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Memorandum #2 
DATE: April 14, 2017, Revised 11/13/17 PROJECT NO.: 527116088 

TO: Lisa Barrett, Planning Manager 

FROM: Patricia Tyjeski, AICP, Senior Planner 

SUBJECT: Planned Development Rezoning 

 

S&ME has been tasked to review the Manatee County Comprehensive Plan (Plan) and Land Development Code 

(LDC) to identify provisions that require a rezoning to Planned Development (PD) and determine if such 

requirement is necessary for all instances. This memorandum contains the analysis and recommendations for 

Plan and LDC amendments intended to minimize the dependency on PD to provide predictable regulations, 

development compatibility, protection of natural resources, and efficient use of public facilities and services. 

 

Background: 

The PD concept is typically used to permit developments that offer a better product than that allowed under 

standard zoning regulations. Many communities have one or two PD districts from which to choose. The 

regulations focus on making sure the proposed development is a superior product, offers better design, and 

mitigates any negative impacts on surrounding sites.  

Typical PD regulations include a minimum site size and perimeter setback and buffer requirements. The rest of 

the development parameters are proposed by the applicant, and are at minimum required to be consistent with 

the future land use designation of the site.  

Unfortunately, PDs have become a way to circumvent established regulations. As a push back, communities have 

started adding more regulations to the PD district, ending up with a district that very much resembles a 

traditional zoning district, with setback, lot size, landscaping, parking, and many other detailed regulations. This 

defeats the purpose of PDs. Manatee is one of those communities that have created numerous PD districts that 

are applied just like a zoning district. Currently, there are 13 PD districts in Manatee County addressing every 

type of use: Planned residential, planned commercial, planned industrial, etc. 

In Manatee County, the push for PDs has also occurred due to provisions adopted into the Comprehensive Plan 

requiring developers to rezone to PD.  The idea behind this requirement was that the Board would have an 

opportunity to review each development to ensure development compatibility, orderly extension of public 

facilities and services, protection of natural resources, appropriate mix of uses, adequate densities/intensities, 

etc. 

Analysis and Recommendations: 

Elected officials, zoning officials, residents, and developers probably all agree that having a level of certainty and 

predictability in the zoning and development processes is preferable.  Expectations can be managed when all 

parties have a basic idea of the potential zoning options available.  Relying solely on PD zoning does not provide 

a comfortable level of certainty, especially since changes in personnel who review and approve PD zoning 

requests are quite common and record-keeping can be difficult. 
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A more predictable approach would be to designate existing zoning categories and/or create new zoning 

districts which would be compatible with the underlying future land use.  Because rezoning to PD requires the 

preparation of a general development plan, rezoning to a standard zoning district is typically less expensive and 

less time consuming, which reduces the level of stress and anxiety for all who participate in the development 

process.  Zoning and land development regulations could be developed or revised to reduce the dependence on 

negotiating PD zoning standards to mitigate adverse impacts (perceived or actual). 

On the other hand, certain uses, in particular public facilities, tend to provide challenges to compatibility with 

adjacent uses.  Power plants and major electrical transmission lines, landfills, water and wastewater treatment 

plants require special consideration, especially when in proximity to residential uses and natural resources.   

PDs have advantages and disadvantages as follows: 

Advantages Disadvantages 

 PDs require a public hearing, giving an 

opportunity to the Board and the public to have 

input on the proposed project. 

 Flexibility of regulations, but without guarantee 

of approval. 

 Potentially lower development and maintenance 

costs.1 

 Unified development review combining zoning, 

site planning and subdivision design.1 

 PD has become a way to circumvent the standards 

established for a specific area of the jurisdiction. 

 Time consuming to establish1  

 Creates uncertainty/unpredictability (for staff, 

elected/appointed members, developers and 

citizens). 

 Makes it more difficult to permit future changes as 

staff cannot rely on the LDC but have to refer to 

the original approval documents of the PD. 

 

While it is not the intent of this scope to eliminate the PD districts at this time, it is necessary to eliminate the 

heavy dependence on those districts. Too many instances in the Manatee County Comprehensive Plan and Land 

Development Code call for rezoning to PD. 

In many instances, the code requires duplicative or overlapping reviews (e.g., PD and Special Permit). While the 

need for the two types of review may be warranted, it would be more efficient to only require the processing of 

one, and making sure that the approval criteria for both are met.  

The requirements for Planned Development rezoning are found throughout the Plan and LDC.  The following 

list analyzes each individual situation and provides a recommendation.   

