






















































































TABLE g: WILLINGNESS TO LUTS 0ARIA8LES 

YES NO SUF:E 

OCCUPATION 
MARINE 8U.0 % 2U.O 0.0 

REAL ESTATE 5'" c:' .::I • ..J % 7"":!' ':!" 
_, _' III ,_, 11- 1 

TOURISM 42.8 % 57. 1 0.0 
RETIRED :':;;0.4 % ·!:l0.8 4.3 
GOVT. 38.8 % 44.4 16.6 
OTHER 36.3 % 56.8 6.8 

INCOME 
UNDER 101< -- - % 66.6 0.0 ,_"_, 0 ,_, 

10-201< 31.2 % 6'" <= .... ..J 602 
20-301< ""':!'"":!' -:!' ,_,.-, III __ I % 5303 1303 
30-40 50.0 % <" 11. 1 ,_,,_, III .... 

40-90 50.0 % 37.5 1205 
OVER 90 33.3 % 66.6 0.0 

TIME IN KEYS 
-( 1 YEAR 57. 1 % 42.8 0.0 
1-3 (EARS 1'--' c:-..... ..J % 87.5 o.t) 
3-6 YEARS 40.0 % 40.0 20.0 
6-10 YEARS 41. 1 % 41. 1 11. 7 
10-20 YEARS -- =-.;;.. / • ..J % 59.3 30 1 
'. 20 43.3 % 50.0 6.6 .' 

LOCATION 
UPPER KEYS 39.5 % 56.2 4. 1 
MIDDLE 43. % 52. 1 4.3 
LOWER 40.6 % 43.7 15.6 

NUMBER OF SUBS. 
ONE '_'.;:0. .. 1 % 57. 1 10.:. 
TWO 62.5 % 31.2 
THREE 44.4 % 55.5 O. (, 
FOUR 66.6 % -:r' \).0 ,_,,_, G 

FIVE 100.0 % 0.0 (). (J 

SIX U.O % u. 1_, I) e (i 

28. 

TOTAL. 

1 '.1 1). ':J % 
99. 0 % 
'79.9 % 
99.'=7 % 
99. '-i % 
9'1. '7 % 

99.9 % 
100.0 % 
99.9% 
99.9% 

100.0 % 
99.9% 

99.9 % 
100. U % 
100. (i % 
99.9% 

100. (> % 
99.9% 

99.9 % 
99.9 % 

100. (> % 

99.9% 

.--."7'" 

1 " w 

44 

9 
1·!:l 
15 
18 

- 16 
15 

1 to' % 16 
.:)9. ".? % c." 

99. '? % 
10(1. (I % 

').U% (; 



TABLE 10 WILLINGNESS TO kEPL~r BY DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 

YES I'JO NiJl SUf.:E 

OCCUPATION 
MARINE 40.0 % 60. \) 0.0 
REAL ESTATE -;::""";!' c % 66.6 () e {) "_'0_' III ,_, 

TOURISM 42.8 % 42.8 14.:2 
RETIRED 17.3 % 6'7.5 8.6 
GOVT. 16.0 % ,--. .-, 11- 1 I"''''~ 

OrHER 1 :;3 • 1 % 7('.4 11.3 

INCOME 
UNDER 101< 44.4 % 44.4 11- 1 
10-201< 6.2 % ~:l7 . 5 6 " . ..:.. 
20-301< ~""':!" -:;' 

'."-' Q '-' % 60. (I 6.6 
30-40 16.6 % 66.6 1l. 1 
40-90 18.7 % 81.2 0.0 
OVER 90 40.0 % 46.6 13.3 

TIME IN I<EYS 
-( 1 YEAR 57. 1 % 42.8 0.0 
1-3 YEARS 25. () % """, I:; 

,:':)..,;;,. a ....; 12.5 
::;·-6 YEARS 10.0 % 9(), \ 0.0 
6-10 YEARS 29.4 % 'L~ ) 17.6 
10-20 YEARS 12.5 % 75. () 12.5 
> 20 20.0 % '7311 .3 6.6 

LOCATION 
UPPER I<EYS 20.8 % 77.0 :: a () 

MIDDLE 21.7 % 6'5.2 13. (.) 
LOWER 25.0 % 59.3 15.6 

NUMBER OF SUBS. 
ONE 22. f) % .~ 30 6 L':::.9 
TWO 12.5 % 81 e 2 ' :"" 

';:'0';' 

THREE ;'!""":!" c % 66.6 (jo: (J '_'_'e .~ 

FOUR 0.0 % 1,)<).0 U. ,) 

FIVE 50.0 % 5~) II () i) 11 "w·1 

SIX. O. C' % (!. U '_' .. I) 

29. 

TOTAL 

10':'. ':\ % 
Q9.'-1 % 
'7"7. C) % 
r:;9. 9 % 
99.9 % 
99.9 % 

99. '7 % 
100.0 % 
99.9 % 
99.9 % 

100. (j % 
99.9 

99. Q % 
100. <) % 
100. (i % 

99 9 % 
UO.O % 
99.9 

99.9% 
99.9% 

100. u % 

~ 

N 

5 
9 
'1 

·-)7 
...:..-:' 

18 
44 

Cj 
I 

16 
15 
18 
16 
15 

7 
8 

1,) 
17 

30 

48 

':<C;.9% 77 
lC'().,_'% l,~ 
99.7' % COl 

1 f~'I() » (~.' % ,~, 
1 '.~I(! <> i_) % .' 

!~1 n t.} % ( , 



TABLE 11: WILLING~IE55 TO SELL TDP'S BY D~MOGRHPH[C VARIABLES 

OCCUPATION 
MARINE 
REAL ESTATE 
TOURISM 
RETIRED 
GOVT. 
OTHER 

INCOME 
UNDER 10K 
10-20K 
20-301< 
30-40 

°40-90 
OVER 90 

TIME IN VEYS 
::: 1 YEAR 
1-3 YEAF:S 
3-6 YEARS 
6-10 YEARS 
10-20 YEARS 
> 20 

LOCATION 
UPPER I<EYS 
MIDDLE 
LOWER 

NUMBER OF SUBS. 
ONE 
TWO 
THREE 
FOUR 
FIVE 
SIX 

YES 

4(1. U % 
55.5 % 
0.0 % 

34.7 % 
44.4 % 
2()q 4 % 

44.4 % 
37.5 % 
6.6 % 

27. "7 % I 

31.:2 % 
40.0 % 

28.5 % 
25. () % 
~30. (> % 
35.2 % 
25. () % 
:36.6 % 

250 () % 
39. 1 % 
34.3 % 

31. 1 % 
L8.7 % 
44.4 % 
0.0 % 

50. oJ % 
'J. U % 

NU 

6(1.0 

44.4 
1 (\0.0 
56.5 
44.4 
65.9 

55"S 
'-~ t: '.oJ..:.... ~ 

86.6 
5':5.5 
4:;, • 7 
46.6 

71.4 
,." r:::: 

~~.:. I> -J 

6U.0 
47. U 
65.6 
56.6 

64.5 
60.8 
5~.2 

1::-7 
~ .. 1 
75.0 
1:.= t.::" 
;;;;J,;,).,;,) 

10(,.0 
50.0 

I.). () 

30. 

NOT SUF...:E 

0.0 
(I. (> 

0.0 

11. 1 
13.0 

0.0 
0.0 
6.6 

11. 1 
25.0 
13.3 

(l.U 
12.5 
1 1). (> 

11.7 
9.3 
0.6 

10.4 
0.0 
9.3 

1 (.> .3 

() .. l} 

(I. i) 

\:' 0 () 

('. U 

TOTAL 

10)(> • () % 
9'1.9 % 

11_.}~) II I.) % 
99.9 % 
99.9 % 
99. ''1 % 

99.9 % 
100.0 % 
99.'1 % 
99.9 % 

100.0 % 
99.9 % 

99.9% 
100. U % 
1 (i(). (i % 
99.9% 

100.0 % 
99.9% 

99. '7' % 
99.9% 

1')0. (:0 % 

99. c~ % 
1 uO. (. % 
99. '7' % 

1 iJ·).·) % 
11)0.·) % 

~ 

N 

'" . ..J 

9 
-; 

r-, -.... 

--' 

18 
44 

9 
16 
15 
18 
16 
15 

-, 
I 

8 
10 
17 

30 

48 
23 

/7 
16 

-" .' 



