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Population Projections

As part of this effort, population projections found in Table 2 were developed through the year 2050. These
projections are based on estimates from the University of Florida’s Bureau of Business and Economic
Research (BEBR), historic population trends, and estimates for seasonal population. A full set of
population projections can be found in Appendix A of this report.

Table 2. Summary of Population Projections

BEBR Medium Permanent Seasonal Total
Population Unincorporated Unincorporated Unincorporated

(Countywide) Population Population Population
2025 173,100 117,708 13,035 130,743
2030 184,400 125,392 13,885 139,277
2035 193,100 131,308 14,541 145,849
2040 199,200 135,456 15,000 150,456
2045 204,100 138,788 15,369 154,157
2050 208,400 141,712 15,693 157,405

Source: BEBR, April 2023, Indian River County, 2024

Educational Attainment

Table 3 shows the educational attainment of the Study Area compared to the County overall and the State.
The Study Area has a slightly lower level of higher educational attainment than the County and State
(Bachelor’s Degree or higher); however, the Study Area is otherwise relatively consistent with the County’s
overall educational attainment.

Table 3. Educational Attainment

Education Level Study Area Indian River County  State of Florida
(Residents 25 years or older) % % %
Less than 9" Grade 2.4% 2.4% 3.7%
9" - 12" Grade 5.4% 4.9% 5.4%
High School Graduate 28.0% 27.9% 28.2%
Some College, No Degree 19.5% 18.5% 17.4%
Associate degree 11.5% 11.4% 10.9%
Bachelor’s Degree 20.0% 21.2% 21.6%
Graduate/Professional Degree 13.1% 13.7% 12.7%
Did _not receive High School degree or 7 8% 7 3% 91%
equivalent

Bachelor’s Degree or higher 33.1% 34.9% 34.3%
Total | 100% 100% 100%

Source: American Community Survey 2018-2022, 5-year estimates

Local Employment

The median household income within the Study Area is approximately $61,697, which is slightly lower than
the County’s and State’s median household income of $62,233 and $65,081, respectively. A large
proportion of the population of the Study Area are no longer within the labor force, which may be attributed
to an older population with more retired individuals living on fixed incomes. Of those within the labor force
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Land Use

The following subsections discuss existing land use (how the individual parcels are currently being used),
future land use (the County’s vision for the future and the types of developments which can occur), and
zoning (regulations which dictate the use and dimensional standards of developments). The analysis
focuses only on the current land uses, future land uses, and zoning districts found in unincorporated areas
within the USB.

Existing Land Use Patterns

Existing land use patterns show how parcels are being used, whether for residential, commercial,
industrial, institutional, or other uses. These existing land use categories are derived from the Department
of Revenue (DOR) land use codes provided within the most recent data from the Indian River County
Property Appraiser.

Table 6 provides a breakdown of the acreages and proportions of each land use within the USB, while
Figure 2, Figure 3, and Figure 4 show maps of the current land use pattern within and outside of the USB.
The most prominent land uses in the USB Study Area are Single Family Residential (31%), Vacant or
undeveloped (24%), Public/Institutional (9%), and Agriculture (7%). Residential Common Area (common
space surrounding multifamily or single-family residences), Recreation, and Conservation land uses
account for 7%, 6%, and 4%, respectively. Multifamily, Mobile/Manufactured Home, Industrial,
Commercial, Right-of-Way/Utilities, Office/Professional, Mixed Use, and Water land uses account for
smaller proportions (less than 3%) of the unincorporated area within the USB.

Table 6. Existing Land Use

Percent

Existing Land Use Acres (C))

Single Family Residential 13,197.5 30.9%
Vacant 10,257.6 24.1%
Public/Institutional 3,642.3 8.5%
Agriculture 3,027.3 7.1%
Residential Common Area 2,824.7 6.6%
Recreation 2,441.1 5.7%
Conservation 1,847.3 4.3%
Multifamily 1,158.4 2.7%
Mobile/Manufactured Home 1,127.5 2.6%
Industrial 975.1 2.3%
Commercial 929.2 2.2%
Right-of-Way/Utilities 692.8 1.6%
Office/Professional 253.8 0.6%
Mixed Use 184.2 0.4%
Water 83.9 0.2%
Total Acreage 42,642.6 100%

Sources: Indian County Property Appraiser, 2024
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Figure 4. Existing Land Use - South Study Area