 

                                                           
1 Introduction to Planned Development Zoning. Frank F. Turner, FAICP and Terry D. Morgan, Esq. 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND LDC PROVISIONS 

1. For the sake of consistency between the Comprehensive Plan and the LDC replace references to “Planned Unit Development” with 

“Planned Development.” 

Policy/Regulation Analysis Recom. 

2. Policy 2.2.1.11.1 of the Future Land Use 
Element provides the description of UF-3 
as areas established for low density urban 
development generally developed 
through the planned development 
concept. 

Addressed in the UF-3 memorandum (#3). #3 

3. Policy 2.2.1.18.4 permits new residential 
uses in the IL land use category within a 
PD containing both industrial and 
residential uses and industrial and 
residential land use categories. 

It would seem an uncommon instance where a developer would contemplate 
mixing residential and industrial uses, but if such an event presented itself, a 
PD would seem the most likely mechanism to address compatibility issues.  
Since the potential opportunities where these circumstances may occur are so 
limited, it is recommended to leave this policy intact. 

Policies 2.2.1.18.1 and 2.6.2.2 conflict with 2.2.1.18.4.  Propose amending the 
policies to note that residential uses are allowed as specified in Policy 
2.2.1.18.4. 

No change 

4. Policy 2.2.1.22.4 requires that all sites 
within the P/SP(1) category be rezoned to 
PD to be developed. 

As noted above, certain types of development are very unique and effective 
standards cannot be developed in advance. The P/SP(1) category is intended 
to accommodate uses such as electrical transmission lines, landfills, water and 
wastewater treatment plants, and similar types of uses. These uses typically 
require different setbacks, buffers, height, etc. than any other use allowed in 
the same district. Due to the infrequency of these applications, the diversity of 
the uses contemplated with in the district, and the potential adverse impacts 
of these uses, it is recommended this policy requiring a rezone to PD remain 
intact. 

No change 

5. Policies 2.6.1.1 and 2.6.1.2 note that 
developments proposing techniques to 
mitigate negative impacts on adjacent 
uses require rezoning to PD. 

Policy 2.6.1.1 notes that projects may use a variety of buffering mechanisms 
to achieve compatibility with adjacent uses. The policy also states that those 
techniques shall be established as “conditions of approval.” Recommend 
changing the language to note that the LDC shall include standards to address 
development compatibility. There is no need to specify that they could 
become conditions for approval as the development review process already 
specifies when conditions of approval could be considered. Policy 2.6.1.2 

Eliminate 
requirement 
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Policy/Regulation Analysis Recom. 

requires that projects using buffering to mitigate impacts rezone to PD. This 
requirement is unnecessary as the LDC already contains standards to ensure 
development compatibility, and the Special Permit process reviews 
developments that have already been determined to possibly have additional 
impacts (see Table 1, Comparison of Special Permit and PD Process). The 
policy should be revised to reflect this. 

6. Policy 2.6.5.1 states that PD should be 
allowed to achieve high quality, highly 
functional and well-integrated project 
designs, but goes on to recommend/ 
require PD in the following situations:  

  

(a) developments that propose a 
density/intensity above a certain level 
below the maximum allowed 

If an applicant requests a rezone to a district that allows the maximum 
density/ intensity permitted within the underlying future land use category, 
the Board would have the opportunity to assess the appropriateness of the 
request. No site plans are submitted with a rezoning request. Therefore, all 
rezoning requests shall be reviewed based on the highest density and/or most 
intense use allowable. If it is determined that the applicable regulations 
cannot provide compatibility between the requested zoning district’s potential 
uses and surrounding neighborhoods, then the rezone should be denied. 

Proposing new zoning districts to reach the allowable density/intensity. 
Therefore, there is no need to require rezoning to PD.  PD, however, will still 
be offered as one of the options for rezoning. 

Delete 

(b) to waive limitations on development 
scale if PD is used 

Policy (c) already states that land development regulations shall be 
maintained to provide for planned development. This is the only 
implementation mechanism that needs to be mentioned. 

Delete 

(d) clustering Same as previous Delete 

(e) development in the MU future land 
use category 

The PD process is unpredictable, expensive and time-consuming, and causes 
issues later when the staff has to rely on the specific approvals to review any 
changes in the development.  It would make more sense to develop zoning 
districts to implement the MU land use category, so that applicants have a 
choice other than rezone to PD. See memorandum #7 for more detailed 
information and recommendations regarding the MU future land use 
category. 

#7 
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Policy/Regulation Analysis Recom. 

7. Policy 2.9.1.3 notes that vehicular access 
between neighborhoods should be 
required when part of a PUD containing 
more than one neighborhood. 

Connectivity should be encouraged or required between all neighborhoods n 
just PDs.  Recommend broadening this policy to include all developments, not 
just PD projects. 

