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PLANNING SERVICES STAFF REPORT 
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CPA-2009-01 

 
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT REQUESTS 

The Applicant is requesting a number of changes to the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan, 
specifically to Sarasota 2050 – RMA of the Future Land Use Chapter and to the Transportation 
Chapter, in association with their companion Development of Regional Impact (DRI). The 
application for the comprehensive plan amendments is located in Appendix A.  

The Applicant proposes to amend Figure 6-10: Year 2025 Future Thoroughfare Plan (By Lanes), and 
Appendix D, Section 4: Year 2025 Future Thoroughfare Plan. If adopted, it will amend the map and text 
to show Lakewood Ranch Boulevard as a 4-lane minor arterial from Richardson Road to University 
Parkway. In addition, the proposed amendment seeks the removal of the greenbelt requirement along 
University Parkway, removal of greenbelt requirement along southern boundary of the subject parcel, 
and a map change to Figures RMA-1 and RMA-3 relating to the re-mapping of the Gum Slough portion 
of the Greenway and reducing 550 feet buffer to 200 feet.  The Applicant states these changes seek 
to add “additional criteria that will allow the Board of County Commissioners to approve additional 
exceptions necessary to implement The Villages of Lakewood Ranch South development plan.” 
Please see the Applicant’s Purpose of Application as found in the Application in Appendix A (Page 
A-40). Map 1 of the application (see Page A-88) illustrates the amendment requests. 

Sarasota 2050 
The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan was amended to include additional goals, objectives and 
policies to implement the Resource Management Area (RMA) System, which includes the Village/Open 
Space RMA. The intent of the Village/Open Space RMA is to create an opportunity for a new form of 
development in Sarasota County to replace what has become known as Urban Sprawl. 

Sarasota 2050 is a 50 year land use plan that is incentive-based and voluntary; it is the culmination of 
years of community input. This addition to the county's comprehensive plan grants density bonuses to 
landowners who preserve open space, agriculture and environmentally sensitive land and build new, 
compact, mixed use, walkable developments in appropriate areas as opposed to the continuation of 
large-lot single family developments. 

Sarasota 2050 is an optional overlay to Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan. It was adopted by 
Ordinance No. 2001-076 on July 10, 2002. Through the use of a Resource Management Area System, 
it seeks to preserve and strengthen existing neighborhoods while allowing the creation of compact, 
walkable mixed use communities. This is accomplished through a Transfer of Development Rights 
program that gives variable transfer credit based on the environmental sensitivity of the sending lands, 
thus enhancing an extensive connected regional greenway system. This development framework is 
derived from a 1999 Urban Land Institute Advisory Services Panel Report entitled “Sarasota County, 
Florida Strategies for Managing Future Growth: Shaping a Future for Sarasota County to Maintain and 
Enhance its Quality of Life.” Following this study, the Board of County Commissioners adopted by 
Resolution No. 2000-230, the endorsement of the “Directions for the Future”, which are the principles 
underlying all Goals, Objectives, and Policies within Sarasota 2050. These principles include the 
following: 
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• Preserve and strengthen existing communities 

• Provide for a variety of land uses and lifestyles to support residents of diverse ages, 
incomes, and family sizes, including housing that is affordable to residents at or below 
the median income for Sarasota County 

• Preserve environmental systems 

• Direct population growth away from floodplains 

• Avoid Urban Sprawl 

• Reduce automobile trips 

• Create efficiency in planning and provision of infrastructure 

• Provide County central utilities 

• Conserve water and energy 

• Allocate development costs appropriately 

• Preserve rural character, including opportunities for agriculture 

• Balance jobs with housing 

 
The Greenway RMA includes environmentally important lands and linkages between them.  
Greenways are a network of riverine systems, floodplains, native habitats, storm surge areas and 
uplands recognized as priority resources protected in perpetuity.  