Sources: Indian River County, Indian River County Property Appraiser, FGDL, 2024

Vacant Parcels

The current land use analysis estimates that there are approximately 10,000 acres of vacant and
undeveloped land within the USB Study Area. These parcels are scattered throughout the Study Area with
higher concentrations near 1-95, US Highway 1, and Old Dixie Highway. Some vacant parcels are platted for
future single family residential development, often within established subdivisions. As such, these platted
parcels are likely to become developed in the future. Some of the identified vacant parcels may be
undevelopable due to the presence of environmental constraints, such as wetlands or critical habitats.
Understanding the locations of vacant parcels assists in quantifying the County’s capacity for future
development which is discussed in the Carrying Capacity section. Figure 5, Figure 6, and Figure 7 show
these vacant parcels.
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Figure 6. Vacant Parcels - Central Study Area
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Zoning Acres Percent (%)

CON-2: Estuarine Wetlands Conservation (1 du/40 ac) 23.7 0.1%
MUNI: Municipal Zoning 22.9 0.1%
PDMXD: Planned Development Mixed Use 22.4 0.1%
CN: Neighborhood Commercial 14.4 <0.1%
PRO: Professional Office 10.5 <0.1%
Total Acreage 42,493.8* 100%

Sources: Indian River County, 2024

*Note: This total acreage is different from the Existing Land Use and Future Land Use total acreages due to
slight variances in how geospatial data is drawn.

Figure 11. Zoning - North Study Area

Sources: Indian River County, Indian River County Property Appraiser, 2024
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Figure 18. Public Transportation - Central Study Area
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Table 9: Carrying Capacity

Max. Res.
Vacant Lands | Remain. Share for Max.
with Wetland Vacant | Rem. Vacant | Permitted
Features Land Land Density

Residential
Carrying
Capacity*

All Parcels within
USB Vacant Parcels within
USB (Unincorporated)

(Unincorporated)

Future Land Use Map

AG-1: Agricultural 1 93.0 0.2% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0 100% 0.2 0
AG-2: Agricultural 2 27.1 0.1% 0.9 0.0% 0.3 0.7 100% 0.1 0
AG-3: Agricultural 3 - 0.0% - 0.0% - - 100% 0.05 -
BCID 0.0% - 0.0% - - 0% 10 -
C-1 2,112.4 4.9% 876.4 2.0% 485.4 391.1 0% 0 -
C-2 1,492.1 3.45% 260.4 0.6% 201.6 58.9 100% 0.025 1
C-3 257.7 0.6% 40.4 0.1% 2.6 37.8 100% 0.4 15
C/l 5,197.5 12.0% 1,705.9 3.9% 142.5 1,563.5 0% 0 -
L-1 10,897.4 25.2% 2,980.5 6.9% 226.4 2,754.1 100% 3 8,262
L-2 13,001.5 30.0% 2,437.6 5.6% 265.5 2,172.1 100% 6 13,032
M-1 4,362.1 10.1% 1,218.2 2.8% 84.3 1,133.9 100% 8 9,071
M-2 1,740.5 4.0% 251.7 0.6% 19.1 232.7 100% 10 2,327
PUB 725.3 1.7% 241.9 0.6% 23.0 218.9 0% 0 -

R 367.9 0.9% 179.8 0.4% 36.1 143.7 100% 1 144
RC (Regional 1202 | 0.3% 47 0.0% : 47 0% 0 .
Commercial)

REC 1,338.4 3.1% 6.5 0.0% - 6.5 0% 0 -

T 763.3 1.8% - 0.0% - - 100% 1 -
MHRP 763.3 1.8% 18.2 0.0% 0.0 18.2 100% 8 146

Total 43,268.6  100.0%

2050 Carrying Capacity

10,223.3 23.6%
51,049 Potential Residents?
42,698 Residents

1,486.8

Projected Population Increase by 2050
!Determined using the following formula: Developable Vacant Land x Maximum Permitted Density x Maximum Residential Share
2Assuming buildout at 70% of the maximum allowable density and an average household size of 2.21
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Figure 23. Vacant FLU - North Study Area

Sources: Indian River County, Indian River County Property Appraiser, 2024
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Between 2007 and 2009, there were discussions between the municipalities and Indian River County
regarding the creation of an Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA), which would allow the
municipalities to create “Municipal Annexation Reserve Areas” that would regulate areas for municipal
annexations. However, the ISBA was never adopted. Despite the lack of an ISBA, the City of Sebastian
adopted the Annexation Reserve Areas in their comprehensive plan to show areas of potential annexation.