TABLE 12 WILLINGNESS TO BUY TDR'S BY DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 

OCCUPATION 
MARINE 
REAL ESTATE 
TOURISM 
RETIRED 
GOVT. 
OTHER 

·INCOME 
UNDER 10K 
10-20K 
20-30K 
30-40 
40-90 
OVER 90 

TIME IN KEYS 
<: 1 YEAR 
1-.3 YEARS 
3-6 YEARS 
6-10 YEARS 
10-20 YEARS 
:> 2U 

LOCATION 
UPPER I<EYS 
MIDDLE 
LOWER 

NUMBER OF SUBS. 
ONE 
TWO 
THREE 
FOUR 
FIVE 
SIX 

YES NO 

60. (> % 
55.5 % 
28.5 % 
1.3.0 % 
27.7. % 
13.6 % 

44.4 % 
o. <) % 

46.6% 

12.5 % 
2\). <) % 

57.1 % 
12.5 % 
10.0% 
23.5% 
25.0 % 
:2U. i) % 

22.9% 
21. 7 % 

22.0% 
31.2% 
11. 1 % 

O. I) % 
50. I) % 

0.0% 

40.0 
44.4 
57. 1 
78.2 
61.1 
72.7 

55.5 
87.5 
46.6 
55.5 
75.0 
73. _ 

42.8 
/':1 G () 

e<:Q t) 

58.8 

8\). U 

68.7 
69.5 

6/.5' 
62.5 
",'7.7 

100.0 
0.0 
('. <) 

31. 

NO r SURE TOTAL 

f).O lOU. ,) 
0.0 99.9 

14.2 99.9 
4.3 99.9 

11- 1 99.9 
13.6 99.9 

0.0 99.9 
12.,5 100.0 
6.6 99.9 

16.6 99. 9 
12.5 100 (> 

6.6 99.9 

0.0 99.9 
12.5 100.0 
10.0 1 (if). 0 

11.7 99 9 
18.7 lOO.U 

O. ,.) 100 0 

8.3 99. 9 
8.6 99.9 

1"' '" ..... ...J 1 ()o. U 

9.() 99.9 
6.:2 100.0 

11- 1 99.'-1 
0.0 1(>0 i) 

50.0 100.() 
(J. (i t) .. I.) 

N 

% 5 
% q 

% 7 
:: ,-:' 

% 18 
44 

% 9 
16 
15 
18 

-1, tl 

% 15 

% / 

% a 
% 1U 

17 
;0".--, 
-',.,;;. 

% 3(1 

% 48 
% ,." -," 

":""-' 

% "':"'," 
-'''';''' 

% • 7 

% 16 
% '-1 
% ..,.. 

'-' 

% ~, -
% ,) 



Because lot owner motivations vary, alternative policies are 

evaluated differently by different lot owners even though support 

for at least some kind of policy is widespread. Some would favor 

selling to a public agency, some would consider lot pooling~ 

and some would want to buy and sell TORs. Obviously, no single 

policy will meet all of these needs. 
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PUBLIC OPINION 

The public opinion survey conducted in Monroe County during 

the fall of 1984 focused on issues related to growth management, 

At that time, a majority of County residents believed that the 

natural environment of the Keys was deteriorating, and they 

thought that land-use regulations should be strengthened to 

reduce development or improve its quality, Very few of the 

residents thought that the fed~ral, state, Monroe County or Key 

west governments were regulating development too much, but the 

Monroe County government stood out in the public's opinion as 

!egulating development too little, 

The 1985 survey was designed to see if public opinion on 

general issues of land-use regulation had remained stable over 

the preceding year. Many 0- the questions run in the first 

survey were repeated in the second, and comparisons were made. 

The second survey also includes two new issues: (1) knowledge 

of, and responses to, the proposed land-use Plan and (2) 

perceptions of problems that threaten the quality of life, 

Perceptions of Trends 

Since the 1984 survey, there has been a slight increase in 

the percentage of respondents who believe that the quality of the 

environment is getting better. However, as shown in Table 13, 

the percentage of people who think that the quality of the 

environment is deteriorating is still extremely hi9h at 55 

percent, down only 4 percent since 1984. The percentage of 

people who believe that there has been no change in the 
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environment has decreased slightly from 29 percent in 1984 to 24 

percent in 1985, and the percentage of those who are not sure has 

increased slightly over the same period from 4 to 7. 

TABLE 13: PERCEPTIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL TRENDS 

1984 1985 

GETTING BETTER 8% 14% 

GETTING WORSE 59 55 

NO CHANGE 29 24 

NOT SURE 4 7 

TOTAL 100% 100% 

(402) (385) 

Table 14 on the next page crosstabulates respondents' 

perceptions of environmental trends with a number of demographic 

variables. As in the 1984 survey, the belief that the 

environment is deteriorating is held by virtually every segment 

of the population. The only real exception is the very wealthYi 

respondents with annual- incomes of over $90,000 say that the 

environment is not changing. 

Land Use Regulation 

Attitudes toward land-use regulation have not changed 

significantly since 1984. As shown in Table 15, a large majority 

(56%) of the respondents still feels that land use regulation 

should be strengthened. The percentage wanting land use 

regulations relaxed has decreased slightly from 13 percent in 

1984 to 12 percent in 1985. 
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TABLE .14: DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES BY PERCEPTIONS OF ENV IRONMENT 

NO 

TV!-1!:; hl.::i 1 UH-ILE 
BETTER WORSE CHANGE NOT SURE TOTAL N 

S IN(~LE t=AM. hi.4 % r:.~8 .. ~:J :~~; .. ~ t:,.' ,"""\ 

.. 'a k 99.9 % :: ·~('l 

AF'AF:TMEN T 6.6 % 6'",' .-) .',,'" , .-. 8.1:;1 ·Cf9.9 % 4<~ _J 

emJDo. ...,-:'" C' 
.... ,.: •• J % 41.1 :~'7. 4 ci.8 99.9 % 17 

MOBILE HOME 23.0 % 5t3.4 16.9 1.'5 99.9 % 65 
OTHEr, .,..- -

,_\..:;. 0 • .:;. % 4011 I) 20.0 6.6 99.9 15 

OWNERSHIP 
OWN 13.6 % :-)::' .. 4 26.9 3.9 100.0 256 
RENT 11.5 % 61.5 18.2 8.6 99.9 % 1 ()4 

OWN LOTS 
YES 16.6 % 53.7 27.7 1.8 99.9 % 54 
NO 13.2 % 58.3 22.7 5.6 99.9 % 317 

AREA OF RES. 
UPPER KEYS 14.9 % 56.1 2405 403 99.9 1 4 
MIDDLE KEYS 2208 % 55.7 17. 1 4.2 99.9 70 
LOWER I<EYS 9.6 % 59.6 24.7 5.9 99.9 86 

RES. OF KEY w. 
YES 9.5 % 60.3 23.8 6.3 99.9 26 
NO 15.9 % 56.3 '"':\"":!' ""7> 4.4 99.9 % 245 ..... _' ...... 

AGE 
18-24 17. 1 % 45.7 34.2 2.8 99.9 % 35 
25-34 12.7 % 55.3 26.5 5.3 99.9 % 94 
35-44 17.2 % 62.0 12.6 8.0 99.9 87 
45-54 6.6 % 64.4 26.6 202 99.9 45 
55-64 14.0 % 52.6 29.8 ..,. C' 

''';' • ....J 99.9 % 57 
OVER 64 12.0 % 64.0 2()" 0 4. () 100.0 50 

EDUCATION 
< HIGH SCH. 2603 " 42.1 31. 5 i). I) 99.9 19 
HIGH SCH. 19.2 % 49.7 ,..,~ .=!' 

...:-,_0 iii 0_' 7.6 99.9 171 
COLLEGE 8.0 % 65.7 22.8 ':';'." . .:.;. 99.9 % 149 
f3RAD. DEGREE 3. 1 % 68.7 25.0 3. 1 100.0 ""!';"...., ..... . .,;., 

.~UPATION 

MARINE 9.5 % 71.4 19.0 0.0 99.9 ~ 21 
REAL ESTATE 8.8 % 58.8 29.4 2.9 99.9 34 
TOURISM 21.7 % 69.5 8.6 0.0 99.9 ..,-,. 

~.",:, 

RETIRED 8.1 % 62.7 22. () 6.9 99.9 % 86 
GOVT. 6.8 % 46.5 31.0 15.5 99.9 % 58 
ALL OTHER 20.0 % 54.6 .-,'"':!' ..". -..--. '-' 2" () 99.9 % 150 

YRS. IN KEYS 
1-3 7.6 % 61.5 15.3 15.3 99.9 13 
3-6 8.9 % 62.5 19.6 8.9 99.9 % 56 
6-10 8. 1 % 63.9 24.5 "7 ..., 

. .;. . .:. 99.9 61 
10-20 14.5 % 65.4 16.3 3.6 99.9 " ""."" ....J...1 

MORE THAN 20 14.8 % 55.4 25'17 3.9 99.9 " 01 

SEX 
MALE 13.5 % 61.6 21. (I 3.7 99.9 I· 85 
FEMALE '13.9 % c·~ .-. 26.3 6.4 99.9 % 186 ~.J D ..... 