The Village / Open Space RMA includes undeveloped lands outside the Urban Service Boundary 
(USB). This RMA creates a new alternative pattern of Village and Hamlet uses.  These 
development types preserve large expanses of open space and environmental land, while 
concentrating development into walkable, mixed-use, mixed-income neighborhoods organized 
around a civic or retail center. The Village/Open Space RMA principles are outlined and detailed in 
VOS1.4, provided below: 

Policy VOS1.4 Village/Open Space RMA Principles 
Developments within the Village/Open Space RMA shall exhibit all of the following 
characteristics to qualify as a Receiving Zone under Density Incentives Program outlined in 
Objective TDR1:  

• Villages shall include a mix of uses, including residential, commercial, office, 
Public/Civic, schools, and Recreational Space, that provides for most of the daily 
needs of residents;  

• Villages and Hamlets shall include a design in which the majority of housing is within 
a walking distance or ¼-mile radius of a Village or Neighborhood Center, with the 
higher densities closer to the Center;  

• As a part of the Open Space requirements for development within the Village/Open 
Space RMA, each Village or Hamlet will be required to establish a Greenbelt as 
described in Policy VOS5.1;  
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• Villages shall include a Village Center with sufficient non-residential uses to provide 
for the daily needs of Village residents, by phase of development, in a form that is 
conveniently served by regional bus service;  

• Villages and Hamlets shall include a range of housing types that supports a broad 
range of family sizes and incomes. Villages shall include housing for families with 
incomes below the median family income for Sarasota County, with a goal that at 
least 15% of the housing will be available for families with incomes below the 
median family income for Sarasota County using techniques, including but not 
limited to, density bonuses and inclusionary requirements in the Land Development 
Regulations and Zoning Ordinance;  

• Villages shall include compact design that includes a system of land subdivision and 
development which links one Neighborhood to another;  

• Villages and Hamlets shall include interconnected streets that are designed to 
balance the needs of all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists and motor vehicles, 
and which are built with design speeds that are appropriate for Neighborhoods; 
Villages shall include alternatives for pedestrians and bicyclists through the 
provision of sidewalks, street trees and on-street parking which provide distinct 
separation between pedestrians and traffic, spatially define streets and sidewalks by 
arranging buildings in a regular pattern that are unbroken by parking lots; and 
provide adequate lighting that is designed for safe walking and signage which has a 
pedestrian orientation;  

• Villages and Hamlets shall provide both Open Space and Recreational Space. Open 
Space outside Developed Areas is required to support the environmental goals of 
this Plan by preserving important environmental features, connections and functions 
on site. In addition to minimum Open Space outside Developed Areas, internal 
Recreational Spaces are required that meet the recreational needs of the 
community, excluding golf courses, reinforce the design of the development by 
providing a variety of Recreational Space amenities that serve a range of interests 
and distribute Recreational Space amenities throughout the development. Golf 
courses developed using best management practices may be developed as part of 
an approved Master Development Plan and shall qualify as Open Space. To avoid 
conversion of Native Habitat, the review of the Master Development Plan shall place 
high priority on the preservation of Native Habitat. Golf courses shall not qualify as 
Recreational Space, and shall not qualify for any Density Credits in the Density 
Incentives program. Within Hamlets, golf courses shall only be approved by special 
exception. The standards for Recreational Space, will be established as provided in 
Policy VOS2.3; and  

• Villages and Hamlets shall be Fiscally Neutral to the County residents outside the 
Villages and Hamlets.  

 
The RMA system works through a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program.  The TDR 
program enhances the County’s existing Environmentally Sensitive Lands Protection Program by 
encouraging private interests to protect lands and by funding ESLPP through the sale of county-
owned development rights. It also provides for protection of environmentally sensitive lands in 
exchange for increased density in villages and hamlets. 

2050 Timeline 
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1972:  County adopts “Policies for Growth” which states, in part, that land development proposals 
east of I-75 “should take the form of self sufficient communities.” 

1995:   Multi-Stakeholders Group independently formed to recommend strategies for the eastern 
portions of Sarasota county (not a County task force) 

1996: Comprehensive Plan amendment RU 27 calls for a 50 year+ plan for areas east of I-75 

1997: Multi-Stakeholders Group recommends policies for areas east of I-75 

1999:  ULI advisory report on future growth in Sarasota County published, recommends village 
development east of I-75, urban infill programs 

June, 2000: BCC adopts Action Plan for and I.D.E.A.L. Future (Intelligent Design, Effective Action and 
Leadership) which further defined the emerging Resource Management Area (RMA) 
approach to growth management 

Oct. 2000: BCC adopts Resolution 2000-030, Directions for the Future, adopting RMA principles 

April, 2001: Glatting Jackson chosen to formulate what will become known as Sarasota 2050 

April, 2001-July 10, 2002:  9 BCC hearings held, 7 BCC workshops held, 6 Planning Commission hearings 
held, 1 joint BCC/PC workshop held, and 21 additional community or stakeholder meetings 
held. 