Figure 28. City of Sebastian Future Land Use Map

Source: City of Sebastian
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How long have you lived in Indian River County?

44.01% of respondents have lived in Indian River County for over ten years, while 23.6% have lived in the
County for 5-10 years and 19.29% have for 3-5 years. Two thirds of respondents have lived in the County
for over five years, which signals interest in the project from long-time residents.
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What is your age?

45.44% of the respondents were ages 65 and over, while 38.37% were 45 to 64 and 15.12% were 25 to 44.
In total, nearly 84% of the respondents were age 45 or older. Only 1.07% of the respondents were 24 or
under. This may be due to the distribution of the survey to registered voters, which are only eligible for

registration at age 18.

The age breakdown of respondents does however reflect the population of Indian River. The County does
have an older demographic than the average Florida county. When looking at the percentage of
participants older than 25 the percentages do align with Indian River’s demographic profile, with the older
demographic slightly higher represented. The table below shows the comparison between the estimated
population breakdown with the survey respondents.

Table 13: Comparison between Indian River Demographic Profile and Survey Participants

Percentage of Population per Percentage of Survey
Age Range 2022 ACS Responses
0-18 15% 0%
18-24 6.1% 1.1%
25-44 17.7% 15.1%
45-64 25.8% 38.4%
65+ 35.4% 45.4%

Source: ACS 2022 Demographic Profile
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What are the top concerns you have related to future growth within the County?

The top concern related to future growth within the County was the impact on the natural environment
(56.49%). Other top concerns were infrastructure (51.07%) and traffic congestion (50.71%). Only 2.76%
were not concerned with future growth. Participants were instructed to select up to three choices.
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To accommodate future growth, should Indian River County:
f  Exhibit 1: Increase densities within the existing Urban Service Area
f  Exhibit 2: Expand the Urban Service Boundary to allow for additional suburban development

f  Keepthe USB and densities unchanged

44.54% of respondents advocated for maintaining the Urban Service Boundary (USB) while keeping current
densities unchanged. Meanwhile, 33.27% support expanding the boundary, and 22.18% favor increasing
densities within the existing Urban Service Area.
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Community Idea Wall

Residents were also given the opportunity to voice their ideas and concerns on a Community ldea Wall,

which received a total of 106 comments. The comments were then categorized into themes that cover the

following topics:

Top Themes

1. Affordable Housing (16)

2. Growth Management (15)

3. Equitable Access to Services (10)
Natural Resource Management (10)
Environmental Compliance (10)

6. Infill Development (9)

7. Preserving Rural/Coastal Character (7)

8. Walkability and Bikeability (6)

9. Adaptive Reuse (5)

10. Conservation Development (3)
Low-Impact Development (3)

Appendix B: Public Engagement Summary

Dark Sky Protection (3)
13. Urban Agriculture (2)
Renewable Energy and Waste Management
(2)
Economic Development (2)
16. Public Transportation (1)
Public Education on Urban Policies (1)
Public Safety and Crime Prevention (1)
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More rescue centers in Wabasso within area on
6l and 58 street + 2 story buildings

Integrate w/ city downtown master plan! (+1)
Amphitheater/Sports Complex

Create walkable communities with parks /
native plants

Plant oak trees with new developments

No one monitors that the trees/bushes that
were planted are cared for
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Ranchettes/ranches should be kept

Water problems with more people / water levels
down

Crime flows up I-95 and off the exists (See PSL
& Martin City)

People paving over *wetlands* - no one
monitors in county

Tree preservations

Don’t turn us into PSL
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Analysis/Key Takeaways

Respondent Characteristics

Both the public engagement workshops and online survey findings reveal a community deeply rooted in
Indian River County, with nearly all respondents living locally and many having long-term residency.

There was also a high proportion of older adults among the respondents towards older adults, particularly
retirees and full-time employees.

Respondent Preferences

Concerns about future growth predominantly center around environmental impact, infrastructure
readiness, and traffic congestion, reflecting a desire to balance development with responsible planning
and environmental stewardship.

Both the workshops and online survey indicate a preference for low-density, single-family housing, while
also revealing notable support for more compact, multi-modal urban environments. The Community Idea
Wall primarily collected calls for more affordable housing, equitable access to services, and effective
management of population growth and natural resources.

