 
2015 $401,136.00 $33,664.76 $434,800.76 
2014 $402,666.00 $37,403.24 $440,069.24 
2013 $431,656.00 $20,548.06 $452,204.06 
2012 $386,949.00 $38,998.49 $425,947.49 
                                                The figures in this Section are gathered from CDBG Performance and Expenditure Reports by HUD 

 

The following charts will show how Sarasota allocated their CDBG funds over the past three years: 

2016-17 Total Disbursements: $477,299.14 

Activity Disbursements % of Total 
Rehab; Single-Unit Residential $9,972.00 2.09% 
Acquisition for Rehabilitation $289,054.00 60.56% 
Rehabilitation Administration $92,285.51 19.33% 
Street Improvements $3,057.65 0.64% 
General Program Admin $82,929.98 17.37% 

 

2015-16 Total Disbursements: $614,151.10 

Activity Disbursements % of Total 
Rehab; Single-Unit Residential $577.00 0.09% 
Acquisition for Rehabilitation $0.00 0.00% 
Rehabilitation Administration $87,678.21 14.28% 
Street Improvements $414,642.65 67.51% 
General Program Admin $83,203.26 13.55% 
Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients 
Programs 

$24,574.50 4.00% 

Employment Training $3,475.48 0.57% 
 

2014-15 Total Disbursements: $204,119.57 

Activity Disbursements % of Total 
Rehab; Single-Unit Residential $5,961.35 2.93% 
Acquisition for Rehabilitation $0.00 0.00% 
Rehabilitation Administration $65,173.53 31.93% 
Street Improvements $12,940.35 6.34% 
General Program Admin $84,532.21 41.41% 
Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients 
Programs 

$17,597.30 8.62% 

Employment Training $17,372.71 8.51% 
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As demonstrated in the charts above, it was only in the 2016-17 cycle where the City began to seriously 
acquire properties for rehabilitation with CDBG funds. Prior to that, much less funds were spent on 
rehabilitation. In fact, most of the CDBG dollars had been spent on street improvements. This shift 
reflects the high priority goal to “maintain the existing housing stock to prevent the loss of any 
additional affordable units.” While funding street improvements are an allowable use of CDBG funds, 
general funds can be used for those purposes.  CDBG funds are meant to supplement, not supplant 
local government investment in low income census tracts.  

 

In the Annual Action Plan, the City noted that the greatest obstacle to meeting underserved needs is 
the lack of funding for affordable housing. It states that the allocation of CDBG funds has been reduced 
and that “[c]ombined with the effects of inflation, the effect of the funding reductions makes it difficult 
to initiate meaningful programs to meet the needs of the underserved.” On a related note, it states that 
new administrative burdens on grantees, without providing any additional financial resources to 
implement requirements, is a burden to affordable housing. 

 

This makes it all the more necessary to develop more coordination with the private sector for workforce 
housing needs – one of the key goals of the City of Sarasota. This may come in the form of a productive 
incentive structure to use market based strategies to complement state and federal dollars.  

 

County Specific Funding. For FY 2017, Sarasota County received $1,500,000 in CDBG funding.  

This chart will show the amount of CDBG funds the City of Sarasota received over the last five years: 

Year CDBG Allocation Program Income Receipted 
From Previous Funds 

Total Funds Available 

2016 $1,574,251.00 $93,291.34 $1,667,542.34 
2015 $1,552,583.00 $68,482.08 $1,621,065.08 
2014 $1,556,860.00 $53,693.50 $1,610,553.50 
2013 $1,558,026.82 $5,180.82 $1,558,026.82 
2012 $1,458,692.00 $100,899.64 $1,559,591.64 
                                               The figures in this Section are gathered from CDBG Performance and Expenditure Reports by HUD 

 

The following charts will show how Sarasota County allocated their CDBG funds over the past three years: 

2016-17 Total Disbursements: $828,825.85 

Activity Disbursements % of Total 
Rehab; Single-Unit Residential $36,025.39 4.35% 
Acquisition for Rehabilitation $161,163.34 19.44% 
Rehabilitation Administration $175,162.41 21.13% 
Street Improvements $88,620.12 10.69% 
General Program Admin $289,242.95 34.90% 
Public Services $78,598.64 9.48% 
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2015-16 Total Disbursements: $1,769,740.06 

Activity Disbursements % of Total 
Rehab; Single-Unit Residential $5,500.50 0.31% 
Acquisition for Rehabilitation $246,321.98 13.92% 
Rehabilitation Administration $236,026.68 13.34% 
Street Improvements $788,099.08 44.53% 
General Program Admin $311,020.46 17.57% 
Public Services $103,236.59 5.83% 
Homeless Facilities $46,823.11 2.65% 
Subsistence Payment $32,711.66 1.85% 

 

2014-15 Total Disbursements: $1,284,359.62 

Activity Disbursements % of Total 
Rehab; Single-Unit Residential $212,090.81 16.51% 
Acquisition for Rehabilitation $95,669.15 7.45% 
Rehabilitation Administration $216,664.53 16.87% 
Homeless Facilities $153,176.89 11.93% 
Street Improvements $13,381.78 1.04% 
Sidewalks $127,565.31 9.93% 
General Program Admin $310,902.04 24.21% 
Public Services $97,329.17 7.58% 
Subsistence Payment $57,580.94 4.48% 

 

Joint City/County Goals. This chart demonstrates the goals of the City/County and their funding sources 
from 2016-2020. 

Goal CDBG HOME SHIP General Fund Other 
Provide housing and services to the 
homeless 

$230,000   $285,000 Florida 
Challenge Grant: 
$15,000 
 

State Emergency 
Grant Solutions: 
$35,000 

Maintain the existing affordable 
housing stock 

$110,000 $200,000 $1,000,000   

Increase number of affordable housing 
units 

 $520,000 $750,000   

Increase the number of special needs 
housing units 

  $500,000   

Preventing households from becoming 
homeless 

    Florida 
Challenge Grant: 
$13,000 
 

State Emergency 
Grant Solutions: 
$15,000 

Fair Housing Training and Education    $20,000  
 Gathered from the 2017-18 Annual Action Plan                
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D. Other Sources of Funds for the City of Sarasota 

 

1. City of Sarasota Budget 

 

In the 2017-18 Action Plan, the City states that “[t]he greatest obstacle to meeting underserved needs 
is the lack of funding for affordable housing.” It notes the funding reductions to the CDBG program as 
well as the sweep of the Affordable Housing Trust Fund in the State of Florida. This prompted us to look 
at how the City spends its own revenue on affordable workforce housing. While lack of housing subsidy 
money is a legitimate barrier, the City could evaluate the benefit of raising and expending other funds 
to supplement the need. 

 

Initially, we discovered in the City’s “Budget-in-Brief” for FY 2017-2018 that the City spent over four 
times the amount on their Performing Arts Center than Community Development as a whole – 
prompting further study of the budget. Upon further study, it was found that most of the funding for 
the Performing Arts Center actually comes from revenue garnished by ticket sales and the like. This 
form of revenue allows the City to budget on expenditures for the Performing Arts Center. The City 
should consider its own constant dedicated revenue stream to operate its affordable housing trust 
fund. Linkage fees, sales of surplus lands, and a creative use of tax revenues, for example, can be used 
to garnish funds.  

 

City Manager’s Message. The first few pages of the Financial Plan for FY 2018-2019 contains a message 
from the City Manager to the Mayor and City Commissions describing priorities and issues, the budget 
summary, and budget highlights. Notably, the City Manager ascribes the “Affordable Housing Deficit” 
as one of the main priorities and issues. In this section, he states that the City will “prioritize to work 
effectively with our partners throughout the region to support local job growth, and to create 
affordable housing options for residents and the service employees who work in our community.”  

 

The City Manager then notes that the City will be “working diligently on this challenge throughout the 
rest of the year and FY 2018-19, beginning with consideration of zoning incentives or affordable housing 
requirements in future multi-family developments.” This encouraging message from the City Manager 
is clearly promising for workforce housing development. 

 

Strategic Plan 2017-2020. The FY 2018-19 Proposed Budget also includes a 2017-2020 Strategic Plan. 
Goal 2 – Support Residents’ Desire for Quality Neighborhoods that are Safe, Attractive, and Unique.  
This is relevant. Key Action 2.3 under this Goal directs the City to “Support housing diversity throughout 
the City: affordable, workforce, and permanent supportive housing should be spread throughout the 
community and not pooled in any particular neighborhood.”  
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Key Action 4.5 within Goal 4 – Growth & Development directs the City to ensure adequate funding is 
planned to meet current and future service demands including “sufficient affordable housing options.” 
This Key Action is encouraging in that the City Commission itself has identified that sufficient affordable 
housing options must be adequately funded. This opens the door to more General Revenue being used 
for workforce housing and the possibility of the City establishing its own affordable housing trust fund 
– a recommendation which we support. 

 

Use of General Revenue & Dedicated Revenue. The City proposed $509,032, or 0.70% of General 
Revenue for “Economic Environment.” This money would only go to the personnel, operating, and 
capital expenditures of the Office of Economic Development to run the Economic Development Fund 
and Tax Increment Financing Fund. In the Proposed Budget, the City notes that historically, the City 
Commission’s major expenditure emphasis has been to provide for public safety. Further, the City 
planned to devote nearly ten times more of their General Revenue to “Culture and Recreation” than to 
“Economic Environment.” Quite simply, no General Revenue is directed specifically at workforce 
housing. The City should consider changing this or create their own dedicated source of revenue for 
workforce housing.  