July 2002 Comprehensive Plan Amendment RMA-1, Sarasota 2050 adopted 

Aug.  2002: Department of Community Affairs finds amendment in compliance 

Sept. 2002: Challenges filed by Environmental group Manasota 88, Rural resident Becky Ayech, 
Palmer Ranch, and Taylor Ranch Palmer Ranch and Taylor Ranch drop challenges 

June 2003: Sarasota 2050 awarded Congress for New Urbanism Charter Award 

May 2004 Judge issues Recommended Order 

June 2004: The first BCC Public Hearing on implementing regulations 

July 28, 2004: Implementing regulations for Sarasota 2050 adopted 

August 13, 2004:  Sarasota 2050 becomes effective when the Department of Community Affairs issues its 
final finding of compliance after a challenge to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

NATURE OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
The Applicant proposes the following amendments to Sarasota 2050, the RMA supplement in the 
Future Land Use Chapter, and to the Transportation Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan: 1) A text 
amendment to revise Policy VOS 5.1that could affect the northern Greenbelt buffer and the 
southern Greenbelt buffer; and 2) A map amendment to revise Figures RMA-1 an RMA-3 pertaining 
to the mapping of the Greenway RMA in the Gum Slough vicinity; and 3) A revision to Figure 6-10 
and Section 4 of Appendix D regarding the Year 2025 Future Thoroughfare Plan to change 



 

13 

Lakewood Ranch Boulevard from a two-lane roadway to a four-lane roadway.  Map 1 in Appendix A 
(Page A-88) of the Application, illustrates the three amendment requests. 

This comprehensive plan amendment has been filed concurrently with a Development of Regional 
Impact (DRI) application for the Villages of Lakewood Ranch South project. The Applicant asserts in 
the application materials that a rezone application, which is a required element for a 2050 DRI 
project approval, will be filed. The comprehensive plan amendment, the DRI, and the rezone 
application must have concurrent final action taken at a Board of County Commission public 
hearing.  

FUTURE LAND USES AND SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT 
The subject property is generally located east of I-75 and south of University Parkway and 
comprises approximately 5,503 acres. The current future land use designations on the property 
include both Semi-Rural (one unit/two acres maximum) and Rural (one unit/five acres maximum). 
The property is vacant and there are permitted active mining activities onsite. The property 
appraiser lists the property as an agricultural use associated with grazing. 

The Lakewood Ranch Corporate Park DRI is located generally northwest of the property and is 
designated as Major Employment Center (MEC). Sarasota International Trade center, located south 
of the property, is also designated MEC. Semi-Rural and Rural designated properties are also 
located to the south and include single-family homes situated on larger lots (minimum of one acre), 
including the Fox Creek and Racimo Ranches subdivisions. Rural designated properties are located 
east of the property. Please refer to the Future Land Use Map on Page 3 and the General Area Map 
on Page 4 of the Map Series.   

Figure RMA-1 of the Future Land Use Map Series illustrates the 2050 Resource Management 
Areas. Village/Open Space RMA and Greenway RMA are shown on the subject property. The 
subject property boundaries are shown on the RMA maps on pages 5 and 6 of the Map Series. 
Page 7 of the Map Series provides an aerial view of the proposed amendment area, while the 
General Area Map on page 3 and the Future Land Use map on page 4 illustrate existing property 
conditions and designations.   

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSIDERATIONS 
Staff has provided a discussion of the issues intended to address both the advantages and 
disadvantages of the proposed petition in the following support sections. 