INCOME 
,:$10,000 24.1 % 44.8 :::4. 1 6.8 99.9 % 29 
lO-19K 17.2 % 6:2 .. 3 16. 1 4. :.::; 99.9 93 
20-291< 7.4 % 64.1 ::5.9 204 99.9 % 81 
30-39K 10. 1 % 64.4 15.2 10. 1 99.9 59 
40-89K 4.8 % 65.8 2403 4.8 99.9 1 
90K+ 25.0 % 25.0 43.7 6.2 100.0 16 
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TABLE 15: ATTITUDES TOWARD LAND-USE REGULATION 

1984 1985 

RELAX 13% 12% 

STRENGTHEN 59 56 

LEAVE AS IS 24 22 

NOT SURE 4 10 

TOTAL 100% 100% 

N (405) (382) 

As in 1984, respondents were asked in 1985 to evaluate land­

use regulation in the Keys by various levels of government: 

federal, state, county and city. The question was whether each 

unit of government is regulating construction and development too 

much, too little, or about the right amount. Table 16 shows the 

distribution of opinion on these questions. Significantly, 

Monroe County government remains the unit that stands out in the 

public's opinion as doing too little to regulate development and 

construction. 

In the 1984 survey the associations between demographic 

variables and positions on land-use regulation in large part 

mirrored the relationships observed between demographic variables 

and perceptions of environmental trends. The 1985 survey shows 

that respondents favor an increase in land-use regulation 

regardless of the demographic variables, except for income (see 

Table 17). Those who make less than $10,000 would like to leave 

land use regulation as is. Those whose annual income is $90,000 

or more would like to see land-use regulation relaxed. 
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TABLE 16 REGULATING DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION 

TOO MUCH TOO LI TTLE 0,1(, NOT SURE 
'84 '8S '84 '8S '84 '8S '84 '85 

FED son 13% 10% 344 31't 22% 18i. 31% 41 ;~ 

STATE aCVT in 19% 351- 31% 281- 231 23t 27"1. 

1'I0NROE CNTY 12% 14% 52% 45% 2U 211. 15% 20% 

C lTY OF 8% 10% 35% 35% 17'1. 1St 0% 407-
KEY WEST 
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TABLE 17: DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES BY POSITIONS ON LAND-USE REGULATION 

TYPE OF RESIDENCE 
51NeLE FA'" 
AI- ' .. "~' I h~,:l1 r 
cr~r,l1\r'l. 

t'!IJD J! .. E IIUI'lf::: 
[Hflt'J-: 

'J;,'jI'IERSf! I F' 
mJr~ 

PENI 

OWN LOTS 
YES 
NO 

AF:EA OF F:ES. 
UPPER f<EYS 
MIDDLE f:'E'r'S 
LOWEF: f:::EYS 

RES. OF kEY W. 

AGE 

YES 
NO 

25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
OI)ER ,:::'4 

EDUCATION 
{ HIGH SCH. 
HIGH SCH. 
COLLE:.GE 
'GRAD. DEGREE 

OCCUPATION 
MAF:INE 
REAL ESTATE 
TOURISM 
RETIRED 
GOVT. 
ALL OTHER 

YRS. IN k,EYS 
1-3 

SEX 

3-6 
6-10 
10-20 
MORE THAN 20 

MAL.E 
r-EMALE 

INCOME 
': :! 1 U • (lUI) 

1 '}-19f:, 

=0-=91: 
:-::O,,'::9f:: 

41)-·8".0:: 
</t).:·-!-

RELAX 
I' '," ~ 

1.. ~ 

11.' % 
16. ''I ~ 

:..: . .-' .... % 

1::.6 % 
11).5 ~ 

16.6 % 
11. 6 % 

14.0 't 
12.8 % 
11.8 % 

11. 1 % 
13.4 % 

::0.0 'l 
1'), . , 
13. 1 
1 ':".1 .. 5 
7.0 

1U.!) 

% 
% 
% 
% 
% 

26.3 % 
14.6 % 
10. (, % 
6.2 % 

14.2 % 
14.7 % 
17.3 % 
9.3 % 

12.0 % 
13.3 % 

o. () % 
8.9 % 

14.'7 % 
16.3 % 
10.8 " 

.14. ~J % 
11.'. , % 

1 ~,. '7 % 
~J • .:, % 

14. U % 
11.:1% 
9.7 % 

4",. I '); 

INCREASE 

.,; ~ • 1 

!t:--.6 
.sU .. f) 

57 .. 8 
57.6 

C'L:;' c:;:: 
;;;}...J • ...J 

57.4 

50.0 
~8.5 

61. 2 

64.2 
5':.4 

48.5 

55 .. 1 
64.4 
54.3 
62. ,) 

,52.6 
46. '; 
69.1 
56.2 

61.9 
55.8 
60.8 
56.'~ 

58.6 
55.3 

1 (11).0 

57.1 
55.7 
61. 8 
52.4 

':,7.9 
6::.4 
~j4 .. ::. 

(jh. 1 
68.2 
'?5. <'I 

AS IS 
i',.l 
.:: i. :.! 

',r I.. 
' • ...J 

0.0 

19.5 
::5 Q') 

20.3 
21.7 

24.5 
21.4 
18.8 

15.8 
24.4 

28.5 
2U.2 
:20.6 
8.8 

28.0 
::2.0 

21. ,) 
::: 7.4 
14. (1 

25 .. 0 

23.8 
"")n c:' _ .. ' o.....J 

17.3 
25.5 
17.2 

0.0 
21.4 
21.3 
16.3 
25.7 

.-,""" c­
_.4.. •. ..1 

41.3 

"""''''7' ,., ... ...... 
15o~ 

17.0 
1R.7 

NOT SURE 
'". 1 

11. i 
6. 1 

8.9 
6.7 

7.4 
9.1 

11.4 
7.1 
8.0 

9.7 
9.5 

2.9 
9.5 

10.3 
11. 1 
10.5 
6.0 

0.0 
11. 1 
6.7 

12.5 

0.0 
8.8 
4.3 
8.1 

12.0 
10.0 

0.0 
12.5 
8. 1 
5.4 

10.9 

9.7 
8. ') 

6.8 
9.6 
9.6 
6.7 
4.8 

t?""i 

TOTAL N 
<:"9.<'t % .:,:,.) 
9'7.9 ,; 4S 
99.9 '.t 17 
99.9 % I • e.>5 

1 (1).0 '-' 1:'; 

100.0'; =56 
99.9 '" 104 

99.9 '1 54 
99.9 '-' 317 

99.9 % 114 
99.9 '-' 70 
99.9 '1 186 

99.9 ,; 126 
99.9 ',I:; 245· 

99.9 '1 
99.9 ,; 
99.9 '-' 
99.9 '-' 
99.9, " 

100.0 % 

99.9 '1 
99.9 '-' 
99.9 ,; 

100.0 'l 

99.9 % 
99.9 ,; 
99.9 % 
99.9 % 
99.9 % 
99.9 % 

100. (l '-' 

99.9 % 
99.9 'l 
99.9 % 
99.9' ,; 

99.9 % 
99. II ~ 

99.9 'l 
99. 9 ~ 

99.9 '1 
99.9 " 
99.9 'l 

, (l('l n 'Ii! 

35 
94 
87 
45 
57 
50 

19 
171 
149 

21 
34 

86 
58 

150 

61 
55 

101 

185 
186 



Table 18 displays the crosstabulations -of respondents' 

positions on land-use regulation by their evaluations of each 

level of government. As in 1984, those who 

strengthened feel that Monroe County is 

want 

not 

regulation 
I 

regulating 

development enough, while those who want land-use regulation 

relaxed still do not have a particular target. No more than 30% 

of the "relax-regulation" group believes that any of the 

governments are regulating development toe much. 

The Costs of Growth 

As seen in Table 19, the Monroe County public still believes 

that the costs of growth in the Keys are in large part equitably 

distributed. However, there has been a decrease n the 

percentage of people who feel that each group has been paying 

about the right amount, except for Monroe C~unty residents. For 

the state and Monroe County governments, the "not sure ll category 

has increased; for the developers and tourist groups, the "not 

enough" category has increased. In the 1984 survey, developers 

had the largest percentage as the group not paying enough with 53 

percent. In this survey the percentage who believe that 

developers are not paying enough has increased to 62 percent. 

The Proposed Plan 

Notwithstanding the strong and stable support for growth 

management on general issues, the public is uncertain about the 

new County Plan. Respondents were asked, first, whethe~ they had 

heard about the Plan. Those who had were asked whether they 

supported or opposed the Plan, whereas those who had not heard of 
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TABLE 18: POSlflOHS ON REGULATION ev EVALUATIONS OF GOVERNI1ENTS 

RELAX AS IS STRENGTHEN DON'T KNOItJ 
'134 '85 '84 '85 ' 84 ' 85 '84 '85 

C I TV OF KEY WEST 

TOO MUCH 16% 21% 11 % 14 ;: 6% 6% 6% /,"' I. 