 

In FY 2017-18, the City created an Economic Development Fund that is funded with budgeted Local 
Business Tax Receipts of $875,000 and a General Fund Transfer of $476,713. The City projects a fund 
balance of $2,138,713 for FY 2018-19. The goal of this fund is to help with economic development that 
was previously funded through the Community Redevelopment Agency. It will facilitate economic and 
physical improvements through public/private projects and initiatives as directed by the City 
Commission. The City Commission should use this new fund for workforce housing goals. 

 

In the FY 2018-19 Proposed Budget, the City proposed $509,032 from General Revenue to pay for 
personnel, operating expenditures, and capital expenditures. The Office of Economic Development, as 
dictated by the City Commission, will have say as which projects are funded. The City should continue 
to study its various taxable districts and possible streams of revenue and how they can be used for 
workforce housing.  

 

E. Other Sources of Funds for Sarasota County 

 

1. Sarasota County Budget 

 

The Adopted Financial Plan for FY 2018-2022 contains a section describing the Board of County 
Commissioner’s Priorities and Major Initiatives. A top priority identified was to “[f]acilitate a 
community-based effort to help identify creative solutions to housing affordability.”  Similarly, the 
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Preliminary 2019 Budget identifies “continued efforts to stimulate affordable housing” as a Major 
Initiative highlighted within the budget.  

 

According to the Proposed Budget for FY 2019, monies collected from the Housing & Community 
Development Fund for Planning and Development Services increased from $50,783 in FY 2017 to 
$3,365,226 and then $2,963,502 in FY 2018 and FY 2019, respectively. Further, expenditures for 
Planning and Development Services rose from $24,312,410 in FY 2017 to $38,999,639 in FY 2018. This 
is encouraging as this demonstrates that the County is putting more resources into the Department 
that works toward its workforce housing goals. This is a good trend to continue. 

 

IV. Stakeholder Interviews 
 

The following section reflects interviews with market rate and workforce housing developers, major 
employers, and other housing professionals, including Realtors in the City and County of Sarasota.  
Specifically, we interviewed three local government staff members, three persons specialized in nonprofit 
development, three persons specialized in for-profit housing development, and several other local 
stakeholders to get their feedback in how the City and County can improve their workforce housing 
policies. In order to have an active, open, and honest dialogue, we maintain the anonymity of those we 
spoke with. While each interviewee had different backgrounds and relationships with workforce and 
market rate housing, we asked a minimum of these five items to all interviewees: 

 

1. Why do you think Sarasota has such a great need for workforce housing? 
2. What could Sarasota do to improve affordable workforce housing opportunities? 
3. Do you think Sarasota is implementing the tools it currently has? If not, why not? 
4. To the extent you are familiar with these incentives, tell us how well the following tools are 

working in Sarasota: expedited permitting; impact fee waivers, reductions, and deferrals; density 
bonuses; accessory dwelling units; parking and setback requirement reductions; flexible lot 
configurations; and surplus lands. 

5. Please provide any other comments you would like. 

 

The following reflects the main points and themes we heard throughout the interview process. 

 

Scope of the Issue. When asked Question 1, the answer was generally consistent. Sarasota has a service-
based economy with an intense demand for workforce employees.  Interviewees responded that this has 
created a housing market that is in such high demand that there is a huge gap between the need for 
housing and actual affordable workforce housing supply. One interviewee stated that this is a result of a 
market-driven housing policy that has gone unchecked for over three decades.  
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Some attributed this unchecked behavior to the political realities of campaign contributions from the 
market rate housing development industry, a perception that is certainly not unique to Sarasota. This 
accounts for the willingness of local elected officials to remove affordable housing requirements that were 
previously in place and makes local elected officials reluctant to enact inclusionary housing policies. 

 

The employers we interviewed remarked that they have lost employees as a result of the lack of workforce 
housing in the City of Sarasota. One interviewee told us that they have had employees find jobs in North 
Port or other areas near where they live rather than commute to Sarasota. Further, this interviewee stated 
that during and after disasters, such as hurricanes, essential personnel have not been able to get to work 
at all as they lived too far away.    

 

One major employer expounded at length about the negative effect of the workforce housing shortage 
on their business. Of the over 1,800 workers this business employs, around half live on the opposite side 
of the County. This person described the phenomena of workers choosing to live North Port and 
commuting because of the relatively low housing prices. In describing this, the interviewee openly worried 
about what would happen if the high demand of North Port leads to unaffordable housing prices in that 
area and thus further pushes out the business’s employees.  

 

This employer told us that if the workforce housing situation in Sarasota continues or worsens, they may 
be forced to move their production elsewhere. They discussed the tight labor pool and worried that if 
low-wage workers are not able to live near their campus, they will have a harder time attracting and 
retaining competent workers. The employer noted that even though they were trying to raise hourly 
wages to meet the rising cost of housing, the realities of their business could not sustain widespread wage 
increases. This employer voiced their willingness to work with all available resources to lessen their 
employee’s housing cost burdens.  

 

Another major employer described the workforce housing stock as their “Achilles heel” of hiring. In 
describing that a large portion of new applicants come from outside the state of Florida, this employer 
opined on how the lack of affordable workforce housing makes it harder to recruit new talent. This 
employer explained that they have been forced to develop a program of their own in which they partner 
with participating apartment complexes that provide discounts to new employees. They have also 
partnered with local real estate agents to find affordable rentals for their employees. While these efforts 
are indeed innovative and encouraging, they will fall short of meeting the affordable/workforce housing 
need.  

 

One thing is clear when speaking with local stakeholders – everyone recognizes there is a serious 
workforce housing issue and something needs to be done to correct the current state of affairs. While the 
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individuals differed in some respects as to how best to tackle the issue, all agreed that something needs 
to be done.  

 

Need for Greater Political Will. Most of the interviewees described the lack of action in implementing 
workforce housing tools as a main barrier to affordable workforce housing. A common thread in the 
responses was that the local governments are supportive of workforce housing strategies “conceptually” 
but simply lack the necessary follow-through. As mentioned above, City and County staff are 
knowledgeable about the tools available to improve workforce housing prospects. However, these tools 
have not been implemented. Whether it is lack of political will or lack of community push, the interviewees 
were split. Some were of the belief that the elected officials have not acted because there has not been 
political pressure to do so. Some believed that the City and County have simply been dragging their feet 
on workforce housing initiatives. 

 

One thing is clear – to enact a successful workforce housing strategy, there needs to be leadership at the 
top. Enacting workforce housing tools will not be without neighborhood opposition. However, due to the 
extent of the housing issues, work needs to be done and leadership should be present.  

 

Several stakeholders expressed their opinion that there are simply not enough resources for workforce 
housing prospects. In the interview process, we were told about the County’s past decisions to allow funds 
earmarked for housing to be used on economic development. Several interviewees opined on the lack of 
devoted staff time and finances devoted to a workforce housing strategy. The City and the County should 
allocate more funds and staff resources to the goal of improving the workforce housing stock.  

 

Need for More Conversation at All Levels of Government and Communication between Governments. In 
our interviews, we got a general sense that there needs to be more of a constant dialogue at all levels of 
government and between City and County governments about the workforce housing situation. One 
interviewee remarked that the County has no conversation about local policies and their impact on 
workforce housing at the time decisions are made. This is concerning as it is a statutory obligation for local 
governments to establish a process by which to consider, before adoption, policies, procedures, 
ordinances, regulations, or plan provisions that increase the cost of housing.  

 

Further, respondents opined that there needs to be more conversation between the City and the County 
regarding the workforce housing situation. These interviewees expressed their desire for the two local 
governments to engage in public/private partnerships, joint funding opportunities, comprehensive 
policies, and other tools to better the workforce housing stock of the entire area. These respondents 
recognized that since the housing issue is not confined to one jurisdiction, the two local governments 
should join forces to tackle the problem together. One interviewee applauded the City and the County for 
their efforts in running joint meetings of both local governments’ Affordable Housing Advisory 
Committees. This type of collaboration is working and should serve as an example to be emulated.  
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Need for Facilitating Redevelopment/Adaptive Reuse. When asked Question 2 as noted above, many 
respondents stated that tools aimed at facilitating redevelopment and adaptive re-use would have the 
greatest potential to positively impact workforce housing prospects. When presented with ideas about 
repurposing abandoned or vacant commercial and industrial structures, all interviewees responded 
positively. Adaptive reuse refers to the process of taking an old site and reusing it for a purpose other than 
it was designed. In the interview process, we were made aware of several projects in the area regarding 
the repurposing of abandoned hotels for workforce housing. The City and the County should continue to 
identify underutilized commercial, retail, and industrial districts as potential sites for adaptive reuse for 
workforce housing.  

 

Need for Incentives and Better Development Review Processes. Several interviewees of the business 
community specifically focused their answers on the need for the proper incentives to build workforce 
housing. One interviewee described the rise in land prices and the basics of supply and demand as the 
main reason for the lack of workforce housing. There was much discussion about the need for developers 
to seek a reasonable return or their investments and how local government can create the proper 
incentives to make workforce housing worth a developer’s time and money.  

 

Several interviewees discussed the high cost of the development review process as a barrier to workforce 
housing. These persons all argued that lengthy reviews have discouraged workforce housing development 
as developers are unable to turn a profit if the review costs are too high. These interviewees stated that 
developers cannot make money through workforce housing development given the web of zoning and 
permitting procedures. These review costs have a greater negative impact on nonprofit organizations.  