GREENBELT-RELATED AMENDMENT REQUESTS 
Greenbelts are a required element in the development of 2050 Villages and Hamlets; they serve to 
define Villages and Hamlets as separate and compact communities. According to 2050 definitions, 
a Greenbelt is “a permanent Buffer as required in Policy VOS5.1 surrounding the Developed Area 
of Villages and Hamlets.” A Buffer is “an area reserved or designed to separate potentially 
incompatible land uses.” There are certain instances when a Greenbelt is not required, generally 
when urbanized or similar development forms are proximate to the property. Policy VOS5.1 outlines 
the situations when a Greenbelt is not required and provides for scenarios that the Board of County 
Commissioners can consider not requiring a Greenbelt. The Applicant wishes to amend this policy 
in two instances: to not require a Greenbelt between a Village’s Developed Area and Manatee 
County, and to provide for another exception when the Village is adjacent to “undeveloped or 
undeveloped” property.  
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The Applicant is proposing the following text changes to Policy VOS5.1 (see underlined): 

 Policy VOS5.1 Greenbelts  
The purpose of establishing a Greenbelt around each Village and each Hamlet is to help 
define these as separate and compact communities. As part of the Open Space requirement 
for development within the Village/Open Space RMA, the Master Development Plan for 
each Village and each Hamlet shall establish a Greenbelt that is a minimum of 500 feet wide 
around the perimeter of the Developed Area that preserves Native Habitats, supplements 
natural vegetation, and protects wildlife within the area. Existing agricultural uses are 
permitted within this Greenbelt. New uses are restricted within this Greenbelt to Native 
Habitat and to low intensity agriculture and wetland mitigation that do not involve the 
conversion of Native Habitat. Land within the Greenway RMA may be included within the 
Greenbelt requirement. The Board of County Commissioners shall not require a Greenbelt 
between the Developed Area of a Village and:  

• I-75;  
• Manatee County Boundary Abutting the North Village only; 
• land within the Urban Service Area Boundary;  
• the Economic Development RMA; or  
• municipalities.  

 
The Board of County Commissioners may authorize other exceptions to the requirement for 
a Greenbelt or to the minimum 500-foot width under the following conditions:  

1. Where the development proposed adjacent to the Rural Heritage/Estate RMA has the 
same density and form as the existing adjacent development. Examples of the types of 
development conditions that may be considered for approval by the Board of County 
Commissioners are shown in Figure VOS-3: Examples of Minimum Buffer Requirements.  

2. Where the existing adjacent homeowners within the Rural Heritage/Estate RMA have 
demonstrably anticipated more intense adjacent development through an instrument 
recorded in public land records.  

3. Where existing uses within or adjacent to the Rural Heritage/Estate RMA achieve the 
intended purpose of the Greenbelt in perpetuity, such as existing Buffers within the Rural 
Heritage/Estate RMA and existing utility corridors adjacent to the Rural Heritage/Estate 
RMA.  

4. Where the adjacent property is currently undeveloped or underdeveloped and is located 
with a contiguous area of Village designation under separate ownership, and where such 
property may be appropriate for future Village development under 2050 Regulations, but 
could not be individually developed due to minimum Village size requirements. Where this 
exception is requested, future connection points for the development shall be indicated on 
the master development plan and individual neighborhood plans. 

Where appropriate, within the Open Space that is designated as Greenbelt in a Village or 
Hamlet Master Plan, the Board of County Commissioners may also allow the following 
active uses adjacent to the Developed Area of the Village or Hamlet: golf courses using best 
management practices, regional stormwater facilities and public parks. Where such uses 
are allowed, the width of the Greenbelt shall be expanded to include these active uses as 
well as a minimum 500-foot wide section of Greenbelt located outside these active uses.  
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The intent of Villages is specified in Policy VOS1.2.a. “…the Village shall be surrounded by large 
expanses of Open Space that are designed to protect the character of the rural landscape and 
provide separation between Villages and existing low density rural development.” To take 
advantage of the Village option and the allowable densities associated with Villages, property 
owners in the Village/Open Space RMA must assemble units above those allowed by the Plan's 
FLUM designation by acquiring and transferring development rights from the open space, the 
associated greenbelt and Greenway, the Village Master Plan, and other properties outside the 
Village. 

Elimination of the Greenbelt Buffer along the Northern Boundary 
The Applicant is requesting to eliminate the Greenbelt requirement along the northern boundary 
abutting Manatee County located to the north. The revised language that the Applicant proposes to 
accomplish this is shown underlined: “The Board of County Commissioners shall not require a 
Greenbelt between the Developed Area of aVillage and: … Manatee County Boundary Abutting the 
North Village only.” Glatting, Jackson, Kerchin, Anglin, Inc. reviewed this comprehensive plan 
amendment and offers revised language that will accomplish this same concept, but will provide 
more clarification regarding urban development outside of Sarasota County’s boundaries. Their 
suggested language can be found on Page C-3 of Appendix C.  