TOO Ll TTLE 24 19 20 21 44 44 25 30 

ABOUT RIGHT 11 "'-... ~ 24 113 15 13 12 6 

NOT SURE 49 37 45 47 35 37 57 '58 

TOTAL 100% 100% 1 OO;~ 100% 1007. 100% 100'%. 100i. 

FEO aon 

TOO MUCH 30% 19% 11% 187. 107. 4% 18% 12% 

TOO LITTLE 24 21 "'1 17 43 40 18 30 .... 
ABOUT RIGHT 18 21 36 21 18 16 113 18 

NOT SURE 28 39 32 44 29 40 46 40 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1 <,o:~ 100% 100% 

STATE GOVT 

TOO MUCH 30% 31% 17% ~" ., 9'1. 9'1. 12'1. 27'1. ..., &. 10 

TOO LITTLE 30 17 ..,") .... 1'5 43 40 18 27 

ABOUT RIGHT 13 ")-r .. " 37 19 28 26 25 9 

NOT SURE. 27 29 24 34 2') 2S 45 37 

TOTAL 100% 100% 11)0:~ 100% 100'1. 100/. 100i: 10(.'''. 

MNROE COUNTY 

TOO r1UCH 24% 3n 1 r:'f 
,.J" 197. 51. 9'/, lSi. 12/. 

TOO Ll TTLE. 3q 31 31 2b 66 57 25 39 

ABOUT RIGHT 20 19 31 30 17 19 12 18 

NOT SURE. 17 19 ")~ 25 10 15 4'5 31 -.' 

TOTAL 1 OO~: 1 (,.) % 1 ')1)% 100% 100% 1 !)I)% 100% 1(")% 
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TABLE 19 PAYING THE COSTS OF GROWTH 

TOO f>tUCH TOO LITTLE ABOUT RIGHT NOT SURE 
'84 '85 '84 '85 ' 84 ' 85 '84 '85 

STATE SOVT l7. 1% 43% 40% 30% in 26% ::% 

KEY WEST 8% 61. 22% 20i. 267, in 44% 55% 

DEVELOPERS 3i. 3'/ I, 53% 62% 21% 12% 231, 227. 

.UlNROE COUNTY 2% 4i. 27% 281- 401- 26t 31% 42't 
GaVT 

PlONROE COUNTY 19% 22% 91- 77. 50:; 51% 22% 20% 
PUBLIC 

TOURISTSI 11% 8'/ I, 23% 31% 53% 477. 13% 1 % 
SEASONALS 
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the Plan were asked whether a plan is needed. As shown in the 

far right column of Table 20, percentages from the total sample 

(where no distinction is made between those who know and do not 

know about the Plan) show that the land-use Plan is favored by 39 

percent and opposed by 23 percent, with 38 percent uncertain. 

However, when crosstabulations are done on knowledge of the Plan 

by attitude, uncertainty is common. For those who know about the 

Plan, 24 percent favor it, 30 percent oppose it, and 46 percent 

are uncertain. For those who do not know about the Plan, 75 

percent support having some sort of plan, and only 9 percent 

oppose it. 

TABLE 20: KNOWLEDGE OF LAND-USE PLAN BY ATTITUDE TOWARD PLAN 

KNOWLEDGE OF PLAN 

NOT 
AWARE AWARE 

ATTITUDE 
TOWARD PLAN 

FAVOR 24% 75% 

OPPOSE 30 9 

NOT SURE 46 16 

TOTAL 100% 100% 

(260) (97) 

NOT 
SURE 

71% 

7 

22 

100% 

(14 ) 

TOTAL 
SAMPLE 

39% 

23 

38 

100% 

(372 ) 

Table 21 displays the relationships between demographic 

variables and knowledge of the new Plan. Knowledge of the Plan 

is concentrated among home owners (as opposed to rente.rs); lot 

ownersi residents of the upper Keys; respondents over 24 years 

old (especially those between 55 and 64); those with college and 
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TABLE 21: DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES BY KNOWLEDGE OF NEW LAND-USE PLAN 

YES NO NOT SURE TOTAL N 
, r-'E H:::S 1 CJI:_:"'JI"';E:. 

Slnm,E F"At'1. 74. ::;. ~ ::;::').8 4 -,.-
a "_, 99.9 % :::::0 

HPARTMEN r 51.1 ~ 44.4 4.4 99.9 % 45 
CtJr~DU • 70.5 % :::9.4 (1 .. (\ 99.9 17 
~OGILE HOME 67.6 ~ :'0.7 1 '" • ..J 99.9 % 6S 
01HER 66.6 % :26.6 6.6 99.9 15 

~-Jl'I!'IE:;,'SH I F' 
UWN 76.0 % 19.6 4.3 99.9 '"'>co =-

£.--J...J 

RENT 56. 1 % 4(1.<) 2.8 99.9 % 105 

OWN LOTS 
YES 81.4 % 14.8 3.7 99.9 54 
NO 68. 1 % 27.7 3.7 99.9 317 

AREA OF RES. 
UPPER KEYS 79.1 % 16.5 4.3 99.9 15 
MIDDLE k:EYS 67.1 % 30.0 1.4 99.9 70 
LOWER ~:::EYS 65.9 % 29.7 4.3 99.9 % 185 

RES. OF ~:EY W. 
YES 61. 6 % 34.4 4.0 100.0 1""" ... ..J 

NO 74.3 % 21.5 3.6 99.9 246 

HGE 
18-24 40.0 % 57. 1 2.8 99.9 35 
25-34 71.2 ~ 23.4 4 ~ .... 99.9% 94 
35-44 73.5 % 24. 1 ,.., ~ 99.9 % 87 ... ....:.. 

45-'34 64.4% 31.1 4.4 99.9 45 
55-64 80.7 % 14.0 C' ~. 

;.;I.": 99.9 57 
OVER 64 76. I) % :2t).O 4.0 100.0 50 

EDUCATION 
,.,- HIGH SCH. 57.8 ~ 36.8 5 .. 2 99.9 9 ". 
HIGH SCH. 63.1 % ,30.9 r= '-. .:J • ..: 99.9 71 
COLLEGE 77.1 % 20.8 2.0 99.9% 149 
·GRAD. DEGREE 78.1 % 18.7 .." 1 100.0% -::-"":\ ...,. '-'''';'''' 

-.:CCUPA TI ON 
MAF:INE 70.0% 30.0 0 .. 0 100.0 20 
RE~L ESTATE 91.1 % 5.8 2.9 99.9 34 
TOURISM 69.5% 21.7 4.3 99.9% ,......,. 

"':"'-' 

RETIRED 75.5% ::0.9 3.4 99.9% 86 
GOVT. 70.6% 25.8 3.4 99.9% 58 
ALL OTHER 61.5% 33.7 4.6 99.9 51 

'(PSG IN t:::EYS 
1-3 53.8% 46. 1 0.0 99.9 13 
3-,~ 59.0% 31.5 1.0 99.9 % 57 
6-10 78.3% 21. 6 0.0 99.9% 60 
10-20 18. 1 ~ 18. 1 3.6 99.9% 55 
MORE THAN 20 68.3% 26.7 4. 9 99.9% 01 

SEX, 
MALE 7701 % 20 .. 1 .. ) "7 

_. I 99.9 184 
FEMALE 62.5% .:':2 " (l 4.8 99.9 187 

lNCOME 
" l' 1 t). !)(>(> 55n 1 % 37.9 6.8 99.9% ''':'9 

10-1 "7f' 70. "1 % 24.7 4. ~. 99.9% 9-" -' 

20-29f': 69. 1 % 28.:. 1.2 99.9 81 
~50-39k 77.9% 20 •. 3 1.6 99.9 59 
40--891< 75.6% 19.5 4.8 99.9 41 
9<)K+ 87.5% 0.0 12a5 100.0 1 
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graduate degrees; individuals in the real estate industry; those 

who have lived in the Keys between 6 and 20 yearsi and those 

making over $30,000 per year. 

The proposed Plan has caused a considerable amount lof 

uncertainty among those who want regulation strengthened. Table 

22 divides respondents according to whether or not they are aware 

of the new Plan, and it then crosstabulates responses on the 

regulation and plan questions. Among those who are not familiar 

with the new Plan, support for some sort of plan is widespread 

even among those who want land-use regulation relaxed or left as 

it is. Presumably, this group of uninformed respondents does not 

see a clear connection between planning and regulation. In 

contrast, those who want regulation strengthened and are aware of 

the new Plan are unsure about whether they favor the Plan or not. 
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TABLE 22: POSITIONS ON THE PLAN BY POSITIONS ON LAN~-USE 
REGULATION 

Not Aware of the Plan 

Relax Strengthen Leave Not 
Regul. Regulation As Is Sure 

Support the 50% 84% 73% 66% 
Plan 

Oppose the 25 6 7 11 
Plan 

Not Sure 25 10 20 23 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

N (12 ) (50) (26) (9) 

Aware of the Plan 

Support the 6% 33% 13% 9% 
Plan 

Oppose the 53 18 46 40 
Plan 

Not Sure 41 49 41 51 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

N (30) (155 ) (52) (22) 

Table 23 on the next page displays the relationships 

between demographic variables and positions on the new Plan. Only 

those respondents who said they were aware of the Plan are 

included in this breakdown. uncertainty about the Plan is 

widespread. On the one hand, only one group (residents of mobile 

homes) has a plurality in opposition to the Plan, and, on the 

other hand, none of the groups in the table has a majority in 

support of the Plan. For almost every group, the most requent 
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attitude is uncertainty. 