 

One nonprofit developer expressed dissatisfaction with the time it takes to receive certificates of 
occupancy as well as other review decisions. This person noted that lengthy review processes have 
discouraged them from building in the City altogether.  

 

Nearly all interviewees who have played a role in workforce housing development in the City and/or 
County had a negative experience to voice. These experiences have discouraged some interviewees from 
developing workforce housing altogether. These experiences typically involved lengthy review processes, 
frustration with certain zoning codes, arbitrary discretionary decisions, and high costs of development 
fees. One nonprofit developer believed the City and County staff expressed no willingness to ease 
procedures for workforce housing development and described “burdensome” lot size and other structural 
regulations as a barrier to workforce housing.  

 

Much was discussed about the history of density bonuses in the City and County. The density bonus 
system should be used to help the market meet inclusionary requirements. It is our understanding that 
some inclusionary housing requirements have been waived in the past for certain developments. Further, 
in these instances, although the inclusionary elements were waived, developers were still awarded 
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density bonuses. The City and County should remain steadfast in its application of inclusionary 
requirements.  

 

One interviewee noted that in the 2050 Villages at the County level, there was an issue of missing 
workforce housing because the Area Median Income was too high. Typically, an inclusionary policy is 
designed to provide housing to families making a certain percentage of the Area Median Income (AMI). 
However, as one interviewee remarked, since the AMI of Sarasota County is high compared to surrounding 
jurisdictions, the housing which resulted from the inclusionary policy remained unaffordable to many 
residents. Thus, in devising an incentive structure within an inclusionary housing policy, the City and 
County should consider crafting its policy to meet local needs to the greatest degree possible. 

 

Need to Work More Effectively with Nonprofit Developers. The nonprofit developers we interviewed 
expressed their general dissatisfaction about the state of workforce housing in the Sarasota area. These 
interviewees were largely dissatisfied with what they perceived as a lack of desire to encourage and aid 
workforce housing development. One executive argued that the local governments should do more to 
help nonprofit developers offset costs of impact and other development fees. This person claimed that 
there are not enough adequate incentives for nonprofit housing entities to set up shop in Sarasota. 
Another executive was troubled by the lack of concessions and relief that is granted to nonprofit 
workforce housing developers. This person argued that since nonprofit developers are the ones who are 
investing in historically disinvested areas, creating new tax revenues for the local governments in the 
process, they should be granted more in the way of relief in respect to fees and other costs. 

 

The nonprofit developers were adamant about the need for the local governments to partner more 
effectively with the private, nonprofit sector. The interviewees recommended that surplus lands, an 
affordable housing trust fund, and other tools be implemented to aid nonprofits in providing housing to 
the workforce.  

   

One nonprofit executive described a positive experience in regard to a developer paying an in-lieu of fee 
to get out of building mandated affordable housing units in the County. This executive’s organization 
received $3 million from the for-profit developer which they were then able to use effectively to build 
affordable units. The nonprofit executive argued that for-profit entities, with help from the local 
governments, should partner with nonprofit entities to build workforce housing rather than being 
required to build it on their own. In this scenario, local governments can be the middleman between 
nonprofit and for-profit entities to aid in workforce housing development. 

 

Need for a Robust Surplus Lands Policy. In our interviews, several persons noted the lack of a robust 
surplus lands policy in the County. We were told that instead of adding developable properties to an 
inventory of lands appropriate for affordable housing, the County has left developable surplus land off 
the inventory in order to use the sale proceeds for other purposes. We urge the City and County to place 
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all surplus property that is developable to be included on the inventory as appropriate for affordable 
housing. Once lands are identified as appropriate for affordable housing, then the land can be utilized for 
affordable housing, or not, with and sale proceeds going exclusively into the local affordable housing trust 
fund to be used for workforce housing purposes.  

 

A distinction can be drawn between those properties that will be donated for workforce housing use and 
those that will be sold, but to keep surplus land off the inventory that is going to be sold undermines the 
intent of Sections 125.379 and 166.0451 of the Florida Statutes.  

 

 Need to Address Neighborhood Opposition and NIMBYism. We were advised that neighborhood 
opposition and NIMBYism have been a barrier to achieving necessary workforce housing policies. 
Specifically, we were made aware of the various community groups that are striving for more public 
hearings in the development process and that there is not a lot of general support for more administrative 
review of projects. We were told that there are community members that want input on everything – 
possibly resulting from mistrust between citizens and staff and citizens and elected officials when it comes 
to development.  

 

It is important and necessary to have the public engaged in the development processes that shape their 
communities. However, more required public hearings at more stages of the development process means 
more time and money for developers. In the case of workforce housing prospects, this additional money 
can be pushed onto renters and homeowners in the form of higher prices for housing. Thus, a balance 
needs to be achieved. There should be a system in place that allows for public input while also giving 
developers the predictability needed for workforce housing development to be a feasible line of business.  
Moreover, increasing the number of public hearings for workforce housing runs afoul of the statutory 
requirement that affordable housing developments receive expedited permitting, as well as the Florida 
Fair Housing Act, Section 760.26, which makes it unlawful to discriminate in land use decisions based on 
the financing of the development (i.e. projects that have SHIP, tax credits, or other affordable housing 
financing).  

 

A solution to neighborhood opposition should contain predictable standards that developers can meet to 
allow for quicker, administrative review with less pushback from the community. This will require a 
discussion with the community at the outset of formulating the workforce housing policy in an effort to 
gain community buy-in to the greatest extent feasible to reduce opposition later in the process. This 
Action Plan contains recommendations for conditioning structural bonuses, such as density, in exchange 
for workforce housing units. If the public were to demand additional public hearings for every 
development that is granted structural bonuses, the system would be clogged and workforce housing 
developments would be stalled. Providing predictable standards and allowing for community discussion 
at the outset is key for reducing NIMBYism once the workforce housing policy is underway. 
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One interviewee with nonprofit development experience in the City and County described their concern 
with potential misinformation campaigns spurred by neighborhood opposition. This person noted their 
displeasure with local government staff in their failure to help dispel misinformation about workforce 
housing developments. Thus, both local governments should keep this in mind and support workforce 
housing projects when faced with neighborhood opposition. 

 

Another interviewee stated that it is essential that the City and County demonstrate leadership 
throughout implementation of this Plan as there is an expectation that implementing these 
recommendations will not be without neighborhood opposition. Local government leadership will be 
needed to ensure workforce housing growth. 

 

Need for Long-Term Compliance of Affordability. Several interviewees expressed concern about the 
capacity of the City and County to monitor long-term affordability in regards to an inclusionary zoning 
policy. One staff member sought input on how their office could monitor long-term affordability without 
an active Community Land Trust. Thus, to meet this need, we suggest that the City and County create a 
Workforce Housing Liaison Position within the Office of Housing and Community Development to take on 
this task as well as other policy implementations. Without a long-term compliance program and 
procedures in place, the City and the County’s inclusionary housing policy will likely sputter as housing 
developed for affordable purposes may quickly become unaffordable for failure to properly manage 
ongoing compliance. 

 

V. Blueprint for Workforce Housing 
 

A review of the County Situational Report, the City Executive Summary on Workforce Housing, the SHIP 
AHAC recommendations, the applicable land development regulations, and other documents, makes clear 
that the respective jurisdictions and their staffs are knowledgeable about the tools available to encourage 
workforce housing development.  

 

The City has written about incorporating inclusionary zoning, density bonuses conditioned on workforce 
housing, expanded opportunities for accessory dwelling units, and parking reductions, among other items. 
Through the Situational Report, the County has demonstrated that it is equally aware of these tools. 
However, many of these tools are not incorporated or implemented into the local governments’ policies 
which in turn, does not reflect the work that has been done regarding workforce housing. As the City’s 
Executive Summary on Workforce Housing remarked, their work has “not led to the adoption of any truly 
effective attainable housing incentives for use by the private sector or the designation of long-term 
attainable housing units.” 
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Land Value Capture. It is essential for there to be a paradigm shift in how the City and the County 
approach using their land use authority for housing. First and foremost, the goal of local government 
action is to promote the public health, safety, and welfare of its citizens and to be a good steward of the 
land for current and future generations. This requires a balancing of property rights with public interests. 
Under Section 163.3177(6)(f) of the Florida Statutes, every jurisdiction in Florida has the obligation to plan 
for and provide for housing its entire current and anticipated population, including the most vulnerable.   

 

Local governments should consider the principle of land value capture when property owners request 
land use and zoning changes that will increase the value of their private property. Local governments 
contribute greatly to private land value through public-works projects, zoning changes, and other 
interventions. The principle of land value capture is that when public intervention, such as a land use or 
zoning change occurs, the public body should ensure that a portion of the increase in land value that 
results from that public intervention is used to meet community needs, such as workforce housing. When 
local government makes a land use change that  increases the value of a particular land owner’s property, 
it is not only appropriate that a portion of that increase in value come back to the community for 
workforce housing, but indeed, the local government obligation under Section 163.3177(6)(f), may make 
land value capture for workforce housing an imperative.  

 

This final Section provides a Blueprint for both the City and the County to implement. The Blueprint for 
Workforce Housing is a set of 12 recommendations distilled from this Action Plan.  The 12 
recommendations are not in priority order. It is our hope that the implementation is cohesive, rather than 
piecemeal and that with the City and County working together, the City of Sarasota and Sarasota County 
are able to create a seamless environment in which the private sector for profit and nonprofit developers 
find that this community, whether City or County, is a community that wants more affordable/workforce 
housing and will support the efforts of the private sector to that end.  