The Applicant has submitted approved development plans for the development to the north in 
Manatee County indicating that adjacent development will not be rural in character and in fact, will 
be urban in nature. The Lakewood Ranch development in Manatee County consists of two 
approved DRI’s: University Lakes DRI and Cypress Banks DRI. In this instance, Planning staff 
supports this request to amend this portion of Policy VOS5.1 as amended in Glatting Jackson’s 
memo in Appendix C. 

Elimination of the Greenbelt Buffer along the Southern Boundary 
The Applicant is requesting to amend the same policy, Policy VOS5.1, to add another instance 
when the Board of County Commissioners can consider waiving the requirement for a Greenbelt 
buffer. In this instance, the Applicant wishes to add another exception scenario for the Board of 
County Commissioners to consider at the Master Development Plan approval stage as shown 
previously.  The northern portion of this Village designated property is under the ownership and/or 
control by the Applicant. The property located to the south, also designed for the North Village, is 
under different ownership. The application states that efforts to partner for Village development 
“could not be realized, but could become a possibility at a future date.” Because of this situation the 
application further states that “It is prudent to continue to plan for the future expansion of the Village 
area, rather than creating a situation which would isolate the property, or denying an abutting 
property owner the opportunity to become a future neighborhood in a planned Village.” The 
implementing regulations of 2050 pertaining to Village development already address this situation, 
specifically, the second paragraph, which is included below:   

11.2.10.a.1.ii.  Greenbelt Requirements 
Each applicant for development within the HPD and VPD shall identify on the Master Land 
Use Plan a Greenbelt that is a minimum of 500 feet wide around the perimeter of the 
Developed Area as part of the Open Space requirement for the development. The Greenbelt 
is required to preserve Native Habitats, supplements natural vegetation, and protects 
wildlife within the area. Where adjacent property has been designated on Figure RMA-3, 
Village/Open Space RMA Land Use Map as Village or Hamlet Land Use, the ordinance 
rezoning the property Land the Master Land Use Plan shall designate the Greenbelt at the 
perimeter of the Developed Area. 
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The ordinance and Master Land Use Plan may include a notation that the portion of the 
Greenbelt that is located adjacent to other land designated for Village or Hamlet Land Use 
may be relocated to the perimeter of the adjacent property if that property is later added to 
the approved Village or Hamlet. If ordinance and Master Land Use Plan provide that the 
Greenbelt is eligible for relocation, then the portion of the Greenbelt so designated shall not 
be used to meet the minimum Open Space requirements for the Village or Hamlet and the 
density assignment for such property shall assume that the portion of the Greenbelt so 
designated will be included as part of the Developed Area of the Village or Hamlet. The 
Greenbelt must be set aside in connection with the filing of any subdivision plat filed with 
respect to lands located nearest to the perimeter of the Developed Area unless the 
Greenbelt has been relocated, through the inclusion of adjacent lands into the Village or 
Hamlet, prior to the filing of such plat. 

 

Additionally, VOS2.1states that only one Master Development Plan may initially be approved for the 
North Village. If the owner(s) of the southern property in the North Village choose to develop as a 
Village, the Master Development Plan could be revised to incorporate the southern property into the 
plan. When, and if, that occurs, the implementing regulations provide for the potential relocation of 
the Greenbelt. If the southern property chooses not to develop under the optional 2050 Village 
development form, they could develop under its existing designation of Rural which allows low 
density development. Staff asked for the Applicant to demonstrate that removal of the southern 
buffer would not affect the rural character on the southern parcel if that parcel were developed 
under its current zoning. On Page A-67, the Applicant responds “The applicant cannot make 
assurances for other properties, however, there is an assurance that the property is designated for 
future Village development, which is the appropriate use envisioned under the Comprehensive 
Plan. Also, with the continued expansion of the industrial area adjacent to the south parcel and the 
increasing areas of residential developments along Fruitville Road to the south, any future rural 
development of the parcel will be the one out of scale with the neighborhood, not the other way 
around. Thus, ‘rural character’ should not be an issue for this undeveloped, vacant parcel.” The 
Applicant’s response asserts that the base land use on the remnant parcel is not appropriate due to 
the evolving nature of the adjacent land uses. This assertion would lend support to a land use 
amendment on the adjacent parcel, but does not support an amendment to the greenbelt 
requirement on the parcel in question. The other Village areas that would be affected by this policy 
change do not face the same land use scenario as this one. 