When pressed for preferred locations to accommodate future growth in the County, responses
emphasized strategic areas like Downtown Vero Beach and the 85™ St. Corridor, highlighting the
community’s interest in managed growth within existing urban areas rather than expansive developments
beyond the USB. The only identified hot spot outside the boundary was located at the future transportation
hub west of the new Oslo Interchange.

Survey results indicate a substantial segment of the population advocating for maintaining current
boundaries. Additionally, suggestions for infill development and adaptive reuse of existing spaces, such as
the Indian River Mall, highlight a preference for maximizing existing resources before expanding into new
areas.

In summary, responses from Indian River County residents expressed housing preferences for larger
single-family homes while there is still some desire for diverse living options and sustainable development
practices. The community's commitment to preserving its natural and rural character, while enhancing its
infrastructure and improving access to services, underscores a dedication to maintaining quality of life as
the County continues to grow.
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Introduction

The Indian River County Urban Service Boundary (USB) was adopted in 1990, and it is generally defined as
the area in which the County is responsible for providing public facilities, such as water and wastewater
service. The USB also plays an important role as the urban growth boundary, in which property within the
boundary is eligible for suburban and urban uses, including residential, industrial, and commercial.
Property outside of the boundary is restricted to a maximum density of one dwelling unit per five acres.
Indian River County’s population has nearly doubled since the USB was adopted in 1990, with the
Countywide population increasing from 90,208 to 167,781 over that period. The County is now evaluating
the need for expansion of the USB to accommaodate projected growth through 2050. As part of this
exercise, two comparable jurisdictions, Martin County and Manatee County, have been studied to evaluate
how they have handled changes to their USBs to accommodate population growth over time. While these
counties may not be identical to Indian River County, the lessons learned will help to guide County
decision making moving forward.

Manatee County

Manatee County is located on the west coast of Florida, south of Hillsborough County and the Tampa - St.
Petersburg — Clearwater Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). According to the U.S. Census, the County had
an estimated population of 441,095 in 2023, which represented a 10.4% increase in population from the
2020 population of 399,710. While more populated than Indian River County, there are similarities in that
the County is outside of a major MSA, it is served by a major north/south interstate highway, and it has
historically urbanized along the coast. Manatee County’s population growth rate from 2020-2023 was
significantly higher (10.4%) than Indian River County’s population growth rate (6.3%), which makes it an
interesting case study on how that growth was accommodated from a spatial perspective.

History of the Manatee County Future Development Area Boundary

Manatee County utilizes a Future Development Area Boundary (FDAB), which is defined in Objective 2.1.2
- Geographic Extent of Future Development, and associated policies within the County’s comprehensive
plan. The FDAB was originally adopted by the County in 1989, and it was last revised in 2006, with the
intent that capacity within the boundary would be sufficient to sustain the County’s growth through 2040.
The current FDAB is shown in red on Figure 1, Manatee County Land Use Concept Map.
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Source: Manatee County, 2023

Policy Basis for the Manatee County FDAB

Manatee County’s FDAB is defined in Objective 2.1.2 — Geographic Extent of Future Development, and
associated policies within the County’s comprehensive plan. This area is also mapped on the County’s
Future Land Use Map and Potable Water / Wastewater Service Areas map. Per Objective 2.1.2, the purpose
of the FDAB is to limit sprawl by accommodating future development consistent with the adopted Land
Use Concept Map (Map M). The objective further directs development to the west of the FDAB line, with the
intent of preserving agricultural uses east of the FDAB through the plan’s horizon year of 2040.

Policy 2.1.2.2 states that the County shall limit sprawl by prohibiting future development in the area east
of the FDAB, but the policies include the following exceptions:

(a) Small commercial development providing for the needs of the agricultural community

(b) Agricultural and industrial development when associated with approved mining operations

(c) Residential development in excess of 0.2 du/ga (one dwelling unit per five acres) for the following:
(1) Farm worker housing;
(2) Residential within Myakka City;
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(3) Legal lots of record prior to May 15, 1989;
(4) Redevelopment per Policy 2.9.3.2;

(5) Cluster development intended for the protection of open space and/or agricultural operations.
Such cluster development is subject to the site’s future land use category restrictions and
standards adopted in the Land Development Code; and

(6) Lands that have been approved pursuant to Policy 2.1.2.8.
(d) Plan amendment resulting from a change in the Future Land Use Concept Map.
(e) Planned Village Overlay (PV designated property).