 

1.  Encourage More Flexibility in Housing Types through the Zoning Code to Promote Infill 
Development 

 

The City and County could amend their Zoning Codes to allow for more variety in the types of housing 
allowed, in accordance with each of the local governments’ comprehensive plans. The local governments 
should allow for and encourage more multi-family, duplexes, villas, and other housing types that house 
more than just a single family. Overall, the City and County should permit smaller units, adjust minimum 
lot sizes, setback requirements, and similar regulations to allow for smaller units, encourage mixed use 
properties, and allow higher-densities in more parts of the area to capitalize on available land close to 
employment centers.   

 

This strategy addresses what is known as the “missing middle.” The missing middle is described as the 
medium-density stock of housing options between the scales of single-family homes and mid- or high-rise 
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developments; these options range in density from 16 units/acre to 35 units/acre. This includes duplexes, 
triplexes, courtyard apartments, bungalow courts, townhouses, and other similar structures. They are 
“missing” in most jurisdictions due to the single-family home being the dominant residential land use. 
These missing middle housing types create small-footprint, middle-density buildings which are ideal for 
singles, childless couples, and empty nesters.  It is a market-based strategy for producing modest housing, 
which will create housing affordable to households who may not be income eligible for “affordable 
housing” but need a product that costs less than the typical single-family home in Sarasota.  

 

The City and County should initiate more “up-zonings” in the area – that is, they should allow higher 
densities in more locations to encourage workforce housing development and a more efficient use of the 
land. However, when allowing higher densities, the City and County should make sure that some of this 
density is used for workforce housing with assurances of long term affordability. If the City and County 
utilized a robust inclusionary zoning ordinance, for example, increased densities in the zoning code could 
produce more units overall provided a portion of those units would be for permanent or lasting workforce 
housing. Inclusionary zoning policies will be discussed in a later recommendation. 

 

The proliferation of single-family districts within the area is a barrier to workforce housing. With so much 
of the area dedicated to the single-family home, there is a scarcity of available land for multi-family uses 
– driving up the cost of multi-family units in the process. If the City and County were to lower the total 
area of single-family districts, there would be more land available for the possibility of higher density 
workforce housing. The local governments should ensure that more land is available for a mix of housing 
types.  

 

A. City Specific Recommendations. As of Fall 2018 at the City level, the RSM-9 district is the only single-
family district that allows duplexes and triplexes as a conditional use. The City should consider allowing 
these types of units as conditional or permitted uses in more single-family districts to provide more 
housing opportunities to more people.  

 

There are some Zone District concepts that are defined in the City’s Land Development regulations that 
could be more utilized to attract workforce housing. Urban Neighborhood, for example, is a Land Use 
Classification that is intended to implement the concepts of “New Urbanism.” Here, in the Downtown 
Neighborhood and Downtown Neighborhood Edge District of the City, residential dwellings are the 
primary use and non-residential uses are allowed on a limited basis. Mixed-use districts such as these 
should be considered as an avenue to workforce housing development given that non-residential uses 
could subsidize affordable units in the same buildings and workers could live closer to the Downtown. 

 

The Community Office/Institutional and Community Commercial Land Use Classifications also provide 
good models in how the City can integrate workforce housing close to the economies that the workers 
serve. Within these Classifications, there are zone districts that allow for residential uses in conjunction 
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with office space. Such mixed-use behavior is essential for a productive workforce housing model.  
Commercial Neighborhood and Commercial Storefront, two zone districts within the Community 
Commercial classification for example, allow for ADUs, live/work units, and mixed use development 
while the Commercial Residential district allows for those in addition to attached single-family units, 
group living structures, and multi-dwelling structures. Districts with a broad range of housing types such 
as these coupled with inclusionary zoning policies are promising for workforce housing development. 
Whatever government action is taken should be coupled with assurances of long term/perpetual 
affordability. 

 

B. County Specific Recommendations. As with the City, the County should ensure that more land is 
zoned for multi-family uses. To its credit, the County already allows for two-family houses and 
townhouses as conditional uses within single-family districts. However, due to the potentially 
unpredictable nature of the conditional use process, the County may consider allowing these housing 
types as-of-right in single-family districts with predictable standards by which workforce housing 
developers can abide. If this is not feasible, the County can target specific single-family areas which may 
be suitable for a wider variety of housing types. The multi-family districts, which allow for single-family, 
two-family, and townhouses as of right, are good models for this recommendation.  

 

2. Allow Accessory Dwelling Units in All Single-Family Zones 

 

Accessory Dwelling Units are small-scale rental units situated on the lot of a single-family home; providing 
a smart growth tool for increasing development in areas with existing infrastructure.  ADUs are a market-
based tool that enhances the property rights of landowners. Both local governments already understand 
the value of ADUs as noted in their land development regulations, the County’s Situational Report, and 
the City’s Executive Summary on Workforce Housing.  

 

The housing stock of the area is dominated by single-family units as nearly two-thirds of the County is of 
that housing type. The City and the County should utilize this land most effectively for workforce housing 
development by allowing ADUs in all single-family districts as-of-right. Further, as mentioned in the 
Situational Report, 16% of homes are classified as seasonal/occasional use. ADU development on single-
family lots that are used as a seasonal/occasional use can provide housing to the local workforce when 
the single-family homes themselves are not occupied by full-time Sarasota residents. Simply, ADUs utilize 
existing land effectively and with low impact as a workforce housing opportunity. 

 

In conjunction with allowing ADUs in all single-family districts, which should be a priority, the City and 
County should consider other amendments to its ADU ordinances to encourage development. When 
devising structural requirements, the local governments should regulate in ways to facilitate the 
development of ADUs. Minimum lot size, ADU size, and other requirements should be formulated so as 
not to exclude a large portion of single-family homeowners from their ability to construct ADUs. 
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Parking requirements for ADUs, for example, can be particularly burdensome for the homeowner if too 
stringent. This can lead to construction of unlawful ADUs, as homeowners skirt the requirement. For 
smaller lots, a requirement for additional parking could render an ADU impractical – as a lot may not have 
enough space for both an ADU and a parking spot. When devising parking requirements, the City and 
County should balance the cost of the additional parking against the need for the parking. The City’s ADU 
ordinance does a good job addressing this. If the ADUs are being built as part of a new single-family 
residential subdivision, incorporating on-site parking is much less of an issue. 

 

ADUs should be given a streamlined and transparent permitting process. Homeowners are typically the 
ones constructing these units; the local governments should create an easy-to-navigate process to avoid 
discouraging development. The City and County should also consider a modification of impact fees if the 
ADU is used as an affordable rental.  

 

It would be particularly beneficial if the City and County promoted the use of ADUs by providing 
information/a “road map” for property owners that demonstrates the advantages of adding an ADU and 
explains design or development restrictions and what type of permitting is required. The Ombudsman 
position recommended in this Blueprint for Workforce Housing could be assigned to work with property 
owners to help them through the permitting process. 

 

Local government facilitation of ADUs, can even extend to financing options.   Santa Cruz California ADU 
program is a national best practice, and is referenced in the County’s Situational Report. To assist 
homeowners develop rental ADUs for persons at 80% or below the City’s median household income, the 
City of Santa Cruz has an ADU loan program for homeowners to receive loans of up to $100,000 at a 4 ½% 
interest rate for ADU construction. To receive the financing, the homeowner must agree to keep the rental 
unit affordable to low-income tenants for a period of at least 15 years. If the homeowner defaults on the 
affordability requirement, they must repay the full amount of the loan plus interest. With loan and deed 
restrictions and the threat of default, the local governments can ensure that the ADUs they help finance 
are used for workforce rental housing for low to moderate income persons. The City and County would 
have to have an available pool of loan funds – a pool which can be created by methods described below.  

 

A. City Specific Recommendations. The City of Sarasota should allow ADUs in all single-family districts. 
Currently, the City allows neighborhoods to opt-in to ADU development. This is not enough. ADUs are 
restricted to higher density districts in the City and the City policy prevents many single-family lots from 
having lawfully constructed accessory dwelling units. To capitalize on the ADU as a tool for workforce 
housing development, they should be allowed on single-family lots as-of-right. 

 

Second, the City should consider raising the allowable size from 600 square feet to 800 square feet. This 
would give homeowners flexibility in building size to be able to recoup their investments by 
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accommodating more people in a larger ADU. If concerned with larger ADUs transforming the nature 
of neighborhoods, the local governments could use maximum lot coverage and setback requirements 
to regulate rather than a low square footage requirement. The City of Orlando’s ADU ordinance 
provides a good model for how to regulate the size of ADUs in relation to lot sizes. 

 

Third, the City should make clear in its ADU ordinance that the owner of the household be allowed to 
live in either the primary unit or in the accessory dwelling unit. This would provide homeowners, 
particularly elderly singles or couples the flexibility to rent out their larger primary unit to a working 
household for additional income while aging in place on their property.  

 

B. County Specific Recommendations. ADUs are the ideal tool for the County to implement its Housing 
Objective 1.1 of the Housing chapter of their Comprehensive Plan. This Objective states that the County 
is to “[e]ncourage the market to provide ample diversity in housing types and affordability levels to 
accommodate present and future housing needs of Sarasota County residents.” It is encouraging that 
Staff is currently addressing ADUs as a workforce housing tool.  