If the Applicant’s amended language is approved, then the intent of 2050 Villages is compromised 
because it will conflict with and be internally inconsistent with Policy VOS1.2.a. “…the Village shall 
be surrounded by large expanses of Open Space that are designed to protect the character of the 
rural landscape and provide separation between Villages and existing low density development.” 

Furthermore, if the amendment is approved, it would affect all other Village land use areas as it isn’t 
limited to just the North Village. All future Village development would be eligible to have Greenbelt 
requirements waived without assurance that adjacent Village will develop in Village form. Village 
land use is an overlay land use that is only effective upon approval of a Master Development Plan. 
Until that action to approve the Master Development Plan is taken by the Board of County 
Commissioners, the land use is the underlying future land use designation, typically rural. Staff 
does not agree with the requested amendment or the justification for it as the implementing 
regulations already address this situation. Approving this amendment would create an internal 
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inconsistency in 2050 policies and would compromise the intent and principles of 2050. Staff 
recommends denial of this requested amendment. 

GREENWAY RMA-RELATED AMENDMENT REQUESTS 
The Applicant requests a map change to Figures RMA-1 and RMA-3 concerning the Greenway 
RMA. This request is two-fold. In the first instance, the Applicant asserts that a portion of Gum 
Slough was mapped incorrectly and should not be included in the Greenway RMA, as discussed in 
their application beginning on page A-46. Further, the Applicant states that this portion of the Gum 
Slough - the “thumb” – is a disturbed wetland system and should not be considered a portion of the 
Greenway RMA. The request is to amend Figures RMA-1 and RMA-3 to remove this thumb from 
the Greenway RMA. These requests are illustrated on Pages 5 and 6 of the Map Series. 

The second request is to revise the 550 foot buffer from a portion of the Gum Slough boundary to a 
200 foot offset, which if approved, would revise the Greenway RMA on Figures RMA-1 and RMA-3. 
The application states that this “system is significantly degraded and contributes very little 
ecologically to the more valuable Gum Slough System. Rather than serving as a natural tributary to 
Gum Slough, it serves primarily as a man-made drain to facilitate former cattle ranching and other 
agricultural purposes.” Additionally, “portions of the 550 foot buffer imposed as part of the greenway 
plan will be replaced by permitted borrow pit development.” The Applicant submits that the site was 
mapped in error because the ecological integrity of the system is degraded in this section.  

Planning staff does not agree that a map amendment is needed in either of these requests. The 
Greenway RMA is defined as a resource overlay, not as a land use designation like a Village or a 
Hamlet designation. The definition of a Greenway is included in Policy GS1.1. Figures RMA-1 and 
RMA-3 depict a visual representation of this definition. Further, VOS1.2 regarding the development 
framework for the Village/Open Space RMA, clearly provides for adjustment of the Greenway RMA 
during the Master Development Plan process:  

 “The boundaries of the Greenway RMA have been delineated using County-wide mapping 
techniques which shall be adjusted to reflect more detailed on-site information obtained 
during the master planning process including the actual field verification of each Greenway 
component as defined in Policy GS1.1. The purpose of such adjustment is to provide 
interpretive relief by allowing minor adjustments to the Greenway boundary. When such 
adjustments occur adjacent to a Village or Hamlet land use and are based upon the 
demonstration that certain property does not meet the requirements of the Greenway, then 
the future land use designation shall be construed to be the same as the adjacent use. 
When such adjustments occur based on the demonstration that certain properties in the 
Village/Open Space RMA meet the requirements of the Greenway, then the resource 
overlay designation shall be construed to be Greenway RMA.” (Emphasis added) 

Policy GS1.1 Component Parts of the Greenway RMA  
The Greenway RMA is defined to include:  