Quality Qi Life 

In the 1985 survey, respondents were asked questions about 

the area's quality of life. Specifically, they were asked 

whether they would rate certain issues as "big problems n in the 

Keys. Table 24 lists frequency distributions on the issues of 

traffic, housing costs, and too many people. The table shows 

that traffic and cost of housing are perceived as serious 

problems in the Keys. Respondents were divided over whether the 

Keys have too many people. 

TABLE 24: ARE THE FOLLOWING "BIG PROBLEMS"? 

NOT 
YES NO SURE TOTAL N 

TRAFFIC 75% 23 2 100% 373 

COST OF 77% 18 5 100% 372 
HOUSING 

TOO MANY 45% 50 5 100% 74 
PEOPLE 

Respondents were also asked to evaluate the amount of 

government control currently being exercised over development in 

the Keys. Table 25 lists the frequency distribution, Most (54%) 

respondents said that there is too little control. 
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TABLE 25 EVALUATIONS OF GOVERNMENT CONTROL OF DEVELOPMENT 

PERCENT N 

TOO MUCH 20% 75 

TOO LITTLE 54 205 

ABOUT RIGHT 16 63 

NOT SURE 10 31 

TOTAL 100% 374 

Moreover, the belief that there is too little government 

control over development is very widespread. Table 26 

crosstabulates demographic variables by positions on government 

control of development. A majority of almost every group in the 

table says that there is too little control. The only group 

where a plurality said that there is too much control was 

composed of respondents in the marine industry, but even this 

group was divided over the issue. 

As a follow-up question to respondents· perceptions of 

issues re~ated to the quality of life, respondents were asked 

which problem would be the worst five years from now. As shown 

in Table 27, there was no agreement, except that very few people 

expected excessive government regulation to be the top problem. 
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TAdLE 26: DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES BY POSITIONS ON GOVERNMENT CONTROL 

T'1'PE. RESIDENCE 
5lN8LE FRM",. 
,- ~ ',; t·' I I'lL: r I f 
I. ',~ r ,II..' f. 1 • 

rll--,~, 1 U.:, HUr'IL 
U II-!U~: 

','i·J~H':'I<-::,H iF' 
I !l.Jr) 

f·:t:.rn 

,Il.;r,j LUIS 

YES 
NU 

i-lf·:Ef~ Or F:[S. 
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t'1 I DDU':: f'E {S 
LCll..JEF: kEYS 

F-'t::.S. llF kEY 1;1. 
YE::; 
I'm 

18··24 
25-34 
::;,5-44 
,~~'j-54 

55-64 
O\'EF: 64 

:-:LUCATlON 
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HFjH '3CH. ' 
f~(IL!. .. EGE 
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TOUf~:1 SM 
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~"f ;-
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l' I % 
' .. :' . .'. '.' % 

", " % 
1:,. ,+ % 

'..:.' ~:.) .. I ~ % 

::'. b % 
1', • .:: % 

:::4.U % 
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:::,). b % 
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:::('. ,) % 
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17. 7 % 
2";.8 % 
11.>.0 % 

3f~. 8 % 
:~ 1. ':1 % 
17.4 % 
1 ::3. 1 % 

38.0 % 
:29.4 % 
3(1.4 % 
15.1 % 
17.2 % 
17.8 % 

7.6 % 
10.5 % 
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TABLE 27: WORST PROBLEM IN FIVE YEARS 

PERCENT N 

TRAFFIC 2096 74 

COST OF 25 94 
HOUSING 

TOO MANY 24 91 
PEOPLE 

TOO MUCH 11 39 
GOVMT CONTROL 

TOO LITTLE 20 73 
GOVMT CONTROL 

TOTAL 10096 371 

Summary 

Results from the 1984 and 1985 public opinion surveys 

suggest that efforts should be taken to mitigate the costs of the 

proposed County Plan. The public is strongly supportive of 

efforts to control construction and development. Most 

respondents think that the natural environment is deteriorating, 

they favor strengthening land-use regulation, and their concerns 

about weak controls are focused on the county government. This 

was true in 1984, and it is still true today. Nevertheless, 

uncertainty about the proposed Plan is widespread. To be sure, 

those who own undeveloped lots are the most likely to express 

opposition to the Plan, but even those who do not own lots are 

also divided. 
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THE CONSERVANCY ALTERNATIVE 

One possible approach to addressing the equity issue 

relating to lot owner treatment 
I 

is the establishment of an 

entrepreneurial entity designed to deal flexibly and fairly with 

lot owners to find the best solution for each individual 

situation. 

One of the most troublesome problems faced during attempts 

to deal with platted lands is the inability to work individually 

with lot owners. This is partially because there are usually so 

many of them, but it is also because the governmental body 

,responsible is also responsible for so many other activities that 

it cannot assign adequate person-power to the task. 

Experience has shown that when lot owners have been 

contacted and personal IT ~tings held to discuss the reasons for 

the change in governmental approach to the subdivision, 

controversy can be mitigated. When a special purpose 

organization is established to work out options with lot owners, 

lot owners feel that their concerns are being taken into account. 

At the present time, the lot owner learns of new regulatory 

proposals or programs affecting his lot from newspaper accounts 

or word-of-mouth. This can lead to the i~mediate and angry 

response that "property rights" are being taken. Imagine the 

impact when a staff member of this special-purpose agency 

initiates cc~tact with lot owners to personally discuss why 

regulatory actions were taken and what options now exist for this 

lot owner. 
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If the mandate of this organization is to be 

entrepreneurial--to prepare proposals ranging from tax-deductible 

charitable contributions of lots to limited development--and the 

staff exists to implement this mandate, then we come a long way 

toward addressing the problem. 

What we are describing--this organization willing to work 

with the lotowners--is a land conservancy. Such a conservancy 

for the Florida Keys would be valuable in the overall approach to 

growth management. 

The California Models 

In California there are two organizations with 

characteristics similar to those described above. They are the 

California State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) and the California 

Tahoe Conservancy (CTC). 

California State Coastal Conservancy (SCC). The SCC is a 

state agency created in 1976 whose primary responsibility is to 

resolve conflicts between various interests (local governments, 

real estate developers, public interest groups, etc.,) which 

arise from the implementation of stringent coastal land 

regulations and environmental standards imposed on developers by 

the California coastal zone legislation. The SCC projects fall 

into one of eight program areas: 

1. Resource Enhancement 

2. Coastal Restoration 

3. Urban Waterfronts 

4. Coastal Accessways 
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5. Nonprofit Organization Assistance Program 

6. Reservation of Coastal Resource Sites 

7. Preservation of Agricultural Land 

8. Donations and Dedications 

Number 2, Coastal Restoration, deals with platted lots. State 

policy on this issue, as provided in the enabling statute, 

states: 

The Legislature further finds and declares that 
lands within the coastal zone, principally in 
rural areas, are vacant or improperly utilized 
because of inadequate circulation patterns, poor 
lot layout, scattered ownerships, lack of recrea 
tion and open space, and other conditions which 
adversely affect the coastal environment and 
reduce opportunities for orderly development. 

The SCC works toward improving this situation by assisting 

lot owners, local governments and developers in the design and 

redesign of proposed development. In this regard, the agency has 

three major programs: 

1 . Lot Consolidation: Redesigning unacceptable 

subdivisions to provide ~conomically feasible alternatives that 

conform to Coastal Act policies. 

2. Transfer of Development Rights: Encouraging 

relocation of development from unsuitable areas to more 

appropriate sites. 

3. Housing: Acting to help ensure that a significant 

percentage of new housing on the coast is within the reach of low 

and moderate income individuals. 

California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC). The Tahoe Conservancy 

is a state agency originally created in 1973. It had been 
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inactive and without funds until 1984, when a successor agency 

was established by the Legislature. In November 1982, California 

voters approved Proposition 4, an $85 million state bond act for 

the purchase of environmentally sensitive, privately owned lots 

on the California side of the Basin. Proposition 4 established 

the Tahoe Area Land Acquisition Commission (TALAC) to implement 

the $85 million purchase program. TALAC suggested that the Tahoe 

Conservancy be activated and oversee the state bond program. The 

Legislature adopted this approach. 