 

Yet, although the County allows ADUs in all single-family districts, the County’s minimum lot size 
requirements for ADU development preclude many single-family lots from containing ADUs. The Zoning 
Ordinance requires that a lot be double the zoning district’s minimum lot size to accommodate an ADU, 
so in effect, the Ordinance counts the ADU as a whole unit for density calculations. The County should 
exclude ADUs from density calculations and lower the minimum lot size requirements for ADUs. As the 
Code stands currently, many single-family lots are unable to contain lawfully-constructed ADUs because 
of these stringent requirements. If the County is concerned with the physical appearance of ADUs and 
their possible effect on the character of single-family neighborhoods, they should focus on setback and 
physical location requirements of the ADU rather than through a density calculation or stringent 
minimum lot size requirement.  

 

Further, the County should consider raising the allowable size from 500 square feet to 800 square feet. 
This would give homeowners flexibility in building size to be able to recoup on their investments and 
allow multiple persons to live in a larger ADU. If concerned with larger ADUs transforming the nature 
of neighborhoods, the local government could use reasonable maximum lot coverage and setback 
requirements to regulate rather than a low square footage requirement. The City of Orlando’s ADU 
ordinance provides a good model in how to regulate the size of ADUs in relation to lot sizes. 

 

3. Make Full Sadowski Funding a Legislative Priority and Augment with Locally Generated Funds  

 

The County and City of Sarasota have collectively lost approximately $30 million dollars over the past 15 
years due to the “sweeps” of the Sadowski Trust Funds by the Florida Legislature. Local governments 
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through their advocacy with their legislative delegation directly or through contract lobbyists should 
continue to have as a legislative priority that the state appropriate all the SHIP funds solely for housing.   

 

Even with full appropriation of the SHIP funds, the County and City of Sarasota will need additional monies 
to meet workforce housing needs. Currently, the main assistance for low-income persons and developers 
looking to rent or build a home comes from state and federal dollars. Local governments can better utilize 
their own pool of funds dedicated to grants, loans, or tax incentives for workforce housing to assist more 
renters, homebuyers, and developers. Further, locally generated funding allows the greatest flexibility in 
meeting locally determined priorities.   The following are ways to generate funds for a local housing trust 
fund. 

 

A. Linkage Fee Ordinance. First, the local governments could consider adopting a linkage fee ordinance. 
As noted in the City Executive Summary on Workforce Housing, linkage fees “link” the development of 
non-residential construction to the housing demand that is generated by the employees who work 
there. Under a linkage fee ordinance, which is complementary to an inclusionary ordinance, the local 
governments will collect money from non-residential developments to be placed in a housing trust fund 
for others to use to produce and preserve workforce housing. Linkage fees reflect the recognition that 
new commercial and industrial uses increases the need for low wage employment and workforce 
housing in the community. Typically, certain commercial uses are exempted from the linkage fee 
ordinance, such as nursing homes and schools. Action Strategy 3.8 of the City’s Housing Plan addresses 
this tool as a possibility to address workforce housing. The ordinance must address who pays, how 
much, and what the funds will be used for. As with other impact fees, linkage fees require a nexus study 
based on recent and localized data and are typically assessed by square footage. Linkage fees are a 
reasonable way to raise funds for workforce housing, as the employers are the ones who will be 
subsidizing the housing for the workforce.  A linkage fee could also be applied to residential 
development, typically restricted to larger luxury homes. 

 

B. Infrastructure Surtax. Sarasota County has had a one-cent surtax on the books since 1989 in which 
twenty-five percent of the proceeds are for the Sarasota County School Board with the rest divided up 
between the four main municipalities. Pursuant to Section 212.055(d)(1)(e) of the Florida Statutes, the 
revenue from the surtax can be used for “[a]ny land acquisition expenditure for a residential housing 
project in which at least 30 percent of the units are affordable to individuals or families whose total 
annual household income does not exceed 120 percent of the area median income . . . if the land is 
owned by a local government. . . The local government . . . may enter into a ground lease with a public 
or private person or entity . . . for the construction of the residential housing project on land acquired 
through [the infrastructure surtax].” As of fall 2018, the County does not utilize this surtax for workforce 
housing purposes but the City has had a history of using its proceeds for this allowable land acquisition.  

 

Additionally, the City and the County should ensure that proceeds from sales of surplus lands are 
deposited into the local housing trust fund. In general, monies from a local housing trust fund could go to 
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payment of impact fees for workforce housing developments, down-payment and closing-cost assistance 
for homeowners, an ADU loan program, an Employer-Assisted Housing program, land acquisition, 
assistance for the payment of constructing structural requirements, and other workforce housing 
purposes. Because the money will be locally funded, the City and the County will have more local control 
over the use of the monies than if the funds were received from the state or federal government. A robust 
local housing trust fund is needed to supplement other monies received and can greatly aid workforce 
housing development.  

 

 

4. Repurpose Vacant/Abandoned Commercial, Retail, and Industrial Properties when Appropriate 
for Workforce Housing  

 

One of the most limited resources that the City and County have in achieving a successful workforce 
housing program is land near employment centers.  But there are an increasing number of 
vacant/abandoned commercial, retail, and industrial properties that may be ideal for adaptive reuse.  
Flexible land use is key to adaptive reuse of existing, built-up space. The local governments could partner 
with landowners, developers, and non-profits to repurpose existing commercial, retail, and industrial 
properties that appear to be in disrepair or are abandoned if the land is appropriate for workforce housing. 
Whatever government action is taken should be coupled with assurances of long term/perpetual 
affordability. 

 

As a part of this strategy, the City and the County should allow whatever land use changes are needed for 
an adaptive reuse program. This might entail rezoning certain commercial and industrial districts, 
amending the zoning code, and amending the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map as necessary to 
allow for more residential uses in these areas. For example, in the City, the heavily industrially-zoned land 
between Gillespie Avenue and Euclid Avenue between 10th and 21st Street could be considered as an 
area in which residential uses would be allowed and encouraged for workforce housing. There are multiple 
locations in that area which could be repurposed for housing and live-work spaces, with the assurances 
for permanent or lasting affordability for the workforce.  

 

In furtherance of this strategy, the City and County could make use of Brownfields programs to receive 
state and federal aid for redevelopment. If an area is designated as a Brownfield, the state provides 
financial incentives for workforce housing development. For example, there is 1) a sales tax refund 
available for building materials purchased and used in the construction of a housing or mixed-use project 
located in a Brownfield area; 2) a Voluntary Cleanup Tax Credit (VCTC) in which a 50% state tax credit is 
provided up to a maximum annual $500,000 per site for eligible costs for environmental cleanup work; 3) 
a State Brownfield job bonus refund which gives up to $2,500 per new job created; and 4) state loan 
guarantees for Brownfield projects. The Florida Brownfields program is a great option for repurposing 
industrial areas.  
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5. Adopt a Surplus Lands Policy that Maximizes the Use of Surplus Lands for Workforce Housing 

 

Pursuant to Sections 166.0451 and 125.379 of the Florida Statutes, commonly referred to as the “surplus 
land statutes,” both the City and the County must prepare an inventory list of real properties within the 
respective jurisdiction to which the local government holds title that are appropriate for affordable 
housing. In addition, these laws enumerate several options for local governments to make the identified 
properties, or the proceeds for the sale of the properties, available for affordable housing purposes.  

 

If surplus property is developable, e.g. it is not a sliver of property left over from right of way work, or a 
health hazard such as a toxic site, it should be found appropriate for affordable housing and be placed on 
the affordable housing inventory list. As noted in the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee Housing 
Incentive Plan, Sarasota County only had one property on the list of lands suitable. If local government 
keeps surplus lands off the inventory in order to sell and use the proceeds for other purposes, it is not 
acting within the intent of the surplus land statute.  A distinction should be drawn between properties 
that will be donated or sold for affordable housing use and those that will be sold for non-affordable 
housing uses. 

 

To monitor surplus lands, the local governments should utilize a full-time Workforce Housing Liaison that 
can monitor the surplus lands program – this position will be described in a later Recommendation. As a 
part of a surplus land program, the City and County should strongly consider donating its surplus land to 
nonprofit organizations that will keep the property affordable long term or to Community Land Trusts to 
develop and manage the lands for permanently affordable workforce housing. As the City recognized in 
its Executive Summary on Workforce Housing, “CLTs are a vital part of an inclusionary housing program in 
order to manage and monitor long-term affordability.” CLTs can carry out stewardship services which local 
government staff would have to perform if CLTs were not in existence.  

 

6. Implement Inclusionary Housing Policy/Workforce Housing Overlay Districts  

 

An inclusionary housing policy is another market based land use tool for producing workforce housing.  As 
the production of market rate units increases, the more workforce units are produced.  The most effective 
inclusionary housing policies are those that are seamless between jurisdictions. We therefore recommend 
that the inclusionary housing policy for the City and County are as close to identical as possible. 

 

At a minimum, the City and County should adopt an inclusionary housing policy that applies to large scale 
developments.  For example, an inclusionary housing policy could apply to all developments or 
redevelopments of 200 or more units and require that 15% of the units are used for workforce housing.  
This ordinance could be implemented immediately while the more complex inclusionary policies related 
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to smaller developments or redevelopments are under consideration. If there are proposed large-scale 
developments or redevelopments which the City and County know to be in the works, the inclusionary 
housing policy should be implemented immediately. An inclusionary policy can also be enacted through a 
Workforce Housing Overlay District in all areas that are ripe for redevelopment. For smaller developments 
that do not meet the threshold number of market rate units or are not covered by a Workforce Housing 
Overlay District, the inclusionary housing policy should provide for structural bonuses to incentivize 
developers to build affordable, workforce units in exchange for less burdensome building requirements.  

 

The inclusionary policy or ordinance should be tailored to meet the local development patterns, market 
conditions, and workforce housing needs. The details of the land use ordinances will include the threshold 
number of market rate units that activates the inclusionary requirement.  