• All public lands;  
• Myakka River channel and connected wetlands (the Myakka River Area) which includes 

the Myakka River Area as defined within the Myakka River Wild and Scenic Designation 
and Preservation Act (F.S. 258.501);  

• Existing preservation lands adjacent to the Myakka River System;  
• Previously identified ecologically valuable lands adjacent to the Myakka River System;  
• Myakka River Wild and Scenic Protection Zone;  
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• Named creeks and flow-ways, wetlands connected to those creeks and flow-ways, and 
an additional 550-foot Buffer from the composite of these areas, or alternative greenway 
or Buffer configurations that provide equivalent or greater net ecological benefit;  

• Environmentally Sensitive Lands Protection Program(ESLPP) priority list of lands;  
• High Ecological Value (HEV) lands as depicted in Figure 2-10 of the Environment 

Chapter of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan; and  
• 100-year floodplain designated as “AE”.  
 

The graphic representation of these areas, as depicted in Figure RMA-1, is based upon 
available regional data. The specific location of properties that may be located within the 
Greenway RMA will be determined on a site-by-site basis as field verification is 
conducted as part of the Master Development Plan process according to the above 
criteria.  

 

Minor adjustments to the Greenway may be made consistent with GS1.1. Regardless of whether 
the adjustment is minor or major, the requested map amendment fails on policy consistency as the 
Applicant hasn’t provided data and analysis proving that the thumb doesn’t meet the definition of 
Greenway. Moreover, Policy GS1.1 clearly provides the mechanism and process for verification of 
the Greenway RMA and this occurs during the Master Development Plan process. Article 11.2.9.b. 
2. of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to 2050 development, implements the process and 
mechanism as stated in Policies VOS1.2 and GS1.1.  

 11.2.9.b.2. 
 Site by site field verification of the location of the on-site Greenway RMA shall be conducted 

as a part of the Master Land Use Plan process. Greenway RMA boundaries may be 
adjusted based upon field verification of the presence of any of the following Greenway 
components: 
i. All public lands;  
ii. Myakka River channel and connected wetlands which includes the Myakka River Area as 
defined within the Myakka River Wild and Scenic Designation and Preservation Act (F.S. 
258.501); 
iii. Existing preservation lands adjacent to the Myakka River System; 
iv. Previously identified ecologically valuable lands adjacent to the Myakka River System; 
v. Myakka River Wild and Scenic Protection Zone; 
vi. Named creeks and flow-ways, wetlands connected to those creeks and flow-ways, and 
an additional 500-foot buffer from the composite of these areas, or alternative greenway or 
buffer configurations that provide equivalent or greater net ecological benefit; 
vii. Environmentally Sensitive Lands Protection Program (ESLPP), Protection Priority list of 
lands as amended; 
viii. High Ecological Value (HEV) lands as depicted in Figure 2-10 of the Environment 
Chapter of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan; and 
ix. 100-year floodplain designated as “AE.” 

 

During the challenge to the Department of Community Affairs finding Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment RMA-1, Sarasota 2050, in compliance, the methodology used to determine the 
Greenway RMA was scrutinized. In the Judge’s Recommended Order, the finding is as follows: 
“The Greenway RMA was based on data and analyses that generated a series of environmental 
resource overlays, that when completed, comprised the Greenway RMA. The overlays layered 
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public lands, rivers and connected wetlands, preservation lands, ecologically valuable lands 
associated with the Myakka River system, named creeks and flow-ways, wetlands connected to 
such creeks and flow-ways, lands listed as environmentally sensitive under the County’s ESLPPP, 
lands deemed to be of high ecological value, and appropriate connections. The evidence 
establishes that the staff and consultants reviewed and consulted a wide range of professionally 
appropriate resources in analyzing and designating the Greenway RMA.”  
 
Staff does not support the amendment requests to re-map a portion of the Greenway RMA. The 
amendment does not establish how the map is inconsistent with the definition of a Greenway as 
provided in GS1.1. Likewise, staff does not support the request to re-map a portion of the Gum 
Slough buffer from 550 feet to 200 feet. Once again, Policy GS1.1 provides the mechanism and 
process for this as well the Article 11.2.9.b.2.vi. which provides for an alternative greenway or buffer 
configuration that provides equivalent or greater net ecological benefit. Additional reviews and 
recommendations are provided from Resource Protection and Glatting, Jackson, et al, and are 
found in Appendix B and Appendix C. Staff does recommend the review process recommended by 
Glatting, Jackson, et al. during the Master Development Plan stage. This process is outlined in their 
comments in Appendix C, beginning on Page C-8.  
 