The primary role of the California Tahoe Conservancy is to 

administer the land acquisitions plan developed by TALAC. Its 

present mission is to purchase environmentally sensitive lots for 

the purpose of retiring development potential, protecting the 

environment, or providing for public use. TALAC recognized that 

broad authority would be needed to flexibly address landowner 

needs and to facilitate implementation of the acquisition 

program. It recognized that the acquisition process would be 

extremely complex, time consuming, and expensive. It also 

recognized that there. is a need for coordination among 

California, Nevada and federal acquiring agencies acting within 

the Tahoe Basin. 

What has resulted is an approach designed to expedite the 

acquisition process, lower administrative costs, and deal with 

the serious question of lot valuation. CTC plans to buyout 

6,000 environmentally sensitive lots. Implementation of the 

purchase program is now the primary activity of CTC. However, 

its enabling legislation provides a great deal of flexibility, 

including the ability to develop, or sell for development, 
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acquired property as long as it conforms with the basinwide 

management plan. CTC is still in its infancy. Once past the 

purchase of environmentally sensitive lots? there stil emain 

these! over 10,000 platted lots in the Tahoe Basin. Many 0 

though not environmentally sensitive, could be better designed to 

provide the opportunity for development meeting current land use 

planning concepts. CTC has the potential to address this 

opportunity, but as of yet, it has not been a priority issue. 

Applicability 1£ the Florida Keys 

The extent of platted lands in the Keys and t~e history of 

public and private activity relating to land subdivision equire 

an innovative approach both to protect the iiquality" of he Keys 

and to treat lot owners equitably. 

The establishment of an agency whose primary mission is the 

facilitation of appropriate limited development in the Keys, and 

the active solicitation of lot owners in the process of preparing 

financially sound proposals, will help alleviate the 

confrontational approach now present in the Keys. 

Important Elements for a Florida Keys Conservancy 

The profile of a Florida Keys Conservancy (FKC) would be a 

mix of a land preservation agency, land development agency and 

real estate broker. It would work for the acquisition or 

trans~-r of develoQ~ent potential of environmentally sensitive 

~otSJ _t would assist in land assembly or actually ~ngage in 

land assembly, and it would seek out both buyers and sellers to 

fulfill its mission of fostering appropriate development in the 
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standards. Local governments have attempted to control 
development of platted lots by refusing to permit the 
development if there is no access to the applicant's lot. 
However, if there is any physical access to the applicant's 
lot, whether paved or dirt, it will generally issue a 
development permit. 

B. Economic Concerns 

One of the greatest problems facing the local 
governments with undeveloped antiquated platted lands is the 
provision of the necessary infrastructure and emergency and 
public services. In many areas, the local governments do 
not have the financial capability to supply the 
infrastructure and public services necessary for build-out 
of all the platted lots in their community. Local 
government representatives expressed their concern that 
buyers of the platted lots are not informed by the sellers 
of the lack of infrastructure or lack of provision for 
infrastructure and services. Generally, the buyers assume 
that the necessary services and infrastructure will be 
provided by the local government and fully expect the local 
government to be responsive to their demands for these 
services. Many local governments have difficulty in 
planning for and providing the capital improvements 
necessary for the development of those lots as required in 
the revised comprehensive plan. The participants also 
indicated that the large lot subdivision sales have caused 
an adverse impact on their communities. Many of these lots 
have been platted and sold without regard to current market 
conditions or planned future growth in the area. When 
development of these lots has begun, it has placed a 
financial strain on the local government and residents of 
the community to provide the necessary services and 
infrastructure. 

C. Legal and Political Issues 

1. Legal Issues 

The legal issues involved in the purposed development 
of antiquated platted lands fall within two major 
categories: 1) property owners rights and 2) the police 
power of the state and local government. One of the maj or 
issues identified by participants in the workshops was the 
land owners "vested rights". "Vested rights" is the term 
applied to the owner's right to develop the land as platted, 
without regard to current development standards or planned 
growth. Whether this right is granted by statute or by 
common law, many of the local governments are hesitant to 
deny proposed development when "vested rights" are involved. 

Another problem confronting the local government is the 
land owners "perceived right to develop". Many land owners 
purchased their property with a particular goal in mind and 
become very hostile when told that their goal does not 
conform to current zoning regulations and planned future 
growth. Many of the lots were purchased without adequate 



disclosure by the seller or his representative of the 
existing conditions on the property, its zoning or 
use. Land owners have resorted to legal action 
prohibited from developing their property as they want, 

state and local governments have, under pol 
the authority to zone and to control development 
However, local government representatives indicated 
felt this authority was not extensive enough to meet the 
needs of the actions required to resolve platted 
problems. They feel they have no statutory authority 
require: 

a, Mandatory platting prior to the subdivision and of 
lots; 

b. Replat of antiquated subdivisions, whether in or 
multiple ownership; 

c. Vacation of existing plats when the lots are reassembled 
for sale as large parcels; 

d. Recording of contract for deed sales and requiring 
of the plat be attached to the deed; 

e. Land owners to comply with local development codes 

Because of the various interpretations of Chapter 
many local governments do not require the recording 
subdivision plats. Local government representatives 
cated that their elected officials would be more 
to the planning departments' need for plat recordation 
the statute mandated the recordation of all subdivided 
parcels. with the repeal of Section 163.280 F.S., local 
governments no longer have the authority to initiate the 
deplat of (antiquated) subdivisions. Local government 
representatives agreed that this was a necessary 
would be very useful to them in the resolution 0 

their platted lands problems. 

2. Political Issues 

During the course of the workshops, it beca~ 
qui te apparent tr~at the staff of many local gove:;: :mts are 
having to deal with elected officials who do not ._nt to 
upset or alienate their constituencies by recogniz 
trying to resolve the platted lands problems. In areas 
of extensive platting but little development, the taxes on 
these undeveloped platted lots bring in a certain of 
revenue without the requirement of capital improvements or 
public services. Many elected officials realize 
limiting the development of the platted lots through 
downzoning will result in a decrease in the revenue 
generated by those lots. Their attitude appears to be, 
"it's not an immediate problem, so why rock the II 

D. Purposed Development Issues 



The purposed development issues identified were 
virtually identical in each one of the workshops. Lack of 
infrastructure or inadequate infrastructure was one major 
complaint. Plat design conflicts with current standards was 
another, i.e., substandard lot size, no drainage or wate~1 
management plans, no parks, recreation, or open areas, and 
platted lots in environmentally sensitive areas. Unrecorded 
subdivisions was another problem identified by the workshop 
participants. Unrecorded subdivisions generate such 
problems as: 1) no surveyor review prior to development; 
2) non-existent plat information; 3) no infrastructure or 
plans for infrastructure; 4) possible conflict with purposed 
use and future growth plans; and 5} no ownership 
information. Unrecorded subdivisions are generally 
discovered after the sale has been accomplished and the 
title has been transferred. 

Subdividing without compliance with local subdivision 
regulations was another problem being experienced. In this 
situation, the property is generally conveyed by a metes and 
bounds legal description, with no provision for 
infrastructure or developmental review by the local 
government. These development issues cause difficulties for 
the local governments in that they cannot always plan for 
and provide the necessary infrastructure, capital 
improvements, or public services when those platted lots 
begin to develop. 

A minor problem revealed by the local governments was 
inaccurate or non-existent survey information on old plats and 
maps. The lack of, or inaccuracy of, survey information 
causes an overlapping of plats and placement of structures 
and/or rights-of-way in the wrong location. 

E. Statutory Inadequacies and Regulatory Constraints 

Throughout the entire series of workshops, the majority 
of the complaints voiced by the attendees cited a lack of 
authority under the Florida Statutes to take certain actions 
and steps toward resolving their platted lands problems. 
Specifically, the statutes dealing with platting and 
subdividing, recording of deeds and plats, growth management 
and ORIs, and local government authority were pointed out as 
deficient in some manner. 

They also indicated that it was extremely difficult for 
them to place stricter requirements on a permitting 
process, i.e. septic tanks, when the more lenient state 
regulations were the determining factor in the permitting 
process. The participants argued for more authority at 
their level to control the development requirements, 
particularly when their requirements were stricter than the 
state requirements. 



