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                                     DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE
 

Tuesday, August 27, 2013
 

AGENDA
 

The Monroe County Development Review Committee will conduct a meeting on Tuesday, August 27, 2013, beginning at 1:00 PM
at the Marathon Government Center, Media & Conference Room (1st floor, rear hallway), 2798 Overseas Highway, Marathon,
Florida.
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
 
ROLL CALL
 
 
DRC MEMBERS:
Townsley Schwab, Senior Director of Planning and Environmental Resources
Mike Roberts, Sr. Administrator, Environmental Resources
Joe Haberman, Planning & Development Review Manager
DOT Representative
Steve Zavalney, Captain, Fire Prevention
Public Works Department Representative
 
STAFF MEMBERS
Christine Hurley, Growth Management Division Director
Jerry Smith, Building Official
Mayte Santamaria, Assistant Planning Director
Mitch Harvey, Comprehensive Plan Manager
Rey Ortiz, Planning & Biological Plans Examiner Supervisor
Emily Schemper, Sr. Planner
Barbara Bauman, Planner
Tim Finn, Planner
Matt Coyle, Planner
Gail Creech, Planning Commission Coordinator
 
 
CHANGES TO THE AGENDA
 
 
MINUTES FOR APPROVAL
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

MEETING
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New Items:
 
1. Keys Ahead, Inc., Florida International University (FIU), 103355  Overseas Highway, Key Largo, Mile Marker 103.3:  A request
for a minor conditional use permit to allow the redevelopment of an existing building for office and school uses. The subject
property is legally described as Lots 14, 15, 16, Block 12, Largo Sound Park (PB3-111), Key Largo, Monroe County, Florida,
having real estate number 00472790.000000.
(File 2013-091)
2013-091 SR DRC 08.27.13.PDF
2013-091 FILE.PDF
2013-091 COMBINED Plans Recvd 7.19.13.pdf
 
2. Square Grouper Bar & Grill, 22658 Overseas Highway, Cudjoe Key, Mile Marker 22.6:  A request for an amendment to a minor
conditional use permit to allow the expansion of commercial retail in the form of a restaurant into previously approved commercial
retail space in the form of retail sales within an existing building. The subject property is legally described as Block 8, Lots 22 and
23, Cutthroat Harbor Estates (PB4-165), Cudjoe Key, Monroe County, Florida, having real estate numbers 00178500.000000 and
00178490.000000.
(File 2013-078)
2013-078 SR DRC 08.27.13.PDF
2013-078 FILE.PDF
2013-078 Recvd 06.18.13 Site Plans.PDF
2013-078 COMBINED Plans Recvd 08.05.13.pdf
2013-078 COMBINED Plans Recvd 08.14.13.pdf
 
3. CONSIDERATION OF AN ORDINANCE OF THE MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AMENDING
POLICY 101.2.6 OF THE MONROE COUNTY YEAR 2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  EXTENDING THE MORATORIUM ON
TRANSIENT UNIT ALLOCATIONS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR THE REPEAL OF INCONSISTENT
PROVISIONS; PROVIDING FOR THE TRANSMITTAL TO THE FLORIDA STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY; PROVIDING FOR
THE FILING WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE AND FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND PROVIDING FOR THE INCLUSION IN
THE MONROE COUNTY 2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.
(File 2013-086)
2013-086 SR DRC 08.27.13.PDF
 
4. CONSIDERATION OF AN ORDINANCE OF THE MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AMENDING
SECTON 138-23 OF THE MONROE COUNTY CODE, EXTENDING THE MORATORIUM ON TRANSIENT UNIT ALLOCATIONS;
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR THE REPEAL OF INCONSISTENT PROVISIONS; PROVIDING FOR THE
TRANSMITTAL TO THE FLORIDA STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY; PROVIDING FOR THE FILING WITH THE SECRETARY
OF STATE AND FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND PROVIDING FOR THE INCLUSION IN THE MONROE COUNTY CODE.
(File 2013-090)
2013-090 SR DRC 08.27.13.PDF
 
5. AN ORDINANCE BY THE MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AMENDING MONROE COUNTY
CODE SECTIONS 114-1, STANDARDS, AND 114-2, ADEQUATE FACILITIES AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCEDURES,
CLARIFYING AND AMENDING THE LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS, ADDING A SANITARY SEWER LEVEL OF SERVICE; 
AND AMENDING THE SCHEDULE FOR THE PUBLIC FACILITIES ASSESSMENT REPORT; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY;
PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING PROVISIONS; PROVIDING FOR TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE LAND
PLANNING AGENCY AND THE SECRETARY OF STATE; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE
DATE.
(File 2013-099)
2013-099 SR DRC 08.27.13.pdf
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6. AN ORDINANCE BY THE MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AMENDING MONROE COUNTY
CODE SECTION 122-2(b)3 GENERAL PROVISIONS, BASIS FOR ESTABLISHING SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD MAPS, SPECIES
ASSESSMENT GUIDES (SAGS); PROVIDING A NEW DATE FOR REVISED SPECIES ASSESSMENT GUIDES (SAGS) FOR
PERMIT REFERRAL PROCESS DETERMINATIONS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF
CONFLICTING PROVISIONS; PROVIDING FOR TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY AND THE
SECRETARY OF STATE; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
(File 2013-102)
2013-102 SR DRC 08.27.13.pdf
 
7. CONSIDERATION OF A RESOLUTION TRANSMITTING TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY AN ORDINANCE BY
THE MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS TO CREATE GOAL 106, OBJECTIVE 106.1, POLICY 106.1.1,
AND POLICY 106.1.2 RELATING TO THE TIER SYSTEM, AS REQUIRED BY ADMINISTRATION COMMISSION RULE 28-
20.140, FLORIDA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR THE REPEAL OF
INCONSISTENT PROVISIONS; PROVIDING FOR TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY; PROVIDING
FOR THE FILING WITH SECRETARY OF STATE; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
(File 2013-107)
 2013-107 SR DRC 08.27.13.PDF
 
8. AN ORDINANCE BY THE MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AMENDING MONROE COUNTY
CODE SECTION 130-83, IMPROVED SUBDIVISION DISTRICT (IS), SECTION 130-98, URBAN RESIDENTIAL, SECTION 130-99,
URBAN RESIDENTIAL-MOBILE HOME DISTRICT (URM), SECTION 130-100, URBAN RESIDENTIAL MOBILE HOME-LIMITED
DISTRICT (URM-L), AND SECTION 130-164, MAXIMUM NONRESIDENTIAL LAND USE INTENSITIES AND DISTRICT OPEN
SPACE; PROVIDING CONSISTENCY BETWEEN LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS IN THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE
AND POLICIES IN THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF
CONFLICTING PROVISIONS; PROVIDING FOR TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY AND THE
SECRETARY OF STATE; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
(File 29106)
29106 SR DRC 08.27.13.PDF
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
ADA ASSISTANCE: If you are a person with a disability who needs special accommodations in order to participate in this
proceeding, please contact the County Administrator's Office, by phoning (305) 292-4441, between the hours of 8:30 a.m. - 5:00
p.m., no later than five (5) calendar days prior to the scheduled meeting; if you are hearing or voice impaired, call “711”.
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MEMORANDUM 

MONROE COUNTY PLANNING & ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 
We strive to be caring, professional and fair 

 
To: Monroe County Development Review Committee  
 
Through:  Townsley Schwab, Senior Director of Planning & Environmental Resources 
 
From:  Mayté Santamaria, Assistant Director of Planning 
 
Date:  August 23, 2013 
 
Subject: AN ORDINANCE BY THE MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS AMENDING MONROE COUNTY CODE SECTIONS 114-1, 
STANDARDS, AND 114-2, ADEQUATE FACILITIES AND DEVELOPMENT 
REVIEW PROCEDURES, CLARIFYING AND AMENDING THE LEVEL OF 
SERVICE STANDARDS, ADDING A SANITARY SEWER LEVEL OF SERVICE;  
AND AMENDING THE SCHEDULE FOR THE PUBLIC FACILITIES 
ASSESSMENT REPORT; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR 
REPEAL OF CONFLICTING PROVISIONS; PROVIDING FOR TRANSMITTAL 
TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY AND THE SECRETARY OF 
STATE; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
Meeting: August 27, 2013
 
I REQUEST 
 

The Planning & Environmental Resources Department is proposing amendments to the text 
of §114-2 of the Monroe County Code. The purposes of the proposed amendment are to:  
a) clarify and amend the level of service standards (including revising the segment level of 

service standard to an overall level of service standard for traffic concurrency on U.S. 1 
to an overall level of service), 

b) add a sanitary sewer level of service;  and 
c) amend the schedule for the public facilities assessment report 
 

II RELEVANT PRIOR COUNTY ACTIONS AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Provisions of the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan  
 

Policy 101.1.1 Monroe County shall adopt level of service (LOS) standards for the 
following public facility types required by Chapter 9J-5, F.A.C: roads, sanitary sewer, 
solid waste, drainage, potable water, parks and recreation, and paratransit. The LOS 
standards are established in the following sections of the Comprehensive Plan: 
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1. The LOS for roads is established in Traffic and Circulation Policy 301.1.1; 
2. The LOS for potable water is established in Potable Water Policy 701.1.1; 
3. The LOS for solid waste is established in Solid Waste Policy 801.1.1; 
4. The LOS for sanitary sewer is established in Sanitary Sewer Policy 901.1.1; 
5. The LOS for drainage is established in Drainage Policy 1001.1.1; and 
6. The LOS for parks and recreation is established in Recreation and Open Space 

Policy 1201.1.1. 
 