Policy 2.1.2.8 addresses coterminous and contiguous lands. As noted in Policy 2.1.2.2, lands approved
under Policy 2.1.2.8 are permitted to exceed a density of one dwelling unit per five acres, subject to
specific criteria. This policy was adopted in 2021 as a privately initiated comprehensive plan text
amendment and states that development east of the FDAB may be permitted under the following criteria:

(a) A portion of the area to be developed is coterminous and contiguous to the FDAB or contiguous
and coterminous to lands that have been approved pursuant to Policy 2.1.2.8;

(b) The lands generally west of the area to be developed are primarily developed or being developed
pursuant to a suburban development pattern;

(c) The area east of the FDAB line to be developed will be developed as a continuation of that existing
development pattern with the new development under a single, master developer responsible for
infrastructure improvements;

(d) Infrastructure for utilities and roads must be available to the area to be developed without
adversely impacting the County’s ability to serve the Utility Service Area;

(e) The areato be developed must be able to gain access to one or more roadways designated as a
thoroughfare in the Manatee County Comprehensive Plan, with any extension of a thoroughfare
beyond the FDAB and within the area to be developed to be constructed at the expense of a
Community Development, Stewardship District or master developer, serving the area to be
developed; and

() The areato be developed must be served by sanitary sewer supplied by Manatee County with all
transmission lines (force mains), expansion of plant capacity, if needed, and installation or
expansion of lift stations (including wet wells and pumps), if needed, to be constructed at the
expense of a Community Development District, Stewardship District or master developer, serving
the area to be developed.

Policy 2.1.2.8 is implemented through the Urban Fringe-3 (UF-3) FLUM designation and requires a rezoning
to Planned Development and the review and approval of a Local Development Agreement that addresses
the construction and timing of construction of roadways and utility infrastructure needed for the area to be
developed. Policy 2.2.1.8 has been used to permit development east of the FDAB, and those projects are
covered later in this report.

Planned Village Overlay District

Another exception to the FDAB policies is the Planned Village Overlay future land use designation, which
was adopted as a privately initiated text amendment for the L3 Partnership / Gamble Creek Village Plan
Amendment in 2021. This amendment added the exception to Policy 2.1.2.2 and new Policies 2.2.2.10
through 2.2.2.10.7, related to the Planned Village Overlay District.

Appendix C: Peer Jurisdictions Report

C-7



Appendix C: Peer Jurisdictions Report

The purpose of the Planned Village Overlay is to allow for an agriculturally oriented small town surrounded
by large tracts of agricultural or open space areas. The minimum size for a Planned Village is 5,000 acres
and it allows for a range of uses to include retail, wholesale, office, commercial, industrial, research/
corporate uses, warehouse/distribution, residential, lodging places, recreational uses, public/semi-public
uses, schools, hospitals, or agricultural uses.

Applications for a Planned Village must include a FLUM designation of AG/OS (Agricultural/Open Space)
for a minimum of 40% of the overlay area, a FLUM designation of Mixed Use (MU) for the establishment of a
central village center (to be designed as neo-traditional development), and FLUM designations that allow
for a maximum residential density of up to three dwelling units per acre for the areas not included within
the Mixed Use designations.

As part of the request, a Village Master Plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the Board of
County Commissioners. This Master Plan shall include a financial strategy document to ensure that the
resulting Planned Village Overlay area is not a fiscal burden to the County. The Master Plan must also
include overall design principles such as neighborhood form, distinct places, and public amenities.
Additionally, the Master Plan shall include a thoroughfare plan and transportation framework to address
mobility within the Overlay.