Eliminate 

8. Policy 2.10.4.2 requires PD approval for 
small commercial uses associated with 
roadside agricultural stands which may be 
inconsistent with the commercial 
locational criteria. 

After researching County records, it appears that this provision has never 
been utilized. If commercial uses were to be allowed as accessory in Ag, it 
would be more appropriate to require a special permit rather than rezoning to 
PD for such a small project (see Table 1, Comparison of SP and PD Process).  
The commercial locational criteria allows commercial in the various FLUCs. 

Delete 

9. Policy 5.13.1.3 of the Monitoring Element 
(Aviation Sub-Element) Require PD 
process for new projects in the airport 
overlay. 

The AI Overlay District in the LDC provides the necessary regulations to 
prevent incompatible uses from developing near the airport.  The overlay 
district has highly technical requirements which must be met at an 
administrative level. These technical standards do not appear discretionary.  
Requiring the additional layer of review for rezoning to PD does not appear to 
contribute anything substantive to the process for determining compatibility.  
Therefore, the PD rezoning process seems unnecessary and should be deleted 
from the Comprehensive Plan.  It is understood, however, that another 
consultant is working with the County regarding the airport overlay. 

No change 

10. Section 545.2, Affordable Housing 
Incentives, requires PD zoning for projects 
that propose to use the density bonus 
provision. 

While it is understandable that most density increases should require public 
input, such a condition regarding affordable housing may prove counter-
productive.  Frequently, the notion of providing affordable housing near 
existing residential neighborhoods draws opposition due to concerns over 
property values and other perceived negative impacts of affordable housing. 
Recommend processing density bonuses through the SP process provided 
certain design standards/conditions are met. PD would be voluntary.  

Change PD 
to SP 

11. Uses in Entranceways[This issue is not 
related to required rezonings to PD, but as 
the section was reviewed, we identified 
possible improvements] 

  

(a) Section 900.4, Land Uses Permitted 
within Entranceways, states that land uses 
within entranceways shall be limited to 
those uses permitted in the PDMU, PDPI, 
PDC, PDR, PDI, PDW, PDRP and PDO 

The overlay was established to “develop an aesthetically pleasing 
environment which enhances the image of Manatee County as a high quality 
community in which to live, work, and visit” (Objective 2.9.4). Recommend 
that rather than requiring applicants to refer to the schedule of uses for the 
numerous PD districts (Table 4-7 of the LDC), the code should refer them to 

Add more 
detail 
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Policy/Regulation Analysis Recom. 

districts, and prohibits adult 
entertainment uses in or adjacent to any 
entranceway. 

the list of uses permitted in the underlying zoning district, and to list the uses 
that would be prohibited along entranceways. 

 Agricultural Research Facilities 
 Animal Products Processing Facility 
 Lumberyard 
 Correctional Facilities 
 Construction Equipment 
 Flea Markets 
 Hazardous Waste Transfer Facility 
 Junkyards 
 Towing and wrecker yards 
 Mining 
 Mobile Homes (Individual)* 
 Sawmills 
 Solid Waste management 
 Landfills 
 Stockyards and feedlots 

(b) Section 900.5, PD Application 
Required, states that developments in 
Entranceways not meeting certain criteria 
must rezone to PD. 

Most of the Entranceway standards address design rather than use (see 11.a, 
above).  The code offers a way out of complying with the entranceway 
standards through the PD process. Per staff, no change. 

No change 
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Table 1. Review Criteria 

 Special Permit Rezoning to PD 

Purpose Individual review of location, design, configuration, 
operation and the public need for the particular use 
at the particular location to assure consistency with 
the LDC and the Plan 

To rezone to a PD district which warrants greater 
flexibility than a standard district. 

Submittal 
Requirements 

Vary depending on use. Typically requires a site plan 
to demonstrate compliance with review criteria. 

General Development Plan (sometimes deferred) 

Review Criteria A. Consistent with Plan and LDC; 
B. Impact on public health, safety or general welfare;  
C. Impact on surrounding properties;  
D. Impact on traffic;  
E. Compatibility with surrounding uses and character 
of the area; 
F. Impact on archaeological, historical or cultural 
resources; 
G. Mitigation strategies to improve compatibility and 
harmony  

May attach conditions 

Appropriateness of location with respect to 
intended function;  
Conformance with GOPs; Compatibility with 
surrounding uses and zoning districts;  
Impact on facilities and services;  
Precedent for the introduction of an inappropriate 
use into an area;  
Discourage nonresidential strip development along 
streets 

Approval Authority Hearing Officer Board 

Expiration When use discontinued for 1 year; 1 year NA 

 

 