Objective 301.1 Establish level of service (LOS) standards for all roads in Monroe 
County for the purpose of determining existing and future roadway needs.  
 
Policy 301.1.1 For all County roads, Monroe County hereby adopts a minimum peak 
hour level of service (LOS) standard of D, based on the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) methodology for determination of LOS, as measured by peak 
hour traffic volume. The County shall maintain the level of service on County roads 
within five percent (5%) of LOS D. 
 
Policy 301.1.2 For US-1, Monroe County hereby adopts a level of service (LOS) 
standard of C based on the methodology developed by the US-1 LOS Task Force and 
adopted by the Board of County Commissioners in August 1991, for analyzing the 
LOS on US-1 in Monroe County. This methodology replaces a peak hour volume 
standard for US-1. The level of service on US-1 shall be maintained within five 
percent (5%) of LOS C. 

 
To satisfy the direction provided within Objective 301.1 and related policies the County 
established Article I, In General, within Chapter 114 of the Land Development Code.  
Pursuant to MCC §114-1, the standard of this article is to ensure “no structure or land shall 
be developed, used or occupied except in accordance with the standards of this chapter and 
other applicable standards of this chapter or the Florida Building Code, nor shall any building 
permit be issued unless the proposed use is or will be served by adequate public or private 
facilities.”  MCC §114-2, specifies that “all development or land shall be served by adequate 
public facilities in accordance with” the standards for roads, solid waste, potable water and 
schools and provides a review process for development permits for an orderly and equitable 
procedure for those permit applications that require additional public facility capacity.  
 
MCC §114-2, also requires the preparation of a Public Facilities Capacity Assessment Report 
which evaluates areas of adequate, inadequate and marginally adequate facility capacity. 
Inadequate facility capacity is defined as those areas with capacity below the adopted LOS 
standard. Marginally adequate capacity is defined as those areas at the adopted LOS standard 
or that are projected to reach inadequate capacity within the next 12 months. 
 
MCC §114-2 has been amended via Ordinances #006-1990 and #007-1992. 
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Recent County Actions: 
Section 163.3180 Florida Statute, was amended in 2011 (2011-139 and 2011-14 Laws of 
Florida), to only require concurrency for sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage and potable 
water – transportation concurrency is now optional. 
 
On May 22, 2012, the BOCC adopted the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) of the 
2010 Monroe County Comprehensive Plan, which evaluates the existing goals, objectives, 
and policies as well as determines if updates are necessary to reflect state requirements.  
During the EAR, while no longer statutorily required, the BOCC directed staff to maintain 
traffic concurrency. 
 
On December 12, 2012, the BOCC directed staff to send a letter to the Florida Department of 
Transportation recommending, as follows: 1) Explore improvements to county roads that 
could help increase LOS on US 1; 2) Continue coordination efforts with FDOT to enhance 
signal hardware, software, and timing to improve traffic flow along US 1; 3) Continue 
coordination efforts with FDOT to address inadequate LOS in conjunction with FDOT work 
program projects; 4) Discourage additional signalized intersections along US 1; 5) Require 
developers to make LOS improvements as part of the development process in areas of 
inadequate capacity; and 6) Revise Section 114-2 to require area wide LOS C only (delete 
segment requirement). Motion carried unanimously 
 
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is responsible for maintaining U.S. 1.  Monroe 
County has adopted provisions to ensure coordination with FDOT to maintain U.S. 1 
concurrency, such as:  
 

Objective 1301.3 
Level of service standards established by the Comprehensive Plan shall be reviewed 
with the entity actually responsible for providing the facilities to ensure that adequate 
capacity is available to meet the needs of existing and future residents. 

 
Objective 1301.4 
Establish or maintain coordination mechanisms to ensure transportation related 
programs, plans, and facility improvements are fully considered by the appropriate 
federal, state, regional or local agency. 
 
Objective 1301.5 
Ensure that implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of the Monroe County 
Comprehensive Plan is coordinated with the plans and programs of: 

The Land Authority of Monroe County, 
The Monroe County Property Appraiser's Office 
The District School Board of Monroe County 
The Florida Department of Transportation 
The South Florida Regional Planning Council 
The South Florida Water Management District 
The Florida Department of Environmental Regulation 
The Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority 



Page 4 of 16 (File #2013-099)  

The City Electric Service, 
The Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services 
The Florida Keys Electric Cooperative 
The Monroe County Sheriff's Department 
Monroe County Housing Authority 
The Key West Port and Transit Authority 

and other providers of health, safety, and educational services not having regulatory 
authority over the use of land. 

 
III REVIEW 

 
The U.S. 1 Level of Service Task Force, a multi‐agency group comprised of the County, 
FDOT, and Department of Economic Opportunity (formerly DCA), prepared the 
methodology used for monitoring conditions on U.S. 1 in the Florida Keys. 
 
The U.S. 1 Methodology developed utilizes an empirical relationship between the volume‐
based capacities and the speed‐based level of service (LOS) methodology. It established a 
procedure for using travel speeds on U.S. 1 as a means of assessing LOS and reserve 
capacity. The method considers both the overall LOS of the entire 108‐mile stretch of U.S. 1 
from Key West to the mainland, as well as the LOS for 24 smaller roadway segments. 
 
Based on the current methodology to assess LOS on U.S. 1 in the Florida Keys, LOS is based 
on a comparison between average posted speed limits and average travel speed between 
average posted speed limits and average travel speeds for individual segments along U.S. 1. 
 
The proposed amendment will maintain and continue the speed based U.S. 1 Methodology as 
well as the data produced for the entire length (overall) of U.S. 1 and the segment analysis.  
The primary subject of the amendment is to remove the U.S. 1 segment LOS and biennially 
review the overall operating condition of U.S. 1.   
 

IV PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
 
Therefore, staff recommends the following changes (Deletions are stricken through and 
additions are underlined.  Text to remain the same is in black): 
 
Sec. 114-1. - Standards. 
No structure or land shall be developed, used or occupied except in accordance with the 
standards of this section chapter and other applicable standards of this article chapter or the 
Florida Building Code, nor shall any building permit be issued unless the proposed use is or 
will be served by adequate public or private facilities.  

Sec. 114-2. - Adequate facilities and development review procedures. 

(a) Service standards. 

After February 28, 1988, all development or land shall be served by adequate public facilities 
in accordance with the following standards:  
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(1) Roads. 
a. For all County roads, Monroe County hereby adopts a minimum peak 

hour level of service (LOS) standard of D, to be measured by methods 
identified in the most recent edition of the Highway Capacity Manual, 
at the BOCC’s request. 

b. For U.S. 1, Monroe County hereby adopts a LOS standard of C on an 
overall basis (entire length of U.S. 1 not dependent on any single road 
segment), as measured by the U.S. 1 Level of Service Task Force 
Methodology. 

c. Monroe County shall utilize the results of the U.S. 1 Arterial Travel 
Time and Delay Study (segment analysis) for local transportation and 
development approval process to evaluate any potential drops in LOS 
and evaluate the need for improvements. 
1. a. County Road 905 within three miles of a parcel proposed for 

development shall have sufficient available capacity to operate at 
level of service LOS D as measured on an annual average daily 
traffic (AADT) basis at all intersections and/or roadway segments.  

2. b. U.S. 1 shall have sufficient available capacity to operate at level 
of service LOS C on an overall basis as measured by the U.S. 1 
Level of Service Task Force Methodology.  In addition, the 
segments of U.S. 1, as identified in the U.S. 1 Level of Service 
Task Force Methodology, which would be directly impacted by a 
proposed development's access to U.S. 1, shall have sufficient 
available capacity to operate at level of service C as measured by 
the U.S. 1 Level of Service Task Force Methodology.  

3. c. All secondary roads to which traffic entering or leaving the 
development or use will have direct access shall have sufficient 
available capacity to operate at level of service LOS D as 
measured on an annual average daily traffic (AADT) basis.  