As per Section 5 of the Plan Amendment PA-18-03/Ordinance 21-17, any utilities within the Planned
Village Overlay district and east of the FDAB that may be provided by Manatee County must file a privately
initiated amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. This amendment is necessary to adjust the boundaries
of the FDAB Line and the Potable Water/Wastewater Service Area to encompass the proposed
development. Alternatively, private infrastructure can be used to accommodate the buildout within the
Planned Village Overlay. Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.2.2.10.5.1.1 requires a financial strategy for
infrastructure improvements to be submitted with the associated Village Master Plan. The intent of this
strategy is to ensure that the establishment of the Planned Village Overlay is not a fiscal burden to the
remainder of the County. The fiscal strategy is required to include the following:

(a) Analysis of the public facility capital costs through buildout both with the development boundaries
and outside of the development boundaries;

(b) Analysis of the public facility operating costs;

(c) Identification of revenue sources to cover capital and operating costs;

(d) Evaluation of the degree of self-sufficiency;

(e) Recommendations on revenue sources to promote self-sufficiency to include independent impact

fee schedules, Community Development Districts, Municipal Taxing Units, Municipal Benefit
Districts, and or Stewardship Districts;

() Regulatory steps to achieve the plan;
(g) Adoption of the Local Development Agreement to address implementation.

As written, there are multiple options to fund the infrastructure within the Planned Village Overlay, with the
goal of self-sufficiency to reduce the burden on existing public infrastructure.

Projects Outside of the FDAB

The County has approved at least six residential projects outside of the FDAB. Figure 4 shows the location
of residential projects approved outside of the FDAB. Most recently, the County approved two expansions
of Lakewood Ranch, known as the Taylor Ranch and the East River Ranch. The Taylor Ranch project
includes up to 4,500 residential units on 2,307 acres. The East River Ranch will include up to 5,378
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Martin County

Martin County is located on the east coast of Florida, north of Palm Beach County and the Miami - Fort
Lauderdale - West Palm Beach Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). According to the U.S. Census, the
County had an estimated population of 163,315 in 2023, which represented a 3.1% increase in population
from the 2020 population of 158,431.

History of the Martin County Urban Service District

Martin County employs a strategic planning tool known as the Urban Service District (USD), which was first
established in 1982. In 1990, it evolved into the Primary Urban Service District, encompassing
approximately 58,270 acres of unincorporated land designated for industrial, commercial, and higher-
density residential development. The same year, a Secondary Urban Service District was created, covering
roughly 9,769 acres, as shown in Figure 5. It was designed to regulate urban sprawl by directing growth
efficiently to areas with urban public facilities and services while aiming to accommodate low-density rural
and suburban residential development on the urban fringe. It permits rural and estate densities not
exceeding one unit per gross acre, with only a reduced level of public facilities planned.

Figure 34: Martin County Primary and Secondary Urban Service Districts Map

Source: Martin County, 2024
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Policy Basis for Martin County’s Primary and Secondary Urban Service Districts

Martin County’s Comprehensive Growth Management Plan (CGMP) addresses the regulation and
management of land use within its Primary and Secondary Urban Service Districts. The plan emphasizes
balancing population growth with environmental conservation and encouraging sustainable development
practices.

Section 3.3 of the CGMP identifies potential conflicts arising from land use changes in areas bordering the
Primary Urban Service District, municipalities, Indiantown (now a municipality), and traditionally rural
areas. As the County continues to experience steady population growth, these areas face increasing
pressure for urbanization at the potential expense of agricultural uses and the natural environment. The
growth management strategy outlined in Section 4.2 aims to balance the needs of a growing population
with the preservation of natural systems in order to maintain the integrity of both. Section 4.2A(6)(c) notes
that residential development near coastal areas, water bodies, or wetlands can threaten the preservation
of the natural features that attract growth. Martin County recognizes certain areas as environmentally
sensitive through federal, state, and local programs while providing public benefits like recreational
opportunities, commercial and sport fishing, and water purification. Urban development adjacent to these
areas can devastate sensitive habitats critical for endangered wildlife and plants, significantly reducing
their environmental value.

Urban development, as cited in Section 4.2A(6)(e), often unnecessarily removes or alters natural
vegetation, which serves essential functions, such as producing oxygen, removing carbon dioxide, and
reducing soil erosion. Studies have shown that preserving native vegetation enhances residential property
values. Additionally, Section 4.2A(9) states that ensuring sufficient vacant land within urban service
districts to meet projected population needs is crucial for efficient, cost-effective growth. Planning for
expansion begins when undeveloped residential acreage within either the Primary or Secondary Urban
Service District no longer supports the projected growth within the fifteen-year plan horizon.

Residential capacity within these districts is calculated to meet projected population demand for a fifteen-
year period, including:

e Vacant property: Properties allowing residential use as per the Future Land Use Map, using
maximum allowable density for calculations, while wetlands are calculated at half the density of
other designations.

e Subdivided lots: Vacant single-family and duplex lots recorded as of 1982 and platted after 1982.