II. Solutions 

A. The solution most frequently requested by the 
pants was state-wide legislation giving local governments 
the authority to handle the platted lands problems. 
specifically requested that this enabling legisl 
contain: 

1. Threshold requirement for identifying "anti 
subdivisions and platted lands and a means of depl 
undeveloped lands after a specified period of time. The 
legislation would have to include new and better: 

a. Definition of "vested rights" 
b. Definition of subdividing 
c. Definition of legal access 

2. Administrative and procedural guidelines 
and resolving the problems 

addressing 

3. An appeal process where the local government can be 
forced to address the platted lands problems by the landowner 
or developer appealing to the state for action 

4. Authority for the local governments to 

stricter standards in the development and perm 
processes and requiring the state agencies to 
recognize those stricter standards and to defer to 
them 

5. Subdivision regulations - establish 
(standardized) minimum requirements for development where 
antiquated platted lands are concerned 

They also requested that the state review and 
statutes: 

1. Florida statutes 177 - mandatory platting 
recording of plats 

2. Eminent domain statutes - standardize procedure 
avoid multiple processes at the local level 

following 

3. Permitting requirements - (DCA, DNR, DER, HRS, 
Management Districts, etc.) to correlate and coordinate 
requirements and to end conflicts between agencies' 
regulations 

Water 
itting 

4. Florida statutes 163.280 - reinstate the 
governmentOs authority to initiate a deplat on antiquated 
platted lands and make the 10% lot sales requirements 
effective 14 days before, rather than on the date 
public hearing 

5. Florida statute 380.06 - allow the local to 



negotiate acceptable changes to plats and provide more 
flexibility in BLIMs (Binding Letter of Modification) and 
BLIVRS (Binding Letter of Interpretation of Vested Rights) 

6. D.O.T. statutes - particularly the access provisions 
which conflict with the definition and limitations of access 
and traffic with regard to planning and growth management 
regulations 

7. Lot splits/land sales - set minimum standards for 
information contained in the closing documents, i.e., 
provision of infrastructure, require full disclosure to 
buyer of physical condition of the property, including 
zoning, planned future growth, environmental conditions and 
presence of infrastructure, and requiring the registration 
of non-contiguous lots in large land sales 

s. Recording - establish a minimum criteria for language 
and information to be contained in a contract for deed, 
requiring the recording of all contracts for deed, and 
requiring that a copy of the plat and/or survey be attached 
to all deeds when recorded 

B. Other solutions suggested by participants of the 
workshops included such things as mandatory reassembly or 
merger of contiguous lots in unitary ownership for 
development; the creation of certain mechanisms to induce 
the land owner and developer to develop the property in 
accordance with current standards, i.e. tax incentives, 
simplify replat or permitting processes, etc.; establish a 
centralized clearinghouse for coordination of permitting 
requirements and records, processing of new regUlations and 
cataloging of unrecorded plat information; and the use of 
the comp plan to identify the plats, planning goals, and 
development potential and to educate the community on growth 
objectives. 

III. Recommendations 

A. It is recommended that: 

1. A study and legal analysis be conducted of the 
various statutory deficiencies cited by the workshop 
participants. The study and analysis should include 
documentation on the language contained in the statutes, 
legal interpretations, in any, of the language, explanations 
of the deficiency or inadequacy and suggested langUage or 
solutions to the deficiencies. The legal analysis should 
serve as the foundation for the drafting of legislation. 

2. A second series of workshops be held in October or 
November, 1986 to inform the interested persons of the 
proposed legislation. The draft legislation should be 
included in the workshop announcements to give the attendees 
an opportunity to evaluate it and recommend changes at the 
workshops. Because of her interest in and familiarity with 



land use and platted lands problems and her many 
within the communities, Marilyn crotty of the Inst 
Community Leadership at Valencia Community College would be 
an excellent co-sponsor of these statewide workshops. 

3. A study be made of the feasibility of establ 
a centralized clearinghouse for the distribution of all 
state agencies! development related regulations. The 
should be conducted by a small task force comprised of at 
least one employee from each of the pertinent state ies 
(DCA, DNR, DER, and HRS particularly.) It should 
consideration of each agency's minimum permitting 
requirements, projected initial and future operating costs 
personnel needs, future funding and a time frame. 
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PROBLEMS 

I. Access To/From Lots 

A. Onto Canopy Roads and/or Major Arterials 
1. Curbcuts for commercial lots 
2. Driveways for residential units 

B. Non-connecting/non-matching roads within subdivisions 

C. Roads and Rights-of-Way generally 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

1. Substandard dirt roads, too narrow, trees in roadway, 
poor maintenance 

Dedication of Rights-of-Way 
1. Maintenance of roads - whose responsibility? 
2. Substandard 
3. Accepted by local government - Ownership questions 

Landlocked non-platted lands between platted 
subdivisions 

No access to lots 

Requires redesign of highways 

Committed access and rights-of-way cause problems in 
partially developed subdivisions especially where it 
occupies the wrong site 

I. Safety Issues - paved streets in undeveloped & partially 
developed subdivisions 
1. no traffic control devices 
2. no ease of entry for emergency services 
3. dumping sites 

J. Vacated streets in undeveloped subdivisions - done by 
local government initiative. 
1. possible future need for streets 
2. no notice required before vacation 

K. Encroachment by buildings on easements and rights-of­
way 



II. Economics 

A. Whose responsibility to supply infrastructure and ic 
services. 

B. Exactions for build-out of old lots - not like new 
platted lands in DRI 

C. Economic Retardation 
1. caused by plat/market/development 
2. no incentives to developer to replat subdivis 

- time/costs/multiple agencies and regulations 
involved 

D. Market - affected by 
1. Growth Management & Planned Use 
2. Development of plat as originally designed 
3. Proper land use 
4. Investment-type sales (caused by degree 
5. allowing too many variances to build on 

E. Capital improvements must be provided to comm 
which generally have: 

1. no sewer 
2. no water 
3. no roads 

F. Consumer Protection 
1. No disclosure by realtor/seller to buyer of 

adverse developmental problems and conditions 

lands 

2. Buyers purchase undeveloped property expect the 
local government to provide all services 
infrastructure without regard to whether the 
government's responsibility or within it's resources 
to provide them. 

3. No prevention of sales by owner without 
4. No testing and licensing of realtors re: 

management goals and platted lands problems 

G. No County policy or staff to address issues or 
services or safety devices (Ft. Myers) 

H. No authority by local governments to sell lands 
contained in vacated rights-of-way to adjoin and owners, 

I. Sometimes lots registered with Land Sales exceeds number of 
platted lots (i.e. Golden Gate Estates) 

J. Land Sales 
No Legislation: 1. Requiring registration of less than 

49 lots 
2. Requiring registration of 1 sales 

of non-contiguous lots 
(Large Land Sales Only) 
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III. Legal Questions and Political Questions 

A. Property owners rights 
1. Vested rights 

a. statutory 
b. Common law -Grandfather Clauses, equitable 

estoppel 
2. Perceived right to develop 

I 

3. Waterfront property - boundary line extending beyond 
water line 

B. Local Government attitude toward undeveloped platted lots 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

1. Money Machine - why disturb status quo 
2. Elected officials "DonUt rock boat" 
3. Conflict between zoning ordinance and state laws 

Can state curtail platting of subdivisions with large 
number of lots or phases? 

Require Replat? No laws setting out deplat criteria 

Prevent current platting/commitment of environmentally 
sensitive lands? 

New LGCP - set density and provide for future growth 

F. S. 163.280 repealed - No local government initiated 
deplats now 

No local government or quasi-public agency with 
authority to purchase and dispose of platted lots 

No enabling legislation for TDRs and/or model 
ordinances 

J. No legislation or ordinance requ~r~ng vacation of old 
plat when lots reassembled for sale in larger parcels 

K. No laws requiring landowners to comply with local 
codes 

L. No enabling legislation to give local governments 
authority to address platted lands issues 

M. Definition of "subdivide" and minimum criteria for 
compliance too weak or uncertain 

N. No laws re: contract for deed sales which 
1. require recording 
2. require platting and subdivision approval 
3. designate responsible party in interest for 

deplat/replat 

o. Plat laws - F.S. 177 - No guidelines on when and 
how to plat 



P. No definition of "Antiquated" subdivisions 
or minimum criteria 



IV. Proposed Development of Platted Lots 

A. Unrecorded plats or "Paper plats" 
1. Number of lots generally unknown 
2. No infrastructure/roads/services provided for 
3. Identity of ownership unknown 
4. Non existent information on plats 
5. Some lots may contain environmental conditions 

that would prohibit development 
6. Development occurs without survey, or development 

review of lot size, or development approval 

B. Lot Size 
1. Generally substandard by current requirements 
2. Some lots are too small for septic tanks or wrong soil type 

3. Many lots do not have accurate surveys or plat information 
on boundaries 

4. Development of lot affected by surrounding development 
type/market and economics 

.'. C. Plat Design conflicts with current development 
requirements 

1. Must aggregate lots to reach certain size for 
development 
a. zoning/density 
b. septic tank permitting 

2. Zoning and Comprehensive plan designation -
residential or acreage 

3. Old infrastructure plans possibly adequate for 
development of old plats but without consideration 
of current land use and/or comprehensive plans 

4. Contract for Deed - ownership information 
unavailable 

5. Rights-of-way and easements on old plats 
6. No parks, recreation or open areas 
7. Canals and seawalls falling apart 

D. Environmental Conditions 

1. Wetlands or plats in flood plain or flood way areas 
or bay bottom 

2. High water tables require the build up of a lot 
using a septic tank, which causes flooding and run­
off problems on adjoining properties. 