4. c. In areas that are served by inadequate transportation facilities on a 
segment of U.S. 1, as identified in the U.S. 1 Arterial Travel Time 
and Delay Study, development may be approved, provided that the 
pursuant to a binding and legally enforceable commitment 
requiring the necessary facilities and services be in place a) when 
the impacts of the development occur.  The proposed development 
in combination with all other permitted development shall will not 
decrease travel speed on the pertinent segment(s) of U.S. 1 by 
more than five percent below level of service LOS C, as measured 
by the U.S. 1 Level of Service Task Force Methodology. The 
development of a single family residential unit shall not be subject 
to this requirement. 

 d. Within 30 days of the receipt of the official 1989 FDOT traffic 
counts of U.S. Highway 1 the county shall publish a notice 
informing the public of the available transportation capacity for 
each road segment of U.S. 1 as described in the county's annual 
public facilities capacity report. The available capacity shall be 
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expressed in terms of number of trips remaining until the adequate 
transportation facilities standard is exceeded. The notice shall be 
published in the nonlegal section of the local newspapers of 
greatest general circulation in the Lower, Middle and Upper Keys.  

(2) Solid waste. 
a. Sufficient capacity shall be available at a solid waste disposal site to 

accommodate all existing and approved development for a period of at 
least three years from the projected date of completion of the proposed 
development or use. The county solid waste and resource recovery 
authority may enter into agreements, including agreements under F.S. 
§ 163.01, to dispose of solid waste outside of the county.  

b. Monroe County shall ensure that, at the time a certificate of occupancy 
or its functional equivalent is issued, adequate solid waste disposal 
capacity is available to support the new development at the adopted 
LOS standards. 

(3) Potable water. 
a. Sufficient potable water from an approved and permitted source shall be 

available to satisfy the projected water needs of the proposed 
development or use. Approved and permitted sources shall include 
cisterns, wells, FKAA distribution systems, individual water 
condensation systems, and any other system that complies with state 
standards for potable water.  

b. Monroe County shall ensure that, at the time a certificate of occupancy 
or its functional equivalent is issued, adequate water supplies are 
available to support the new development at the adopted LOS 
standards. 

(4) Sanitary Sewer.  
Monroe County shall ensure that, at the time a certificate of occupancy or 
its functional equivalent is issued, adequate sanitary wastewater treatment 
and disposal facilities, including wastewater treatment facilities and onsite 
sewage treatment and disposal systems, are available to support the 
development at the adopted LOS standards. 

(5 4) Schools. 
Monroe County shall coordinate with the Monroe County School Board to 
ensure aAdequate school classroom capacity shall be available to 
accommodate all school-age children to be generated by the proposed 
development or use.  

(6) Definitions. 
For the purposes of this section, the following terms mean: 
“Inadequate facility capacities” are those areas with capacity below the 
adopted level of service standards. 
“Marginally adequate facility capacities” are those areas at the adopted 
level of service standard or which are projected to reach inadequate 
capacity within the next 24 months. 

(5) Reports required. 
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The county shall provide monthly reports to the administration 
commission on the status of implementing the provisions of this section 
and the provisions of new public facilities required by this section until the 
submittal of its comprehensive plan to the department of community 
affairs for review under F.A.C. 9J-5.  

 
(b) Public Facility Assessment for rReview of development permits and review that 
level of service standards can be reasonably met. 

(1) Purpose. 
It is the purpose of this subsection to provide an orderly and equitable 
procedure for the issuance of development permits, other than permits for 
additions to existing structures and other development activity not 
requiring additional public facilities, whenever the rate of intensity of 
growth and development is likely to exceed the capacity of essential 
public facilities in order to ensure that the purposes and level of service 
standards of the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan are achieved.  

(2) Service areas. 
For the purposes of this subsection, the unincorporated areas of the county 
shall be divided into the following three public facilities service areas:  
a. Upper Keys Service Area: The unincorporated areas of the county north 

of the Whale Harbor Bridge; 
b. Middle Keys Service Area: The unincorporated areas of the county 

between the Seven Mile Bridge and Whale Harbor Bridge; and 
c. Lower Keys Service Area: The unincorporated areas of the county south 

and/or west of the Seven Mile Bridge. 
(3) Annual Biennial assessment of public facilities capacity. 

On or before June 15 of each year, Biennially, the director of planning 
shall submit to the board of county commissioners a report of the capacity 
of available public facilities in each of the service areas established in 
subsection (b)(2) of this section. The report shall be based on standard 
analytical methodologies and shall include a projection of the amount of 
residential and nonresidential growth that can be accommodated in each of 
the service areas during the ensuing two-year period without exceeding 
safe and efficient provision of essential public services. The report shall 
clearly identify areas of inadequate facility capacity, which are those areas 
with capacity below the adopted level of service standards as provided in 
subsection (a)(1)—(4) of this section, and areas of marginally adequate 
facility capacity, which are those areas at the adopted level of service 
standard or which are projected to reach inadequate capacity within the 
next 12 24 months. In addition, the report shall include growth trends and 
projections and a development permit monitoring system for each service 
area.  

(4) Ratification of the annual service capacity report. 
No later than July 1 of each year, Biennially, the board of county 
commissioners shall consider and approve or approve with modifications 
the annual assessment of public facilities capacity. In the event the board 
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acts to increase the development capacity of any service area, the board 
shall make specific findings of fact as to the reasons for the increase, 
including the source of funds to be used to pay for the additional capacity 
required to serve additional development to be permitted during the next 
24 12-month period.  

(5) Review procedure. 
a. Applicability. In the event the approved annual public facility 

assessment shows that projected growth and development during the 
next 24 12 months exceeds the capacity of public facilities, described 
in subsection (a)(1)—(4) capacity that will be available to serve the 
projected growth, development in one or more of the service areas that 
will require any of the public facilities enumerated in subsection (a) of 
this section that have insufficient capacity to provide safe and efficient 
public services shall be subject to the procedure established in this 
section. Development that does not require the public facilities 
enumerated in subsection (a) of this section and that has sufficient 
capacity to provide safe and efficient public services shall not be 
subject to the procedure established in this section.  

b. Areas of inadequate facility capacity. The county shall not approve 
applications for development in areas of the county that are served by 
inadequate facilities identified in the annual adequate facilities report, 
except the county may approve development that will have no 
reduction in the capacity of the facility or where the developer agrees 
to binding and legally enforceable commitment requiring the facilities 
and services to maintain or increase the level of service of the facility 
to the adopted level of service standard which will be in place when 
the impacts of the development occur. In areas that are served by 
inadequate transportation facilities, development may be approved in 
accordance with subsection (a)(1)c.4. of this section. An applicant, 
except for persons applying for a single-family residence, shall prepare 
a facilities impact report that demonstrates that:  

1. The development will not reduce the capacity of the facility; 
2. The necessary facilities and services are in place at the time a 

development permit is issued; 
3. A development permit is issued subject to the condition that the 

necessary facilities and services will be in place when the 
impacts of the development occur;  

4. The necessary facilities are under construction at the time a 
permit is issued; 

5. The necessary facilities and services are guaranteed in an 
enforceable development agreement, which may include, but is 
not limited to, development agreements pursuant to the Florida 
Local Government Development Agreement Act (F.S. § 
163.3220 et seq.) or an agreement or development order issued 
pursuant to F.S. ch. 380; or  
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6. The necessary facilities and services will be served by a 
concurrency management system that meets the requirements 
of Chapter 163, F.S. F.A.C. ch. 9J-5, and F.S. ch. 163.  

c. Areas of marginally adequate facility capacity. In areas of marginal 
facility capacity (areas projected to reach inadequate capacity within 
the next 24 months) as identified in the current annual adequate 
facilities report, the county shall either deny the application or 
condition the approval so that the level of service standard is not 
violated. A facilities impact report shall be prepared, except for a 
single-family residence, in these areas to demonstrate the standards in 
subsection (b)(5)b. of this section have been met.  

d. Facilities impact report requirements. The facilities impact report 
required by this section shall use acceptable professional 
methodologies and standards inclusive of a cumulative traffic impact 
analysis, where necessary, as provided by the director of planning.  

(6) Exemptions. 
In addition to the exemptions from development described in subsection 
(3) of the definition of "development" in section 101-1, the following 
construction activities shall not be considered development for the 
purposes of this section only: 
a. The construction of a single-family residence. The rebuilding or 

restoration of a single-family home damaged or destroyed by fire, 
calamity, or natural disaster so long as the rebuilding or restoration 
takes place within the footprint of the destroyed or damaged structure 
and as long as there is no increase in density or intensity of use;  

b. The replacement of a mobile home upon the same lot where the original 
was located as long as there is no increase in density or intensity of 
use;  

c. The construction of fences; 
d. The construction of slabs for existing buildings; 
e. The pavement of driveways; 
f. The construction of docks and seawalls; 
g. The construction of tikis; 
h. The construction of swimming pools; or 
i. The installation of storm shutters. 