« Residential Development in CRAs: Potential for residential development in Community
Redevelopment Areas.

e Excess Vacant Housing: Housing not in use by permanent or seasonal residents, with vacancy
rates higher than 3%.

Section 9.3 outlines Martin County’s long-range master plan for conservation and recreation, aiming to
consolidate efforts and set future directions. It states that public open spaces should be connected to
form viable ecosystems and joined with adjacent private preserve areas to create contiguous preserves.
The County has policies in place to ensure continuity of preserve areas, enhancing the overall ecological
network.

Definition of Urban Service Districts

Martin County’s CGMP establishes the Primary and Secondary Urban Service Districts (PUSD and SUSD)
as fundamental elements in regulating urban sprawl and directing growth towards areas with existing
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protect the land from the effects of flooding. Finally, Goal IWRS5 states that the jurisdiction outsources its
solid waste collection to a solid waste provider through an interlocal agreement with the Martin County
Board of County Commissioners.

In 2022, the Village approved a project known as Terra Lago. This project will ultimately include 2,014
single-family homes, 174 townhomes, 300 multifamily units, 100,000 square feet of commercial space,
and an 11-acre central area with a clubhouse and a recreation center. If full buildout is realized at the
current 3.41 person per household, it is estimated that this project will more than double the current
population of Indiantown. Figure 9 shows the proposed master plan for Terra Lago.

Figure 38: Terra Lago Master Plan

Additionally, Indiantown is currently considering the annexation of 116 acres from unincorporated Martin
County to establish a marine academy, commercial waterfront, and a new boatyard. This annexation is
being accompanied by a corresponding future land use map amendment from Martin County Rural to
Village Commercial Waterfront, in order to permit urban densities within the Village. As a municipality,
Indiantown now has the ability to annex County Rural lands and increase their densities, consistent with
the designation within their comprehensive plan. There are additional opportunities for annexation as the
Village grows and additional lands become contiguous to the Village boundary. This has the ability to
further reduce the amount of County Rural acreage in the western portion of Martin County.
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Per Policy 1.38, the following standards will apply to new towns and be reviewed through the County’s
Planned Development (PD) process:

1. PD zoning required;

2. Residential uses shall include single-family and multiple-family units, including residential
uses over businesses;

3. Commercial areas required, with retail and personal services as permitted uses;

4. Employment areas required, with office, educational, light industrial, resource
management and tourism, and agricultural and related entities as permitted uses;

5. Public facilities (schools, fire stations, police stations, cultural and community facilities,
and places of worship) shall be included;

6. Recreational uses shall be included;

7. Natural open spaces and agricultural areas shall be included;

8. Activity or town centers shall be included with residential and non-residential uses (mixed),

and other residential uses shall be in compact neighborhoods;

9. Gross density shall not exceed 1.5 units per acre, but can be increased to 2.0 units per acre
through transfer of development rights;

10. The mix of uses shall be as follows:

(@) Commercial, personal services, and office areas shall be provided at a ratio of three (3) to
ten (10) acres per 1,000 residential units;

(b) Public facilities shall not exceed five (5) percent of the entire PD area,;

(c) Residential uses shall constitute between fifteen (15) and thirty-five (35) percent of the
entire PD area;

(d) Employment areas shall comprise at least two (2) percent of the entire PD area.
11. The following standards will apply:
(a) Ten (10) percent of the units are required to be affordable and/or workforce housing units;

(b) At least fifty (50) percent of the entire PD area shall be preserved or provided as open
space, with at least seventy (70) percent of the minimum required open space being located along the
main project boundaries to function as a greenbelt;

(c) Active residential uses shall be limited to a maximum of twenty-four (24) percent of the
designated open space and twelve (12) percent of the entire PD area, whichever is less;

12. The policies regulate timing of land uses, with no more than twenty-five (25) percent of the
proposed residential development permitted until at least twenty five (25) of the proposed commercial and
personal service uses and office and light industrial uses are established;

13. Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) standards are required.

The exception policies for all three counties are similar, but the focus of each is different, likely due to the
reason the policies were incorporated into each of the jurisdictions’ comprehensive plans. Indian River
County’s policies were intended to allow for sustainable, self-sufficient new towns. These policies have
requirements for the timing of commercial development to ensure that the communities can support
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