 

Further, the ordinance should be flexible to provide developers an array of options in meeting the 
workforce housing requirements. This ordinance could contain options that include off-site development 
of workforce housing, payment of a fee in lieu of development, and land donation. If a developer donates 
land, for example, the local government can then utilize that land for off-site workforce housing by 
donating it to a nonprofit entity who can then develop and operate housing, itself, or in partnership with 
an experienced tax credit developer, for example, that will be permanently affordable. Flexibility in the 
inclusionary requirements ensures a better partnership between the private and public sector and better 
outcomes when the market rate site is not appropriate for the development of affordable workforce units. 
It is typically not a good idea to expect a market rate developer who is not also in the business of producing 
workforce housing to expand his/her line of business into workforce housing. 

 

One of the most critical elements in an inclusionary ordinance is permanent or long-term affordability. 
When an affordable product is included in an otherwise unaffordable area, appreciation inflates at a 
substantially greater rate. Once the local governments have adopted and implemented their inclusionary 
ordinance, it should include mechanisms to keep the property affordable long-term or in perpetuity.   
Managing the program will require local government staff time and can also be handled through a local 
nonprofit, such as a community land trust to manage the resale of the homeownership units or the income 
eligibility compliance for rental units.  

 

As mentioned briefly above, a model inclusionary housing policy should allow for structural bonuses to 
developers who do not meet the threshold number of market rate units or do not exist within a Workforce 
Housing Overlay District. Structural bonuses incentivize developers to build affordable workforce units in 
exchange for less burdensome building requirements. This type of bonus structure is a market-friendly 
policy which demonstrates that the City and County are serious about its workforce housing goals. In 
enacting a structural bonus policy, the local governments may target areas that are close to employment 
centers. As demonstrated by the type of housing developed in the Rosemary Residential Overlay District, 
it is not enough to simply increase the allowable density of an area. Increased densities, and other 
structural bonuses, should be conditioned on the development of a specific amount of long-term or 
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permanently affordable workforce housing. For example, the City and the County should only allow 
densities above the allowable amount for an applicable zoning district if a developer devotes a certain 
number of units for the local workforce.  

 

Structural zoning requirements that can be relaxed in exchange for the production of affordable 
workforce housing include increase in density, increase in building heights, reduction in parking 
requirements, flexibility in setback requirements, maximum lot coverages, and other similar 
requirements.  

 

The City and County should ensure that the workforce housing built for structural bonuses is permanently 
affordable, or affordable long-term. This requires the local governments to monitor long-term unit 
affordability. It is recommended that the local governments require a land use restriction agreement to 
maintain permanent affordability for rental units or long-term affordability for homeownership units if 
they are not kept affordable with a mechanism such as a 99-year ground lease. Without ensuring long-
term affordability, structural bonuses would be for naught.  

 

A. City Specific Recommendations. As a best practice, the City should consider an inclusionary zoning 
ordinance that first, requires all new developments or redevelopments that contain 200 or more units 
to devote a certain number of units to the workforce on a long-term basis. As mentioned above, this 
ordinance could contain an in-lieu of fee option and the option to build the workforce housing off-site. 

 

Second, the City could consider a policy that applies to all development sizes that conditions structural 
bonuses, such as density and setback requirements, on a development’s use for workforce housing.  

 

Third, the City may consider a Workforce Housing Overlay District that specifically targets areas that 
are ripe for redevelopment and close to employment centers. For example, an overlay district can be 
implemented near Payne Park in preparation for possible development in that area.  

  

B. County Specific Recommendations. Currently, the County’s Affordable Housing Overlay District only 
applies to an area east of I-75.  The County’s inclusionary policies would be more effective if the policies 
also included areas inside the Urban Service Area Boundary of the County.  Even more important than 
extending the geographic reach of the inclusionary housing policies is to amend those requirements to 
provide for long term or permanent affordability.  Long term affordability can be achieved through a 
deed restriction for a term of 30 years (or a shorter term if the term of affordability renews upon resale) 
and permanent affordability can be achieved through a community land trust.   
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The Affordable Housing Overlay District in the County currently requires only five years of affordability 
for homeownership and rentals. This term of years is not enough. When an affordable home is created 
in a market rate development through and inclusionary housing policy, the removal of the resale 
restriction after such a short term of affordability results in a windfall to the lucky homeowner and a 
loss of much needed workforce housing stock.   

 

If the County does not extend the inclusionary housing policy to operate within the Urban Service Area, 
it would be beneficial to implement an ordinance that provides structural bonuses to incentivize 
developers to build affordable workforce units. An Affordable Housing Overlay District should be used 
in all areas that are ripe for redevelopment and close to employment centers. The overlay district 
should require that developments within the area set aside units for the workforce or contain elements 
that incentivize developers to build these units through structural bonuses and other assistance. 

 

7.  Reinvigorate, Reconstitute, or Otherwise Support a Community Land Trust  

 

A community land trust is a vital tool for workforce housing. The Sarasota CLT has not been active for 
many years. There are a number of strategies that could be used to remedy this situation, including 
making changes to the current operations and control of the existing CLT, merging with another CLT, or 
starting a new CLT.  A well-functioning CLT would go a long way toward maximizing the potential of this 
Action Plan/ Blueprint for Workforce Housing. A CLT can monitor long-term affordability to provide 
housing opportunities to more low-income persons, maximize the use of surplus lands for workforce 
housing, preserve local government subsidies with resale restrictions, and otherwise carry out 
stewardship tasks for the local governments.  

 

CLTs are ideal for preserving local government’s SHIP and other housing subsidies. Because CLT homes 
are affordable in perpetuity due to their resale restrictions, they are a one-time investment of SHIP and 
other government dollars. Under the normal economic environment of rising prices, local government 
monies recovered from a loan made five to ten years earlier are typically not enough to get a similarly 
situated income-eligible family into homeownership, as the gap between the family income and the cost 
of the house will now be greater. In the typical growth economic environment, local government would 
have to spend an ever increasing amount of its funds to make homeownership available to the next 
homebuyer. In using local government dollars to support CLT homeownership, however, the local 
government subsidy is retained in the home and continues to be affordable to a similarly situated income-
eligible family regardless of the rise in home prices. Considering that the Sarasota County metro area 
experienced the fifth highest increase of income required to purchase a median-priced home of all metro 
areas in the United States from 2015 to 2016, the CLT model is clearly an optimal tool to keep housing 
affordable to low-income workers as the median cost of housing rises.  

 

109 of 115Page 133 of 140



 
 
 

Page 55 

8.  Embrace Workforce Housing as a Community Asset and/or Infrastructure 

 

The City and County are each obligated to implement the Housing Element of the Local Comprehensive 
Plan pursuant to the Community Planning Act in Chapter 163, Florida Statutes.  The law is far reaching.  It 
does not require local governments to build workforce housing, but it does require local governments to 
create an environment in which the private sector will produce and preserve housing.  

 

Viewing workforce housing as a community asset and/or infrastructure would help shape the vision of a 
successful workforce housing policy. As referenced in the Stakeholder Interviews, employers in the City 
and County are having a hard time retaining and attracting employees due to the high prices of housing. 
Creating an atmosphere that encourages workforce housing development is essential for the long-term 
economic outlook of the area. Budget decisions, land use, and permitting decisions are the purview of 
local elected City and County Commissions and these decisions are front and center for creating an 
environment in which workforce housing will or will not be produced. Thus, local officials should exercise 
their political leadership to ensure that successful workforce housing policies are implemented and 
enforced.    

 

Land value capture is the concept that local government increases the value of private property when it 
makes land use changes and should therefore capture a portion of that value for the public benefit from 
those actions. If the City and County would keep this concept of land value capture in mind whenever 
making land use decisions that increase the value of private property it would lead to an increase in private 
sector development of workforce housing.  For example, the concept of land value capture undergirds a 
requirement for affordability in exchange for an increase in density or a reduction in parking 
spaces.  Under the land value capture concept, value is provided to the market rate developer and a 
portion of that increase in value comes back to the public in the form of workforce housing. 

 

Producing workforce housing is one half of the equation.  Workforce housing must also be preserved, or 
not lost, once created.  Long term or permanent affordability must be coupled with requirements for 
production.  To do otherwise is to create a windfall for the lucky owner of a workforce unit that was only 
required to remain affordable for a handful of years.   

 

Viewing workforce housing as a community asset and/or infrastructure would also help local elected 
officials as they invariably face opposition to the development of lower priced housing.   When residents 
come out in force to oppose lower priced housing in their neighborhoods, it will help elected officials to 
overcome that opposition knowing that workforce housing is a critical piece of the communities’ 
infrastructure. Without an adequate supply of workforce housing, businesses will fail and the residents 
will lose essential workforce such as teachers, first responders, and hospital personnel.  Addressing 
legitimate concerns, but ultimately exercising political leadership in support of workforce housing, is the 
cornerstone for positive change in both the City and the County. 
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9.  Keep Elected Officials and Key Staff Equipped to Handle Neighborhood Opposition  

 

The federal Fair Housing Act makes it unlawful to discriminate against persons in housing transactions 
because of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, and disability. The state Fair Housing 
Act bars discrimination against these protected classes and further bars discrimination in land use 
decisions based on the financing of the development. Federal law requires that local jurisdictions 
affirmatively further fair housing.  Using local land use authority to maximize opportunities for workforce 
housing in areas of opportunity is an optimal way to affirmatively further fair housing. 