 
 
V RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff has found that the proposed text amendment would be consistent with the provisions of 
§102-158(d)(5)(b): 1. Changed projections (e.g., regarding public service needs) from those 
on which the text or boundary was based; 2. Changed assumptions (e.g., regarding 
demographic trends); 3. Data errors, including errors in mapping, vegetative types and 
natural features described in volume I of the plan; 4. New issues; 5. Recognition of a need for 
additional detail or comprehensiveness; or 6. Data updates.  Specifically, staff has found that 



Page 10 of 16 (File #2013-099)  

the proposed text amendments are necessary due to a recognition of a need for additional 
detail or comprehensiveness. 

 
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners amend the Monroe County Code 
as stated in the text of this staff report. 
 

VI.  EXHIBITS 
1. Consistency with the Florida Keys Principles for Guiding Development and Florida 

Statutes 
2. December 12, 2012, BOCC minutes for Item K2 
3. Methodology To Assess Level-Of-Service On Us-1 In The Florida Keys, Florida 

Department of Transportation, January 1993. 
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EXHIBIT 1 1 
 2 
 3 
The proposed amendment is consistent with the Principles for Guiding Development for the 4 
Florida Keys Area, Section 380.0552(7), Florida Statute. 5 
 6 
For the purposes of reviewing consistency of the adopted plan or any amendments to that 7 
plan with the principles for guiding development and any amendments to the principles, the 8 
principles shall be construed as a whole and no specific provision shall be construed or 9 
applied in isolation from the other provisions.  10 

 11 
(a) Strengthening local government capabilities for managing land use and development 12 

so that local government is able to achieve these objectives without continuing the 13 
area of critical state concern designation. 14 

(b) Protecting shoreline and marine resources, including mangroves, coral reef 15 
formations, seagrass beds, wetlands, fish and wildlife, and their habitat. 16 

(c) Protecting upland resources, tropical biological communities, freshwater wetlands, 17 
native tropical vegetation (for example, hardwood hammocks and pinelands), dune 18 
ridges and beaches, wildlife, and their habitat. 19 

(d) Ensuring the maximum well-being of the Florida Keys and its citizens through sound 20 
economic development. 21 

(e) Limiting the adverse impacts of development on the quality of water throughout the 22 
Florida Keys. 23 

(f) Enhancing natural scenic resources, promoting the aesthetic benefits of the natural 24 
environment, and ensuring that development is compatible with the unique historic 25 
character of the Florida Keys. 26 

(g) Protecting the historical heritage of the Florida Keys. 27 
(h) Protecting the value, efficiency, cost-effectiveness, and amortized life of existing and 28 

proposed major public investments, including: 29 
 30 

1. The Florida Keys Aqueduct and water supply facilities; 31 
2. Sewage collection, treatment, and disposal facilities; 32 
3. Solid waste treatment, collection, and disposal facilities; 33 
4. Key West Naval Air Station and other military facilities; 34 
5. Transportation facilities; 35 
6. Federal parks, wildlife refuges, and marine sanctuaries; 36 
7. State parks, recreation facilities, aquatic preserves, and other publicly owned 37 

properties; 38 
8. City electric service and the Florida Keys Electric Co-op; and 39 
9. Other utilities, as appropriate. 40 

 41 
(i) Protecting and improving water quality by providing for the construction, operation, 42 

maintenance, and replacement of stormwater management facilities; central sewage 43 
collection; treatment and disposal facilities; and the installation and proper operation 44 
and maintenance of onsite sewage treatment and disposal systems. 45 

(j) Ensuring the improvement of nearshore water quality by requiring the construction 46 
and operation of wastewater management facilities that meet the requirements of ss. 47 
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381.0065(4)(l) and 403.086(10), as applicable, and by directing growth to areas 1 
served by central wastewater treatment facilities through permit allocation systems. 2 

(k) Limiting the adverse impacts of public investments on the environmental resources of 3 
the Florida Keys. 4 

(l) Making available adequate affordable housing for all sectors of the population of the 5 
Florida Keys. 6 

(m) Providing adequate alternatives for the protection of public safety and welfare in the 7 
event of a natural or manmade disaster and for a postdisaster reconstruction plan. 8 

(n) Protecting the public health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the Florida Keys 9 
and maintaining the Florida Keys as a unique Florida resource. 10 

 11 
Pursuant to Section 380.0552(7) Florida Statutes, the proposed amendment is consistent with 12 
the Principles for Guiding Development as a whole and is not inconsistent with any 13 
Principle.   14 
 15 
 16 
The proposed amendment is consistent with Part II of Chapter 163, Florida Statute (F.S.). 17 
Specifically, the amendment furthers: 18 
 19 
163.3164 Community Planning Act; definitions.—As used in this act: 20 
(7) “Capital improvement” means physical assets constructed or purchased to provide, 21 
improve, or replace a public facility and which are typically large scale and high in cost. The 22 
cost of a capital improvement is generally nonrecurring and may require multiyear financing. 23 
For the purposes of this part, physical assets that have been identified as existing or projected 24 
needs in the individual comprehensive plan elements shall be considered capital 25 
improvements. 26 
(28) “Level of service” means an indicator of the extent or degree of service provided by, 27 
or proposed to be provided by, a facility based on and related to the operational 28 
characteristics of the facility. Level of service shall indicate the capacity per unit of demand 29 
for each public facility. 30 
(38) “Public facilities” means major capital improvements, including transportation, 31 
sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, potable water, educational, parks and recreational 32 
facilities. 33 
 34 
163.3177 Required and optional elements of comprehensive plan; studies and 35 
surveys.— 36 
(3)(a) The comprehensive plan shall contain a capital improvements element designed to 37 
consider the need for and the location of public facilities in order to encourage the efficient 38 
use of such facilities and set forth: 39 
1. A component that outlines principles for construction, extension, or increase in capacity 40 
of public facilities, as well as a component that outlines principles for correcting existing 41 
public facility deficiencies, which are necessary to implement the comprehensive plan. The 42 
components shall cover at least a 5-year period. 43 
2. Estimated public facility costs, including a delineation of when facilities will be needed, 44 
the general location of the facilities, and projected revenue sources to fund the facilities. 45 
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3. Standards to ensure the availability of public facilities and the adequacy of those 1 
facilities to meet established acceptable levels of service. 2 
 3 
(6) In addition to the requirements of subsections (1)-(5), the comprehensive plan shall 4 
include the following elements: 5 
(b) A transportation element addressing mobility issues in relationship to the size and 6 
character of the local government. The purpose of the transportation element shall be to plan 7 
for a multimodal transportation system that places emphasis on public transportation systems, 8 
where feasible. The element shall provide for a safe, convenient multimodal transportation 9 
system, coordinated with the future land use map or map series and designed to support all 10 
elements of the comprehensive plan. A local government that has all or part of its jurisdiction 11 
included within the metropolitan planning area of a metropolitan planning organization 12 
(M.P.O.) pursuant to s. 339.175 shall prepare and adopt a transportation element consistent 13 
with this subsection. Local governments that are not located within the metropolitan planning 14 
area of an M.P.O. shall address traffic circulation, mass transit, and ports, and aviation and 15 
related facilities consistent with this subsection, except that local governments with a 16 
population of 50,000 or less shall only be required to address transportation circulation. The 17 
element shall be coordinated with the plans and programs of any applicable metropolitan 18 
planning organization, transportation authority, Florida Transportation Plan, and Department 19 
of Transportation adopted work program. 20 
1. Each local government’s transportation element shall address traffic circulation, 21 
including the types, locations, and extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares and 22 
transportation routes, including bicycle and pedestrian ways. Transportation corridors, as 23 
defined in s. 334.03, may be designated in the transportation element pursuant to s. 337.273. 24 
If the transportation corridors are designated, the local government may adopt a 25 
transportation corridor management ordinance. The element shall include a map or map 26 
series showing the general location of the existing and proposed transportation system 27 
features and shall be coordinated with the future land use map or map series. The element 28 
shall reflect the data, analysis, and associated principles and strategies relating to: 29 
a. The existing transportation system levels of service and system needs and the availability 30 
of transportation facilities and services. 31 
b. The growth trends and travel patterns and interactions between land use and 32 
transportation. 33 
c. Existing and projected intermodal deficiencies and needs. 34 
d. The projected transportation system levels of service and system needs based upon the 35 
future land use map and the projected integrated transportation system. 36 
e. How the local government will correct existing facility deficiencies, meet the identified 37 
needs of the projected transportation system, and advance the purpose of this paragraph and 38 
the other elements of the comprehensive plan. 39 
 40 
163.3180 Concurrency.— 41 
(1) Sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, and potable water are the only public facilities 42 
and services subject to the concurrency requirement on a statewide basis. Additional public 43 
facilities and services may not be made subject to concurrency on a statewide basis without 44 
approval by the Legislature; however, any local government may extend the concurrency 45 
requirement so that it applies to additional public facilities within its jurisdiction. 46 
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(a) If concurrency is applied to other public facilities, the local government comprehensive 1 
plan must provide the principles, guidelines, standards, and strategies, including adopted 2 
levels of service, to guide its application. In order for a local government to rescind any 3 
optional concurrency provisions, a comprehensive plan amendment is required. An 4 
amendment rescinding optional concurrency issues shall be processed under the expedited 5 
state review process in s. 163.3184(3), but the amendment is not subject to state review and 6 
is not required to be transmitted to the reviewing agencies for comments, except that the local 7 
government shall transmit the amendment to any local government or government agency 8 
that has filed a request with the governing body and, for municipal amendments, the 9 
amendment shall be transmitted to the county in which the municipality is located. For 10 
informational purposes only, a copy of the adopted amendment shall be provided to the state 11 
land planning agency. A copy of the adopted amendment shall also be provided to the 12 
Department of Transportation if the amendment rescinds transportation concurrency and to 13 
the Department of Education if the amendment rescinds school concurrency. 14 
(b) The local government comprehensive plan must demonstrate, for required or optional 15 
concurrency requirements, that the levels of service adopted can be reasonably met. 16 
Infrastructure needed to ensure that adopted level-of-service standards are achieved and 17 
maintained for the 5-year period of the capital improvement schedule must be identified 18 
pursuant to the requirements of s. 163.3177(3). The comprehensive plan must include 19 
principles, guidelines, standards, and strategies for the establishment of a concurrency 20 
management system. 21 
(2) Consistent with public health and safety, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, adequate 22 
water supplies, and potable water facilities shall be in place and available to serve new 23 
development no later than the issuance by the local government of a certificate of occupancy 24 
or its functional equivalent. Prior to approval of a building permit or its functional equivalent, 25 
the local government shall consult with the applicable water supplier to determine whether 26 
adequate water supplies to serve the new development will be available no later than the 27 
anticipated date of issuance by the local government of a certificate of occupancy or its 28 
functional equivalent. A local government may meet the concurrency requirement for 29 
sanitary sewer through the use of onsite sewage treatment and disposal systems approved by 30 
the Department of Health to serve new development. 31 
(3) Governmental entities that are not responsible for providing, financing, operating, or 32 
regulating public facilities needed to serve development may not establish binding level-of-33 
service standards on governmental entities that do bear those responsibilities. 34 
(4) The concurrency requirement as implemented in local comprehensive plans applies to 35 
state and other public facilities and development to the same extent that it applies to all other 36 
facilities and development, as provided by law. 37 
(5)(a) If concurrency is applied to transportation facilities, the local government 38 
comprehensive plan must provide the principles, guidelines, standards, and strategies, 39 
including adopted levels of service to guide its application. 40 
(b) Local governments shall use professionally accepted studies to evaluate the appropriate 41 
levels of service. Local governments should consider the number of facilities that will be 42 
necessary to meet level-of-service demands when determining the appropriate levels of 43 
service. The schedule of facilities that are necessary to meet the adopted level of service shall 44 
be reflected in the capital improvement element. 45 
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(c) Local governments shall use professionally accepted techniques for measuring levels of 1 
service when evaluating potential impacts of a proposed development. 2 
(d) The premise of concurrency is that the public facilities will be provided in order to 3 
achieve and maintain the adopted level of service standard. A comprehensive plan that 4 
imposes transportation concurrency shall contain appropriate amendments to the capital 5 
improvements element of the comprehensive plan, consistent with the requirements of s. 6 
163.3177(3). The capital improvements element shall identify facilities necessary to meet 7 
adopted levels of service during a 5-year period. 8 
(e) If a local government applies transportation concurrency in its jurisdiction, it is 9 
encouraged to develop policy guidelines and techniques to address potential negative impacts 10 
on future development: 11 