3. No water management provision in old plats for 
drainage ditches or water retention 

4. Affects permit process and vested rights 

E. Survey 
1. Inaccurate or nonexistent information on plats and 

maps 
2. Inaccurate or nonexistent preliminary ground survey 
3. Overlapping of plats 
4. No information on dedication of easements and 

rights-of-way 
5. No standard records keeping criteria for plats or 



surveys 
6. No legal description or lot size markings 
7. Cemetery lots infringing on platted lots because of 

inaccurate survey 

F. Ownership - Old plats 
1. Multiple owners - undeveloped or partially 

subdivisions 
a. track down 
b. contact 
c. clear title 
d. frequently inadequate or non-existent infrastructure 

G. Subdividing without Platting 
1. Non compliance with subdivision regulations 

a. no platting 
b. no development review of lot size or use 
c. conveyance by metes and bounds description 
d. no provision for infrastructure or services 

H. Reassembly/Replat 
1. out parcels 
2. no incentives for developers to do anything w 

"paper plats" or for voluntary reassembly of lands 
in multiple ownerships (see economics) 

V Statutory Inadequacies and Regulatory Constraints 

A. Inadequate plat laws (see legal questions) 

B. Recording requirements 
1. deed restrictions required by certain agencies 
2. interpretation of F.S. 177 - does not mandate 

recording 
3. need access to documentation on unrecorded plats 
4. better records keeping of publicly owned lands 

ownership of abandoned rights"of-''>' ay eo need 
centralization of records 

C. No information or regulation sharing 
agencies, state and local government and 
and developer/owner. 

D. Replat of existing plats 
1. lots of paperwork 
2. length of time processing paperwork 

:ween state 
:::al government 

3. delay in platting and recording process 
4. no coordination between agencies to stream 1 

method governing revisions of old plats 

E. Comprehensive Plan 
1. new requirements don't address development ems 

in conforming old plats to new plans 
2. requires designation of all platted lands .. whether 

or not developable 



F. Regulation Enforcement 
1. too much vacillation by state agencies in enforcing 

legislation 
2. Permitting of septic tank use by HRS (Orlando) 

- HRS regulations allows buildup of property to 
install septic tank if property too low but this 
causes drainage and runoff problems to adjoining 
properties 

SOLUTIONS 

I. Legislative 

A. Septic tank permitting requirements - m~n~mum criteria 
should be stricter because of the high water table in 
Florida and the possibility of endangering our groundwater 
supplies 

B. Minimum criteria for recordings - Clerk of Court office 
1. deed must have copy of plat or survey attached and 

minimum standards on clauses re: lack of infrastructure 
2. old plats must have survey information attached 
3. require Clerk to notify planning department of all 

metes and bounds sales (lot splits) 
4. require recording of all contract for deed sales 

c. Enabling legislation giving local governments the 
authority to handle platted lands problems 

1. threshold requirements including definition of 
"antiquated" 

2. guidelines for proceeding 
3. appeal process to state 

D. Need: 
1. definition of nLegal Access" 
2. definition and minimum criteria of "Vested Rights" 
3. definition and minimum criteria of "Subdividing" 
4. legislation requiring registration of all sales of 

non-contiguous lots in large land sales and registrations 
of lot sales in any subdivision of less than 49 lots 

5. legislation for moratorium-type ordinance to stop 
developer until services can be provided 

E. Ordinances which establish: 
1. the disclosure by all sales people of the lack of 

services and infrastructure problems to prospective 
buyers 

2. strong local subdivision ordinances 
3. a means to consolidate lots 
4. a means of public acquisition 
5. requiring access to side streets for highway fronted 

lots. (* question - flexibility of ordinances) 
6. establish conservation designation - allowing only 

partial development of ·subdivisions falling in wetlands. 
7. grandfather clauses for developable lots 

F. Review/Revise 



1. statutory review requirements for permits - all 
pertinent state agencies 

2. land sales statutes (see E-4 above) 
3. subdivision regulations - platting - recording 
4. F.S. 177 to standardize and broaden vacation of 

plats and mandate platting 
5. eminent domain statutes 

a. standardize procedures to avoid multiple 
processes at local level 

6. D.O.T. statutes, access provisions especially 
toward better planning and growth management s 

7. give local governments authority to set stricter 
regulation of septic tank use or other regul 
permitting requirements and state to defer to 0 

8. F.S. 380.06 to allow local governments to negotiate 
acceptable changes to existing plats 

9. F.S.163.280 change constraints on public hearings 
and 10% sales to require 10% sales before public 
hearing date and notification to local government 
of sales. 

10. DRI legislation to give more flexibility and 
thresholds for BLIM & BLIVRS 

G. Land arbitration court - administrative 

H. Establish contract for deed sales regulations -
requiring recording and proper platting. 

I. More cooperation and interaction between state and ocal 
governments: 

1. for statutory review, proposed solutions and data 
gathering 

2. establish minimum state standards for building 
permits when antiquated plats involved 

J. simplify Sales 
1. simplify closings and documentation 
2. require full disclosure to buyers of condition 

land; zoning; availability of infrastructure and 
services and responsibility of local government 
provide them; and future growth plans 

K. Sunset provisions for undeveloped old plats 

II. OTHER 

1. problems - force development as platted? 
lots in multiple ownership? 
constitutional? 
definition of "undeveloped"? 

A. Educate local government officials and landowners 
available alternative reassembly methods to 
goals without infringing on others rights or 
problems 

1. ombudsman committee 
2. local programs 

B. create special taxing district to help pay for pI 
lands costs 



1. tax impact fee structure to provide capital 
improvements 

2. tax increment financing 
3, 1% "r"ales tax to raise funds for acquisition 

C. Create market demand at buildout as inducement for 
proper development (problem - county views undeveloped 
lots as money machine which create revenue without need 
of services or facilities) 

D. Inducements 
1. landowner - tax break - equity sharing in 

landowner association 
2. simplify replat process and permitting process 

E. Mandatory reassembly 
1. merger of contiguous lots 

F. Access 
1. driveway sharing, frontage roads, replatting 

G. Economics 
1. government buy-out - prioritize by 

market/location/problem type/etc. 
2. see liB" above 
3. redesign old subdivisions to conform to current 

standards 
4. Refuse to issue building permits 

H. Governmental interaction 
1. computerize/coordinate services between agencies 

a. permitting 
b. records keeping - centralized Clearinghouse 
c. hotline on - new regulations 

" personnel 
unrecorded plat information 
(per county) 

d. catalogue unrecorded plats 
2. give regional personnel authority to make binding 

decisions 
~. develop system to stop permitting, i.e. moratoriums, 

community development 
4. Participate in test cases resolving Platted lands 

problems 
5. address TDR mechanisms 

I. Comprehensive Plans 
1. use to - identify plats 

identify planning goals 
identify development potential 
educate community on growth objectives 

(Problem- needs detailed information and state 
encouragement and support) 
2. Amend requirements to include mandatory water hook­

up (Problem - legality?) 

J. Analyze plats on individual basis for solutions 

1/ 



case they are needed later. 
c. No information or regulation sharing between state 

agencies, state and local government and local 
and developer/owner 

D. Replat of existing plats 
1. lots of paperwork 
2. length of time processing paperwork 
3. delay in platting and recording process 
4. no coordination between agencies to streamline 

method governing revisions of old plats 

E. "Developer City" (Palm Bay, Port st. Lucie, etc) 
1. some old plats cannot be regulated by comprehens 

plan or growth management 
2. no legislation directed at developer cities 
3. no funding to regulate growth 
4. agreements between developer, HRS and health 

department allow septic tanks on smaller lots than 
regulations require 

5. sprawl-type development leads to efficiency and 
service problems 

6. need stricter ordinances requiring: 
a. water hook-up 



case they are nee4e4 latet. 
c. No;.inf~~nnatioil" or regulation sharing between state 

agEfhEie;s",ostat.e· and local government and local government 
a.ndde.v~16per/owner 

1 ',., 

D. Replat of existing plats 
1.. lots of p.aper<.,vork 
2. length of time processing paperwork 
j.delay in platting and recording process 
4. no coordination .between agencies to streamline 

method governing revisions of old plats 

Eo, iiOeveloper City" (Palm Bay, Port st. Lucie, etc) 
1. some old plats cannot be ~egulated by comprehensive 

plan or growth~anagement 
2. no legi~lation directed at developer cities 
J. no funding to regulate growth 
4. agreerilents between developer f HRS and health 

depa~tment allow septic tanks on smaller lots than 
l;"egulations regu.ire 

5. sprawl-type development leads to efficiency and 
service problems 

0'· 6. need stricter ordinances requiring: 
a. water hook-up 