 

Neighborhood opposition (often referred to as NIMBY opposition) is a recurring barrier for workforce 
housing in the City of Sarasota and Sarasota County.  Diligent enforcement of the protections afforded by 
the federal and state fair housing laws would go a long way toward alleviating the neighborhood 
opposition hurdle.  For instance, the protection afforded by Florida Statute 760.26 should prevent 
neighborhood opposition from delaying or denying land use approvals for workforce housing. Affordable 
workforce housing should be treated equally to market rate housing, except that is should receive more 
favorable treatment than market rate housing in terms of expedited permitting.  Fair housing training for 
elected officials, key staff, and the county and city attorneys advising the Commissioners, could help to 
avoid and overcome NIMBYism.  

 

Further, local government employees should be trained in how to address NIMBY attitudes from members 
of the community. If the City and County undertake the recommendations contained in this Blueprint for 
Workforce Housing, it will likely be met with some neighborhood opposition. Thus, the local governments 
should be equipped in how to address legitimate neighborhood concerns.  

 

For example, the local governments should work on gaining support from a broad range of interests when 
implementing this Blueprint. This should include having representatives of the major employers, such as 
the hospitals, schools, and large private sector entities, present at key meetings to demonstrate the effect 
that a lack of workforce housing has on the local economy. Additionally, the local governments should 
engage with neighborhoods on its own as a part of education campaign to inform that public about the 
benefits of workforce housing.  Having data to address legitimate concerns, such as increased traffic is 
also an important tool for addressing all legitimate concerns.    

 

10.  Collaborate with the School Board and other Large Employers  

 

Local governments can partner with the School Board to improve workforce housing prospects for 
essential school employees. Pursuant to Section 1001.43(12) of the Florida Statutes, school boards have 
the authority to use portions of purchased school sites, land deemed not suitable for education purposes, 
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or land declared as surplus by the board to provide sites for housing for teachers and other school 
personnel. In a partnership with the School Board, the local governments can assist through the 
development process and provide resources as necessary to ensure that more housing opportunities are 
provided for these workers.  

 

School boards have the authority to modify school impact fees. As noted throughout this document, the 
modification of impact fees can incentivize and ease workforce housing development.  A partnership with 
the school board can aid in providing the necessary housing to essential school employees close to their 
places of work.  

 

Collaborations with other large employers, including hospitals, and private sector businesses may also 
make a substantial contribution to the development of workforce housing.  These entities could donate 
land for development of workforce housing and receive incentives in return.   

 

11. Develop an Employer-Assisted Housing Program 

 

The local governments should consider implementing an Employer-Assisted Housing (EAH) program for 
governmental employees. The City and County could offer their workforce down-payment and closing-
cost assistance to help overcome the initial barrier to homeownership. Further, they could offer rental 
assistance or security deposit assistance to their employees. As an example, under an EAH program, City 
of Sarasota and Sarasota County employers could be eligible to receive a deferred, 0% interest loan and a 
matching funds grant for down-payment and closing-costs to purchase their first single family home, 
condominium, or cooperative unit within the City or County. The terms of this loan could vary but could 
be for $5,000 or more, forgiven over a five-year period, and come with housing counseling.  

 

There are many options for employer-assisted housing such as gap financing, payroll savings matches, and 
land donation. An EAH program should be the result of a broad partnership with developers, lenders, and 
community-based housing assistance programs such as Habitat for Humanity, a Community Land Trust, 
or other 501(c)(3) housing organizations to help steward the program. The City and County may also 
consider partnering with other employers in the area to establish a robust program.  

 

A City and/or County-run EAH program would provide law enforcement, public safety workers, and other 
vital government employees the opportunity to live in the communities in which they serve. Not only 
would this be sound policy, but it would be politically advantageous to assist this critical subset of the 
workforce. An Employer-Assisted Housing Program could help retain government workers for a set 
amount of time by assisting them with housing costs.  
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The EAH program could be expanded to encourage private sector employers to contribute to the housing 
trust fund with the proceeds used to assist employees to purchase homes.  The program would offer 
employers to administer the application and approval process, thus relieving the employer from managing 
this process.   

 

12. Create a Workforce Housing Ombudsman/Liaison Position within the Office of Housing and 
Community Development 

 

Implementing all the recommendations in this Blueprint for Workforce Housing/Action Plan will require 
additional staff time and resources. The City and County should jointly fund a Workforce Housing 
Ombudsman/Liaison Position for a qualified individual to work full-time to implement these 
recommendations. Without a staff member dedicated to the Recommendations provided in this 
Blueprint, the City and the County’s workforce housing policies may sputter as housing developed for the 
workforce may quickly become unaffordable for failure to properly manage ongoing compliance. 

 

For example, this person would act as the general liaison with tax-credit and other workforce housing 
developers to assist through the development process. Additionally, they would monitor long-term 
affordability and work to shepherd workforce housing applications through the relevant reviews to 
expedite permitting to meet the statutory requirement for all jurisdictions that receive SHIP funds. This 
person could also facilitate the process of having an affordable housing impact analysis that would meet 
the intent of the statutory requirement for ongoing review to consider the impact on housing of all newly 
adopted plans and policies.   

 

Overall, this position will act as the point-person for all things workforce housing related. They will monitor 
the successes of the affordable housing trust fund, constantly seek out existing and innovative funding 
programs for workforce housing purposes, and work with workforce housing developers who are applying 
for Florida Housing Finance Corporation programs. This person could also review bills being considered 
by the legislature that impact workforce housing, work on loan servicing to assist low-income 
homeowners, and develop financing plans for workforce housing goals.  
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

CONCERNING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE 

 ZONING CODE (2002 EDITION) 

APPLICATION NO. 20-ZTA-03 

Notice is hereby given that the CITY COMMISSION of the City of Sarasota, Florida will hold the second of two required public 

hearings at the regular City Commission meeting on Tuesday, August 17, 2021, at 6:00 p.m. in the Commission Chambers, City 

Hall, 1565 First Street. Starting at 6:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as possible, the Commission will open the scheduled 

Public Hearings in the order they appear on the agenda. The following Ordinance will be considered for adoption at the above 

scheduled meeting: 

ORDINANCE NO. 20-5337 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARASOTA, FLORIDA AMENDING THE ZONING CODE (2002 

EDITION) OF THE CITY OF SARASOTA BY AMENDING ARTICLE VI, ZONE DISTRICTS, DIVISION 2, 

SINGLE FAMILY ZONE DISTRICTS, SO AS TO ALLOW ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS AS A 

PERMITTED USE, AND DIVISION 9, SPECIAL PUBLIC INTEREST OVERLAY DISTRICTS, SECTION VI-

907, COASTAL ISLANDS OVERLAY DISTRICT, TO PROHIBIT ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

THEREIN; AND BY AMENDING ARTICLE VII, REGULATIONS OF GENERAL APPLICABILITY, 

DIVISION 6, ADDITIONAL USE AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION VII-602, SPECIFIC 

STANDARDS FOR CERTAIN USES, SUBSECTION (cc), ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS, SO AS TO 

AMEND THE STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS; PROVIDING FOR 

SEVERABILITY OF THE PARTS HEREOF; PROVIDING FOR READING BY TITLE ONLY; AND 

PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.   

Said proposed application is on file in the Planning Department and the Office of the City Auditor and Clerk at City Hall. If 

you wish to obtain a copy, please call (941) 263-6222 between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. 

Interested persons are welcome to attend and may register to speak in respect to the above-proposed ordinance.  Individuals who 

prefer to participate remotely in the City Commission meeting may obtain instructions to participate via zoom by emailing 

clerk@sarasotafl.gov with your request no later than the deadline of 5:00 pm on Friday, August 13, 2021. Individuals may 

provide written comments for agenda items which allow citizens input up until 72 hours prior to the start of the meeting by 

utilizing the eComments link next to the published agenda on the Upcoming Events webpage accessible through the City of 

Sarasota website by clicking on “Meetings/Agendas/Video” from the main page. 

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, agency, or commission with respect to any matter considered at 

such meeting or hearing, he or she will need a record of the proceedings, and, for such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that 

a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be 

based. 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and Section 286.26, Florida Statutes, persons with disabilities 

needing special accommodation to participate in such public hearing should contact the Office of the City Auditor and 

Clerk at (941) 263-6222 at least two (2) business days prior to the date of the public hearing as to the nature of the aid and/or 

service desired.  Reasonable auxiliary aids and services will be made available to qualified disabled individuals to the extent that 

no undue financial or administrative burden results.  For the benefit of individuals utilizing hearing aids with a T-coil, the City 

Commission Chambers and SRQ Media Studio are outfitted with a Hearing Induction Loop for enhanced hearing assistance. 