1. In urban infill and redevelopment, and urban service areas. 12 
2. With special part-time demands on the transportation system. 13 
3. With de minimis impacts. 14 
4. On community desired types of development, such as redevelopment, or job creation 15 
projects. 16 

(f) Local governments are encouraged to develop tools and techniques to complement the 17 
application of transportation concurrency such as: 18 

1. Adoption of long-term strategies to facilitate development patterns that support 19 
multimodal solutions, including urban design, and appropriate land use mixes, including 20 
intensity and density. 21 
2. Adoption of an areawide level of service not dependent on any single road segment 22 
function. 23 
3. Exempting or discounting impacts of locally desired development, such as 24 
development in urban areas, redevelopment, job creation, and mixed use on the 25 
transportation system. 26 
4. Assigning secondary priority to vehicle mobility and primary priority to ensuring a 27 
safe, comfortable, and attractive pedestrian environment, with convenient interconnection 28 
to transit. 29 
5. Establishing multimodal level of service standards that rely primarily on 30 
nonvehicular modes of transportation where existing or planned community design will 31 
provide adequate level of mobility. 32 
6. Reducing impact fees or local access fees to promote development within urban 33 
areas, multimodal transportation districts, and a balance of mixed-use development in 34 
certain areas or districts, or for affordable or workforce housing. 35 

(g) Local governments are encouraged to coordinate with adjacent local governments for 36 
the purpose of using common methodologies for measuring impacts on transportation 37 
facilities. 38 
(h) Local governments that implement transportation concurrency must: 39 

1. Consult with the Department of Transportation when proposed plan amendments 40 
affect facilities on the strategic intermodal system. 41 
2. Exempt public transit facilities from concurrency. For the purposes of this 42 
subparagraph, public transit facilities include transit stations and terminals; transit station 43 
parking; park-and-ride lots; intermodal public transit connection or transfer facilities; 44 
fixed bus, guideway, and rail stations; and airport passenger terminals and concourses, air 45 
cargo facilities, and hangars for the assembly, manufacture, maintenance, or storage of 46 
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aircraft. As used in this subparagraph, the terms “terminals” and “transit facilities” do not 1 
include seaports or commercial or residential development constructed in conjunction 2 
with a public transit facility. 3 
3. Allow an applicant for a development-of-regional-impact development order, a 4 
rezoning, or other land use development permit to satisfy the transportation concurrency 5 
requirements of the local comprehensive plan, the local government’s concurrency 6 
management system, and s. 380.06, when applicable, if: 7 

a. The applicant enters into a binding agreement to pay for or construct its 8 
proportionate share of required improvements. 9 
b. The proportionate-share contribution or construction is sufficient to 10 
accomplish one or more mobility improvements that will benefit a regionally 11 
significant transportation facility. 12 
c. (I) The local government has provided a means by which the landowner will 13 
be assessed a proportionate share of the cost of providing the transportation 14 
facilities necessary to serve the proposed development. An applicant shall not be 15 
held responsible for the additional cost of reducing or eliminating deficiencies. 16 
(II) When an applicant contributes or constructs its proportionate share pursuant 17 
to this subparagraph, a local government may not require payment or construction 18 
of transportation facilities whose costs would be greater than a development’s 19 
proportionate share of the improvements necessary to mitigate the development’s 20 
impacts. 21 

 22 
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DIVISION OF GROWTH MANAGEMENT 

Item K2 Christine Hurley, Growth Management Director addressed the Board. Patricia 
Smith, Transportation Planning Manager addressed the Board and introduced Rajendran 
Shanmugam, P.E. representing URS Southern Corporation. Mr. Shanmugam made a 
presentation regarding the results of the 2012 US 1 Arterial Travel Time and Delay Study. 
Mayte Santamaria, Assistant Director Planning & Environmental Resources addressed the Board. 
After discussion, motion was made by Commissioner Murphy and seconded by Commissioner 
Rice authorizing the Mayor to send a letter to the Florida Department of Transportation 
recommending everything that was printed in green in the study, as follows: 1) Explore 
improvements to county roads that could help increase LOS on US 1; 2) Continue coordination 
efforts with FDOT to enhance signal hardware, software, and timing to improve traffic flow 
along US 1; 3) Continue coordination efforts with FDOT to address inadequate LOS in 
conjunction with FDOT work program projects; 4) Discourage additional signalized intersections 
along US 1; 5) Require developers to make LOS improvements as part of the development 
process in areas of inadequate capacity; and 6) Revise Section 114-2 to require area wide LOS C 
only (delete segment requirement). Motion carried unanimously. 

ENGINEERING 

Item HI Judy Hull read a statement from Terri Strickland, President of the Florida Keys 
Scenic Corridor, into the record concerning the Florida Department of Transportation 
presentation of the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Tentative Five Year Work 
Program for Fiscal years 2013-2014 through 2017-2018. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

Item 06 Kelly McKinnon, Executive Director of Pigeon Key made a presentation of the 
Pigeon Key Foundation's Annual Report. 