TRANSPORTATION-RELATED AMENDMENT REQUEST 
The Applicant proposes to amend Figure 6-10: Year 2025 Future Thoroughfare Plan (By Lanes), and 
Appendix D, Section 4: Year 2025 Future Thoroughfare Plan. If adopted, it will amend the map and text 
to show Lakewood Ranch Boulevard as a 4-lane minor arterial from Richardson Road to University 
Parkway. 

Lakewood Ranch Boulevard is currently designated a 2-lane minor arterial in the 2025 Future 
Thoroughfare Plan from Richardson Road to University Parkway. The segment of this roadway from 
University Parkway to Communication Parkway exists as a 4-lane, divided roadway. The segment 
of this roadway from Communication Parkway to Richardson Road exists as a two lane industrial 
local road. There are no fully funded capacity improvements for Lakewood Ranch Boulevard in the 
Sarasota County five-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). North Cattlemen Road and 
Fruitville Road are fully funded capacity improvements in the County’s five-year CIP. North 
Cattlemen Road, the parallel north-south roadway west of I-75, is currently committed for the 
construction of a 4-lane roadway from University Parkway to Richardson Road. Fruitville Road, the 
east-west major arterial east of I-75 is planned for construction as a 4-lane roadway from Coburn 
Road to Debrecen Road. 

Sarasota County Transportation staff reviewed the Applicant’s analysis and recommends amending 
Figure 6-10 and Appendix D Section 4 to reflect the Future Thoroughfare designation for Lakewood 
Ranch Boulevard from a 2-lane minor arterial to a 4-lane minor arterial from University Parkway to 
Richardson Road. 

Walkability in Villages is a central principle. Policy VOS1.1 states the intent of the Village/Open 
Space RMA provides for the development pattern of Villages which will “support a fully connected 
system of streets and roads that encourage alternative means of transportation such as 
pedestrians, bicycle, and transit”. Other policies, such as VOS1.3 and VOS1.4 provide for the 
pedestrian and promoting walkability in the Villages and Hamlets. VOS1.4 states the following: 
“Villages and Hamlets shall include interconnected streets that are designed to balance the needs 
of all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists and motor vehicles, and which are built with design 
speeds that are appropriate for Neighborhoods”. Article 11 of the Zoning Ordinance provides the 
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regulations for 2050 development. Specifically, Article 11.2 provides the development regulations 
for Village, Hamlets and Settlements. These standards implement the goals, objectives, and 
policies of the 2050 RMA overlay. Thus, walkability and the principles of 2050 development form will 
be required at the master development stage. Therefore, Planning staff does not object to this 
request to amend Lakewood Ranch Boulevard from a two-lane roadway to a four-lane roadway 
since there are adequate regulations in place to ensure that the Village principles will not be 
compromised by this amendment. 

OTHER STAFF REVIEWS 
Staff has provided the following brief summary of other Business Center reviews which are 
contained in Appendix B of this report. 

Stormwater  
Watershed Management reviewed proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment CPA-2009-01. The 
subject parcel is located within the Cow Pen Slough Drainage Basin (51.33%), Braden River 
(Cooper Creek) Drainage Basin (41.45%), and the Phillippi Creek Drainage Basin (7.22%).  Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) indicates the property 
is within Zone ‘C’ or areas determined to be outside the 500-year floodplain. However, according to 
the Cow Pen Slough Basin Master Plan, the Phillippi Creek Basin Master Plan, and Southwest 
Florida Water Management District   (SWFWMD) aerial topographic maps, a portion of the site is 
located within the 100-year floodplain. Staff has no reported documentation which indicates flooding 
of the property or surrounding area. 

Development of the subject parcel will be required to meet the adopted level of service 
requirements of the Land Development Regulations (Ordinance 2000-074). Therefore, Watershed 
Management does not object to the land use change proposed by this amendment.   

Water and Sewer Utilities 
Public Works Utilities Planning has reviewed the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
CPA-2009-01 and has filed no objections.  