CITY OF SARASOTA 

By: Shayla Griggs 

City Auditor and Clerk 

Publish Date:   Sunday, August 1, 2021 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

CONCERNING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE 

 ZONING CODE (2002 EDITION) 

APPLICATION NO. 20-ZTA-03 

Notice is hereby given that the CITY COMMISSION of the City of Sarasota, Florida will hold the first of two required public 

hearings at the regular City Commission meeting on Tuesday, July 20, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. in the Commission Chambers, City 

Hall, 1565 First Street. Starting at 6:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as possible, the Commission will open the scheduled 

Public Hearings in the order they appear on the agenda. The following Ordinance will be considered for adoption at the above 

scheduled meeting: 

ORDINANCE NO. 20-5337 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARASOTA, FLORIDA AMENDING THE ZONING CODE (2002 

EDITION) OF THE CITY OF SARASOTA BY AMENDING ARTICLE VI, ZONE DISTRICTS, DIVISION 2, 

SINGLE FAMILY ZONE DISTRICTS, SO AS TO ALLOW ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS AS A 

PERMITTED USE, AND DIVISION 9, SPECIAL PUBLIC INTEREST OVERLAY DISTRICTS, SECTION VI-

907, COASTAL ISLANDS OVERLAY DISTRICT, TO PROHIBIT ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

THEREIN; AND BY AMENDING ARTICLE VII, REGULATIONS OF GENERAL APPLICABILITY, 

DIVISION 6, ADDITIONAL USE AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION VII-602, SPECIFIC 

STANDARDS FOR CERTAIN USES, SUBSECTION (cc), ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS, SO AS TO 

AMEND THE STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS; PROVIDING FOR 

SEVERABILITY OF THE PARTS HEREOF; PROVIDING FOR READING BY TITLE ONLY; AND 

PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.   

Said proposed application is on file in the Planning Department and the Office of the City Auditor and Clerk at City Hall. If 

you wish to obtain a copy, please call (941) 263-6222 between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. 

Interested persons are welcome to attend and may register to speak in respect to the above-proposed ordinance. Individuals who 

prefer to participate remotely in the City Commission meeting may obtain instructions to participate via zoom by emailing 

clerk@sarasotafl.gov with your request no later than the deadline of 5:00 pm on Friday, July 16, 2021. Individuals may provide 

written comments for agenda items which allow citizens input up until 72 hours prior to the start of the meeting by utilizing the 

eComments link next to the published agenda on the Upcoming Events webpage accessible through the City of Sarasota website 

by clicking on “Meetings/Agendas/Video” from the main page. 

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, agency, or commission with respect to any matter considered at 

such meeting or hearing, he or she will need a record of the proceedings, and, for such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that 

a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be 

based. 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and Section 286.26, Florida Statutes, persons with disabilities 

needing special accommodation to participate in such public hearing should contact the Office of the City Auditor and 

Clerk at (941) 263-6222 at least two (2) business days prior to the date of the public hearing as to the nature of the aid and/or 

service desired.  Reasonable auxiliary aids and services will be made available to qualified disabled individuals to the extent that 

no undue financial or administrative burden results.  For the benefit of individuals utilizing hearing aids with a T-coil, the City 

Commission Chambers and SRQ Media Studio are outfitted with a Hearing Induction Loop for enhanced hearing assistance. 

CITY OF SARASOTA 

By: Shayla Griggs 

City Auditor and Clerk 

Publish Date:   Sunday, July 4, 2021 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

CONCERNING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE 

 ZONING CODE (2002 EDITION) 

APPLICATION NO. 20-ZTA-03  
Notice is hereby given that the CITY COMMISSION of the City of Sarasota, Florida will hold the first of two required public hearings at the regular 

City Commission meeting on Wednesday, February 17, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. in the Commission Chambers, City Hall, 1565 First Street. Starting at 

6:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as possible, the Commission will open the scheduled Public Hearings in the order they appear on the Agenda. 

The following Ordinance will be considered for adoption at the above scheduled meeting: 

ORDINANCE NO. 20-5337 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARASOTA, FLORIDA AMENDING THE ZONING CODE (2002 EDITION) OF THE CITY OF 

SARASOTA BY AMENDING ARTICLE VI, ZONE DISTRICTS, DIVISION 9, SPECIAL PUBLIC INTEREST OVERLAY DISTRICTS, 

SECTION VI-901, INTENT AND PURPOSE, SO AS TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT OVERLAY 

DISTRICT (ADOD), AND SECTION VI-906, ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT OVERLAY DISTRICT, TO CREATE THE ADOD, AND 

SECTION VI-907, COASTAL ISLANDS OVERLAY DISTRICT, TO PROHIBIT ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS THEREIN; AND BY 

AMENDING ARTICLE VII, REGULATIONS OF GENERAL APPLICABILITY, DIVISION 6, ADDITIONAL USE AND 

DEVELOPMENT STATNDARDS, SECTION VII-602, SPECIFIC STANDARDS FOR CERTAIN USES, SUBSECTION (cc), 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS, SO AS TO AMEND THE STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS; 

PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY OF THE PARTS HEREOF; PROVIDING FOR READING BY TITLE ONLY; AND PROVIDING 

FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.   

Said proposed application is on file in the Planning Department and the Office of the City Auditor and Clerk at City Hall. If you wish to obtain a copy, 

please call (941) 263-6222 between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. 

Interested persons are welcome to attend and may register to speak in respect to the above-proposed ordinance. Individuals who wish to participate 

in the City Commission Meeting in person may do so by coming to the SRQ Studio located in the City Hall Annex. Individuals are required to wear 

a face covering while inside City Hall buildings, unless they have a medical exception. “Face covering” shall mean a uniform piece of material that 

securely covers a person’s nose and mouth and remains affixed in place without the use of one’s hands, whether store-bought or homemade, 

concurrent with CDC guidelines. Staff stationed in the SRQ Studio will provide further instructions to individuals on procedures for participating in 

the meeting. 

Individuals who prefer to participate remotely in the City Commission meeting may obtain instructions to participate via zoom by emailing 

clerk@sarasotafl.gov with your request no later than the deadline of 5:00 pm on Friday, February 12, 2021.  Individuals may provide written 

comments to the City Commissioners on any city topic at any time by emailing CityCommissioners@sarasotafl.gov. 

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, agency, or commission with respect to any matter considered at such meeting or 

hearing, he or she will need a record of the proceedings, and, for such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings 

is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and Section 286.26, Florida Statutes, persons with disabilities needing special 

accommodation to participate in such public hearing should contact the Office of the City Auditor and Clerk at (941) 263-6222 at least two (2) 

business days prior to the date of the public hearing as to the nature of the aid and/or service desired.  Reasonable auxiliary aids and services will be 

made available to qualified disabled individuals to the extent that no undue financial or administrative burden results.  For the benefit of individuals 

utilizing hearing aids with a T-coil, the City Commission Chambers and SRQ Media Studio are outfitted with a Hearing Induction Loop for enhanced 

hearing assistance. 

CITY OF SARASOTA 

By: Shayla Griggs 

City Auditor and Clerk 

Publish Date:   Sunday, January 31, 2021 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
CONCERNING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE 

CITY OF SARASOTA ZONING CODE (2002 ED.) 
APPLICATION NO. 20-ZTA-03 

Notice is hereby given that the PLANNING BOARD/LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY of the City of Sarasota, Florida will meet on Wednesday, 
September 9, 2020 at 1:30 p.m. via video conference technology as allowed under the Governors Executive Order 20-69, as extended by Executive 
Order No. 20-193. Starting at 1:30 p.m. or as soon thereafter as possible, the Planning Board/Local Planning Agency will open the scheduled 
Public Hearings in the order they appear on the Agenda. The following application will be considered at the above scheduled meeting: 

Zoning Text Amendment Application No. 20-ZTA-03: The proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay District (ADOD) Zoning Text Amendment 
(ZTA) would allow for an accessory dwelling unit on residentially zoned lots within the Arlington Park, Bayou Oaks and Central Cocoanut 
neighborhood boundaries. The zoning text amendment also proposes additional provisions for all accessory dwelling units, city-wide. The proposed 
ZTA would require either the primary dwelling unit or the ADU to be owner-occupied and prohibit ADUs within the boundary of the Coastal Island 
Overlay District. Additional design standards have also been added to ensure the ADU is compatible with the desired character and livability of the 
City’s residential neighborhoods. 

Said proposed application is on file in the Department of Development Services and the Office of the City Auditor and Clerk at City Hall.  If you 
wish to obtain a copy, please call (941) 263-6222 between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. 

Interested persons may participate in the hearing by submitting written comments in advance of the hearing by emailing planningboard@sarasotafl.gov 
with their contact information and comment. Comments received no later than 12:00 pm noon Tuesday, September 8, 2020 will be provided to the 
Planning Board Members, will be placed into the record of the hearing and may be read aloud by staff.  

Citizens who wish to participate remotely are encouraged to pre-register no later than 5:00 pm Friday, September 4, 2020 with the Planning Department 
by emailing planningboard@sarasotafl.gov with their contact information and the item to be discussed. Remote meeting protocols and instructions will 
be emailed to those citizens wishing to participate remotely after such request is received. 

Citizens who wish to participate in person may come to the SRQ Studio located in the City Hall Annex during the meeting and participate via video 
conference technology as directed by staff there. Citizens wishing to utilize this option will be required to wear face covering and are encouraged to 
pre-register no later than 5:00 pm Friday, September 4, 2020 with the Planning Department by emailing planningboard@sarasotafl.gov with their 
contact information and the item to be discussed.   

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, agency, or commission with respect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, 
he or she will need a record of the proceedings, and, for such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, 
which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and Section 286.26, Florida Statutes, persons with disabilities needing special 
accommodation to participate in such public hearing should contact the Office of the City Auditor and Clerk at (941) 263-6222 at least two (2) business 
days prior to the date of the public hearing as to the nature of the aid and/or service desired.  Reasonable auxiliary aids and services will be made 
available to qualified disabled individuals to the extent that no undue financial or administrative burden results.  For the benefit of individuals utilizing 
hearing aids with a T-coil, the City Commission Chambers and SRQ Media Studio are outfitted with a Hearing Induction Loop for enhanced hearing 
assistance. 

CITY OF SARASOTA 
By: Shayla Griggs 

City Auditor and Clerk 
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