COMMISSIONERS' ITEMS 

Item M5 Board discussed requesting favorable consideration to waive and exempt the 
Pigeon Key Foundation from having to carry the high cost of Wind, Flood and Fire Insurance 
premiums on buildings the county owns. Roman Gastesi, County Administrator and Teresa 
Aguiar, Director Employee Services addressed the Board. After discussion, motion was made by 
Commissioner Murphy and seconded by Commissioner Rice granting approval of the item. Roll 
call vote was unanimous. Bob Shillinger, County Attorney advised the Board that he will bring 
back to the Board a Lease Amendment to reflect the Boards action on this item. 

STAFF REPORTS 

Item E5 Kevin Wilson, Senior Director of Engineering advised the Board that the current 
CDBG Grants for sewer funds expire next year and that he anticipates receiving additional 
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ABSTRACT 
 
This paper presents the methodology developed to assess level-of-service (LOS) on US-1 in the 
Florida Keys.  Although predominantly an uninterrupted flow two-lane roadway in the Keys, US-1's 
uniqueness warrants all alternative LOS evaluation process to that found in the 1985 Highway 
Capacity Manual. 
 
U.S.-1 extends from the Key West to the Florida mainland with no major roads intersecting it.  
Furthermore, no other principal arterial serves the Keys or the Keys' resident and tourist population, 
over 100,000.  Its unique geography, land use patterns, trip making characteristics presented a 
challenge in developing and applying a reasonable and acceptable method to assess its LOS. 
 
A uniform method was developed to assess LOS on U.S.-1 to cover both its overall arterial length 
from Key West to the Florida mainland, and 24 roadway segments delineated.  The methodology 
employs average travel speed as the main measure of effectiveness.  It was developed from basic 
criteria and principles contained in Chapters 7 (Rural Multilane Highways), 8 (Rural Two-Lane 
Highways) and 11 (Urban and Suburban Arterials) of the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual. 
 
The results of the study correlate well with perceived operating conditions on US-1 and over a two-
year period the methodology appears to have a good level of reliability.  The authors recommend 
that for uninterrupted flow conditions in developed areas, Chapters 7 and 8 of the Highway Capacity 
Manual incorporates average travel speed as the main measure of effectiveness to determine LOS. 
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A METHOD TO ASSESS LEVEL-OF-SERVICE 
ON US-1 IN THE FLORIDA KEYS 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 

The purpose of this paper is to present the methodology developed by the Monroe County US-1 
level-of-service (LOS) Task Force to assess LOS on US-1 (the Overseas Highway) in the Florida Keys 
(1).  The authors are members of the referenced task force. 
 
US-1 which is mostly two-lanes, has unique geographic and trip characteristics.  It extends through 
the Florida Keys covering approximately 180 kilometers (112 miles) from the City of Key West to the 
Florida mainland (Figure 1).  There are 48 bridges crossing water for a total length of 35 km (22 mi), 
with the longest bridge approximately 11 km (7 mi) long.  There is no other road, to provide vehicular 
access to the Florida Keys from the rest of Florida or anywhere else.  Few local roads are 5 km (3 mi) 
in length.  Consequently, US-1 serves not only as a regional principal arterial which serves intra as 
well as interstate travel, but also serves as the local road for most of the trips within the Keys.  US-1 
Annual average daily traffic (AADT) volumes range from a low of 4700 to a high of 34200.  The road 
serves a large tourist demand and is one of the most scenic in the United States.  The linear 
geography with the narrow land width of most of the Florida Keys are further characteristics. 
 
Most of the surrounding land use is rural developed and suburban in nature; however, some areas 
are totally rural and others are urban, such as the Key West and its suburbs.  With the exception of 
the few completely rural segments and the bridges, strip commercial stores, motels and restaurants 
are very common throughout the Keys along US-1.  Numerous driveways and intersecting local 
roads provide access to the surrounding residential areas. 
 
The US-1 LOS study encompassed approximately 174 km (108 mi) of US-1  from Key West/Stock 
Island to the Monroe/Dade County Line, broken down as follows: 
 

o 129 km (80 mi) (74%)  two-lane uninterrupted flow; 
o 32 km (20 mi)  (19 %)  four-lane uninterrupted flow; and 
o 13 km (8 mi)  (7%)  four-lane urban/suburban interrupted flow. 
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Part of the growth management process in Florida is to assess roadway LOS to determine if 
roadway facilities meet standards established by state regulations.  The Transportation Research 
Board Special Report 209 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (2) is extensively used throughout 
Florida as the source document to determine highway capacities and LOS. 
 
HCM Chapter 7 (Rural Multilane Highways), 8 (Rural Two-Lane Highways) and 11 (Urban and 
Suburban Arterials) were consulted to determine applicability to the unique conditions and vehicular 
traffic operations and characteristics of the Florida Keys.  Only the 13 km (8 mi) of urban/suburban 
interrupted flow and the small percentage of the two-lane truly rural portions correlate directly to the 
HCM Chapters 11 and 8. 
 
Thus, the challenge was to develop a methodology to assess arterial LOS along US-1 without 
deviating from the principles of the HCM. Towards that end a task force was created consisting of 
representatives from State and local agencies and an engineering consulting firm. 
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THE NEED TO DEVELOP A LOS MEASUREMENT METHOD 
 
From a state transportation perspective, the overall operating condition of US-1 is important, not the 
condition of any smaller segment.  With Key West as a major tourist destination at the southern end 
of the Keys and no alternative routes, the logical analysis section of highway extends from Key West 
to the mainland.  From local transportation and development approval perspectives, shorter 
segments for analysis are desirable. 
 
Chapter 8 of the HCM presents a methodology which applies to typical rural two-lane highways with 
basically long stretches of roads, and few side intersecting streets and driveways directly 
connecting to the roads.  Chapter 8 methodology relies mainly on "percent time delay" to assess 
LOS.  The HCM further states that "Percent time delay...is defined as the average percent of time that 
all vehicles are delayed while traveling in platoons due to inability to pass.  Percent time delay is 
difficult to measure directly in the field.  The percent of vehicles traveling at headways less than 5 
seconds can be used as a surrogate measure in field studies." 
 
Chapter 8 of the HCM also uses average travel speed and capacity utilization as additional measures 
of effectiveness to assess LOS.  However, the HCM states clearly that percent time delay is the 
primary measure of service quality.  Further inspection of the average speeds for level terrain 
depicted by Table 8-1 of the HCM do not correspond well with the typical operating speeds of US-1 
in the Florida Keys.  For instance, Table 8-1 shows average speeds ranging from 58 mph (93 kmh) 
(LOS A) to 45 mph (72 kmh) (LOS D). 
 
The overall weighted posted speed limit for US-1 in the Florida Keys is 79.7 kmh (49.5 mph).  The 
overall median operating speeds along US-1 according to the 1991 and 1992 field studies (3, 4 ) were 
76.8 and 75.5 kmh (47.7 and 46.9 mph), respectively.  The field studies showed, for the most part, the 
survey vehicle(s) was traveling close to the posted speed limit. 
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It is believed the average motorist in the Florida Keys is mostly concerned with operating at an 
acceptable average travel speed rather than being concerned about the ability to pass.  This is 
supported by the physical and traffic characteristics of the Keys (e.g., adjacent land development, 
sight seeing tourists), local knowledge, and discussions with motorists. 
 
From the above statements, it was clear to the task team that HCM Chapter 8 methodology could not 
be applied to US-1 for analysis of its two-lane sections. 
 
With regards to the four-lane uninterrupted flow portions of US-1, a similar dilemma occurred.  HCM 
Chapter 7 methodology applies to multi-lane highways with operating characteristics generally 
unlike those of US-1 through the Florida Keys.  For instance, average travel speeds depicted by 
Table 7-1 of the HCM are also higher than those encountered in the Keys.  Further, the methodology 
inherent in equations (7-1), (7-2) and (7-3)are closely related to those of freeways with their higher 
service flow rates, which again neither simulate nor resemble those of US-1 in the Keys.  The Four-
lane portion is found mostly in Key Largo (the northeastern end of the Keys) which has a weighted 
posted speed limit of 72.5 kmh (45 mph).  Key largo is developed with strip commercial and 
residential development.  It has numerous driveway connections and side streets directly accessing 
US-1. 
 
The remaining 7% of the total US-1 mileage is four-lane interrupted flow.  These are the portions 
encompassing Marathon (in the middle of the Keys) and Stock Island (near Key West).  The 
operating characteristics here are truly urban/suburban and interrupted flow in nature resembling 
those of HCM Chapter 11.  Thus, the methodology of Chapter 11 was employed in assessing LOS on 
these segments. 
 
From the preceding discussion, it was evident that a distinct method to assess LOS on US-1 had to 
be developed.  The task team’s efforts concentrated on keeping consistency with the basic 
philosophy of the HCM, and yet be sensitive to the Keys uniqueness.  Thus, the proposed 
methodology correlates measured travel speeds along US-1 with LOS speed thresholds developed 
as part of this study.  This is in line with the concept behind the HCM of average travel speed being 
the main parameter to measure arterial LOS. 
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METHODOLOGY 
 
Considering the types of trips served by US-1, it was decided to conduct travel time and delay runs 
to cover both the entire length of US-1 from Key West to the Monroe/Dade County Line (mainland) 
and for each segment of the highway along the way.  Twenty-four segments were selected as 
depicted by Table 1.  Each segment is fairly homogeneous in nature having a uniform roadway cross 
section and traffic flow. 
 
Travel speeds for the overall length (from Key West to the mainland) provide an indication of the 
LOS for the regional trips.  Travel speeds for each segment also provides an opportunity to assess 
the impact of local trips.  Establishing speed criteria for both the overall length and for each roadway 
segment satisfies the requirements of the Florida growth management process. 
 
The next step in the process was to determine the number of travel time runs and how, when and 
to/from where.  Runs were started at both ends of US-1.  For example, one run started on Stock 
Island (Key West City limits) and proceeded to the mainland (Dade County). After reaching this point, 
the vehicle turned back and proceeded to end the run where it started, on Stock Island.  On another 
day the reverse was true (i.e., the run started in Dade County instead of Stock Island).  It was 
decided to perform a total of fourteen two-way runs or twenty-eight in each direction covering the 
174 km (108 mi) study portion of US-1.  Twenty-eight runs provide enough data for statistical 
significance.  Control points were established at each of the 24 segments to record travel time and 
speed data specific to each one of those segments.  Seven runs were started at Stock Island and 
seven in Dade County.  Each began at staggered hours to cover the varied trip purposes and time 
frames within the Keys.  The surveys were conducted during March, reflecting the area's peak traffic 
season. 
 
For each run the process provided data, such as running speed and travel speed, in each direction 
of US-1.  Vehicular traffic counts were also collected at three locations covering seven days. 
 
The travel time runs yielded a total of 28 one-way travel speed values for the overall length of US-1 
and for each of the 24 segments.  The value selected for analysis was the median speed which 
would reflect a "typical peak period during the peak season."  In other developed parts of Florida the 
typical peak hour of the peak season approximates the 100th highest hour of the year (5). 
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The median value was also selected, instead of the average, to avoid the influence of extremely high 
or low speed value at either end of the survey population. 
 
The process up to this point provided median travel speeds.  The question then became, what LOS 
do these speeds represent. 
 
The next step was to develop a set of LOS/Speed threshold values for both the overall length of US-1 
and the pertinent segments of the highway.  Towards this end, the speed ratios between LOS 
thresholds from Tables 7-1, 8-1 and 11-1 of the HCM were used in the analysis.  These ratios were 
weighted against actual mileage of US-1 in the Florida Keys to represent the prevailing type of flow; 
two-lane uninterrupted flow, four-lane uninterrupted flow and four-lane interrupted flow.  For 
example, from the level terrain portion of HCM Table 8-1, the ratio between LOS B speed and LOS A 
speed is 55/58 = 0.948.  The ratio between LOS C/LOS A = 52/58 = 0.897; the ratio between LOS 
D/LOS A = 50/58 = 0.862 and so on.  The same process was applied to Tables 7-1 (96.6 kmh) (60 mph) 
and 11-1.  Then each ratio was weighted to take into account the length of the section of US-1 to 
which that type of traffic flow applied.  Once all the ratios were developed, the weight criteria was 
applied as in the following example: 
 
 
 
TYPE OF FLOW  LOS C/LOS A RATIO WEIGHT 
Two-lane uninterrupted   52/58 = 0.897    74 
Four-lane uninterrupted   44/50 = 0.880    19 
Four-lane interrupted    22/35 = 0.629    07 
 
 
Therefore, the overall speed ratio between LOS C and LOS A is: 

 
[74(0.897)+19(0.880)+7(0.629)]+100=0.875 

 
The above process was applied to develop all the required ratios. 
Further observations with reference to Tables 8-1, 7-1 and 11-1 yielded the following.  From Table 8-1 
the difference between LOS A and LOS B speeds is 4.8 kmh (3 mph), or 4.8 kmh (3 mph) above an 
assumed posted speed limit of 88 kmh (55 mph).  From Tables 7-1 and 11-1 the differences are 3.2 
kmh and 11.3 kmh (2 mph and 7 mph), respectively, with LOS lower than assumed speed limits.  
Therefore, from these observations plus local knowledge, it was determined that the overall US-1 
posted speed limit is 79.7 kmh (49.5 mph) reasonably fell between the LOS A and B thresholds.  This  
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assumption is not far away from the premise that if a vehicle is able to sustain a travel speed equal 
to the posted speed limit, then it will correspond typically with the upper ranges of LOS (i.e., LOS A 
or B). 
 
With the above speed differentials and LOS range premise in mind, the US-1 overall speed 
thresholds for LOS A and B became 82.1 kmh (51 mph) (2.4 kmh (1.5 mph) above 79.7 kmh (49.5) and 
77.3 kmh (48 mph), respectively.  Applying the developed ratio between LOS C/LOS A to the LOS A 
speed resulted in 72.5 kmh (45 mph), rounded off (i.e., 0.875 x 82.1 kmh (51 mph) = 71.8 kmh (44.6 
mph)), which then became the threshold for LOS C.  After applying all the ratios the overall LOS 
criteria for US-1 became: 
 
 
   LOS   Speed 

   A   ≥ 82 kmh (51 mph) 

   B   ≥ 77 kmh (48 mph) 

   C   ≥ 72 kmh (45 mph) 

   D   ≥ 68 kmh (42 mph) 

   E   ≥ 58 kmh (36 mph) 

   F   < 58 kmh (36 mph) 
 
 
Inspection of the criteria above indicates a close relationship with the speed differentials of both 
Tables 8-1 and 7-1 of the HCM.  Comparing the median speed data for US-1 from the 1991 and 1992 
field studies to the above criteria resulted in an overall LOS of C for both years, i.e.,  76.8 kmh (47.7 
mph) for 1991 and 75.5 kmh (46.9 mph) for 1992.  These speeds are 2.9 kmh (1.8 mph) and 4.2 kmh 
(2.6 mph) below the overall weighted 79.7 kmh (49.5 mph) speed limit, which would correspond to 
the upper range of LOS C.  The authors also believe that LOS C is the appropriate LOS designation 
for the whole of US-1 from Key West to the mainland. 
 
A final step was still needed to complete the task of developing LOS/Speed threshold values for the 
segments of US-1.  No further work was needed to cover the 7% mileage of the interrupted portions 
of US-1 found on Marathon and Stock Island, adjacent to Key West.  As discussed earlier, these 
segments correlate with Chapter 11 of the HCM.  Therefore, direct application of Table 11-1 
LOS/speed criteria for a Class I arterial was made. 
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The remaining segments fell within the two-lane and four lane uninterrupted flow criteria.  It was 
decided to make LOS A speed criterion  2.4 kmh (1.5 mph) above the weighted posted speed limit in 
order to keep consistency with the overall criteria.  LOS C speed was set 9.7 kmh (6 mph) below LOS 
A speed consistent with Tables 7-1 and 8-1 of the HCM.  LOS B and D speed criteria were set to 
provide equal increments between LOS A and LOS D (i.e., LOS B 4.8 kmh (3 mph) below LOS A 
speed and LOS D 4.8 kmh (3 mph) below LOS C speed).  LOS E was set 9.7 kmh (6 mph) below the 
LOS D Speed.  This makes the segmental speed differential between LOS thresholds consistent with 
the differentials in the overall criteria, except for one consideration.  On any segment, intersection 
delay would be deducted from the segment's travel time to account for the influence of that signal 
on the segment (i.e., signal delay = 1.0 x 15 seconds average stopped delay).  This corresponds to 
an LOS C delay due to isolated signals.  LOS C delay was chosen because LOS C is the state LOS 
standard for US-1 in the Florida Keys.  The rationale behind deducting signal delay from the segment 
analysis was to recognize for the impact of signals in reducing travel time.  This provides the 
required sensitivity in the segment which is not only to assess the impact of regional vehicular trips, 
but also those that are local in nature.  The following illustrates the concept plus one example for the 
US-1 Segmental LOS/speed relationship. 
 
o The uninterrupted flow segment criteria are: 
 
 LOS SPEED 

 A ≥ 2.4 kmh (1.5 mph) above the posted speed limit 

 B ≥ 4.8 kmh (3.0 mph) below LOS A 

 C ≥ 9.7 kmh (6.0 mph) below LOS A 

 D ≥ 14.5 kmh (9.0 mph) below LOS A 

 E ≥ 24 kmh (15.0 mph) below LOS A 

 F  < 24 kmh (15.0 mph) below LOS A 
 
o A segment having a weighted posted speed limit of 72 kmh (45 mph) would then have 
 this criteria: 
 
 LOS SPEED 

 A ≥ 74.9 kmh (46.5 mph)  

 B ≥ 70.0 kmh (43.5 mph)  

 C ≥ 65.2 kmh (40.5 mph)  

 D ≥ 60.4 kmh (37.5 mph)  

 E ≥ 50.7 kmh (31.5 mph)  

 F  < 50.7 kmh (31.5 mph)  
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o The LOS/Speed criteria for interrupted flow segments (marathon and Stock Island) are  
 based directly on a Class I arterial from Table 11-1 of the HCM. 
 
 
 LOS SPEED 

 A ≥ 56.4 kmh (35 mph)  

 B ≥   45.1 kmh (28 mph)  

 C ≥ 35.4 kmh (22 mph)  

 D ≥ 27.4 kmh (17 mph)  

 E ≥ 20.9 kmh (13 mph)  

 F < 20.9 kmh (13 mph)  
 
 
Speed data from both the overall length of US-1 and the individual segments were compared against 
the applicable LOS/speed thresholds.  This provided for an assessment of the facility LOS plus an 
indication of reserve speed, if any. 
 
Under Florida's and Monroe County's growth management process if the overall LOS for US-1 fell 
below the LOS C standard, then no additional land development would be allowed to proceed in the 
Florida Keys.  Unless the proposed new development traffic impact were mitigated.  If the overall 
LOS for US-1 was C or better, then additional development could take place in those segments 
where there was reserve speed available (i.e., segment's speed was higher than the standard 
threshold). 
 
Besides meeting highway LOS standards there are numerous other considerations in Florida's 
growth management process pertaining to the Florida Keys that are beyond the scope of this paper.  
As mentioned in the introduction, the purpose of this study was to present the methodology to 
assess LOS on US-1. 
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MEMORANDUM 
MONROE COUNTY PLANNING & ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 

We strive to be caring, professional, and fair. 
 
DATE:  August 20, 2013 
 
TO:  DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 
THROUGH: TOWNSLEY SCHWAB; SENIOR PLANNING & ENVIRONMENTAL   
  RESOURCES DIRECTOR 
 
FROM:  LAURIE MCHARGUE, PH.D.; SENIOR BIOLOGIST, PLANNING &    
  ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
 
AN ORDINANCE BY THE MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS AMENDING MONROE COUNTY CODE SECTION 122-2(b)3 
PROVIDING A NEW DATE FOR REVISED SPECIES ASSESSMENT GUIDES FOR 
PERMIT REFERRAL PROCESS DETERMINATIONS; PROVIDING FOR 
SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING PROVISIONS; 
PROVIDING FOR TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY 
AND THE SECRETARY OF STATE;  PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
Meeting: August 27, 2013 
 1 
I REQUEST 2 
 3 

The Planning & Environmental Resources Department is proposing to amend the text of the 4 
Monroe County Floodplain Ordinance §122-2(b)3 of the Monroe County Code to reflect the 5 
date of the most recently revised version of the Species Assessment Guides (SAGs) for 6 
Permit Referral Process determinations in the review of development permits that may affect 7 
federally listed species. Specifically, the proposed text amendment would change the date of 8 
the SAGs to July 29, 2013. 9 
 10 

II RELEVANT PRIOR COUNTY ACTIONS AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 11 
 12 
On June 20, 2012 the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) approved Ordinance No. 13 
015-2012 that created Section 122-8 which made the May 20, 2012 SAGs part of the 14 
Ordinance. 15 
 16 
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In April 2013 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) provided updated SAGs to the 1 
County for staff review and comment. In a transmittal letter dated July 29, 2013, the Service 2 
notified the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) of the updated 2013 SAGs for 3 
Monroe County and the Florida Keys’ municipalities, provided final copies of the revised 4 
documents, and posted digital copies on the Service’s website. 5 

 6 
III REVIEW 7 

 8 
The Growth Management Division, the County Attorney, and the County’s outside Counsel 9 
worked closely with FEMA and the Service following the BOCC meeting of March 16, 2011 10 
to reach agreement on the implementation of the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) 11 
of the Service's revised April 30, 2010 Biological Opinion and the language for the required 12 
Ordinance. 13 
 14 
FEMA provided a draft of items for adoption to Monroe County on June 15, 2011 and 15 
provided further recommendations via e-mail on October 3, 2011.  These Ordinance 16 
recommendations were developed by FEMA to meet the requirements of the RPA and would 17 
require the County to make permit determinations based on the SAGs. The Service  provided 18 
draft SAGs that required Monroe County to review each floodplain development permit 19 
application to determine if the parcel was on the list of RE #s that are within the species 20 
focus areas or buffers, and to confirm this by reviewing the Species Focus Area Maps 21 
provided by FEMA. If the parcel is on the list, then Monroe County staff evaluates the 22 
application in accordance with the SAGs and makes the permit determination.   23 
 24 
On February 16, 2012 the Service provided draft revisions to the SAGs for the Lower Keys 25 
marsh rabbit that would allow the County to pre-determine that the development of certain 26 
parcels within canal subdivisions and substantially developed subdivisions would “Not 27 
Likely to Adversely Affect” the Lower Keys marsh rabbit.  In addition, the Service stated 28 
that a similar revision would be made to the SAGs for the Key Largo cotton mouse, the Key 29 
Largo wood rat and the silver rice rat.  These provisions substantially reduce the County’s 30 
potential exposure for liability for inverse condemnation or takings claims. 31 
 32 
On May 20, 2012 the Service provided revised versions of the SAGs.  These revisions 33 
included clarification on development of parcels that contain and/or are adjacent to 34 
contiguous hammock greater than one acre in size. In addition, the revised SAGs decreased 35 
the potential for exceeding the allowable take for each species.   36 

 37 
Following a public hearing, staff requested further revisions to the SAGs concerning 38 
recommended fencing guidelines for Key deer outside of Big Pine Key and No Name Key. 39 
The Service revised the guidelines to remove the setback restrictions and the “net buildable 40 
area” limit originally provided in the SAG guidelines, and provided a revised version to the 41 
County on June 18, 2012.   42 
 43 
Implementation of the use of the May 20, 2012 SAGs for permit referral process 44 
determinations revealed some inconsistencies and contradictions in the wording and ordering 45 
of the assessment keys. Following consultation with the Service, further clarification and 46 
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reorganization of the assessment keys produced a revised version that was finalized and 1 
provided to the County on July 29, 2013.  The revisions to each SAG are summarized below: 2 
Eastern Indigo Snake: reorders assessment keys for clarification; requires deduction of 3 
habitat area in lieu of technical assistance; refers to a generic signature form; specifies 4 
calculation of percent development by area and not by parcel; eliminates adjacency to 5 
hammock area as an assessment criterion; requires quarterly habitat “take” summary for 6 
parcels 7 
 8 
Key Deer: corrects wording to account for map habitat labeling errors; corrects semantic 9 
problem that gave conflicting determinations; provides date of fencing guidelines 10 
 11 
Keys Tree Cactus: simplifies assessment key by reordering criteria  12 
 13 
Key Largo Woodrat and Key Largo Cotton Mouse: improves assessment key with more 14 
concise wording; specifies calculation of percent development by area and not by parcel; 15 
clarifies requirements for covenant restriction prohibiting keeping free-roaming cats 16 
 17 
Lower Keys Marsh Rabbit: specifies calculation of percent development by area and not by 18 
parcel; clarifies requirements for covenant restriction prohibiting keeping free-roaming cats 19 
 20 
Schaus Swallowtail Butterfly: specifies calculation of percent development by area and not 21 
by parcel  22 
 23 
Silver Rice Rat Critical Habitat: reorganizes assessment key wording for clarity 24 
 25 
Silver Rice Rat: clarifies requirements for covenant restriction prohibiting keeping free-26 
roaming cats; eliminates assessment key for occurrence on Big Pine Key and No Name Key; 27 
specifies calculation of percent development by area and not by parcel 28 
 29 
Stock Island Tree Snail: eliminates stipulation of 25 known snail locations to allow for 30 
inclusion of new findings; eliminates percent surrounding development as an assessment key 31 
criterion; requires a Stock Island tree snail survey if native habitat is removed 32 
 33 
Based on the above, staff is recommending the following amendment to Section 122-2(b)3 34 
Floodplain Management: 35 
 36 

Section 1.  Section 122-2(b)3 of the Monroe County Land Development Code shall be 37 
amended as follows:       (additions are underlined; deletions are struck through) 38 
 39 
122-2(b)3.  Species Assessment Guides (SAGs). FEMA and FWS have provided the Species 40 
Assessment Guides (SAGs) mailed to Monroe County and dated May 20, 2012 July 29, 2013. 41 
These SAGs are declared to be a part of this chapter. The SAGs are on file at the Monroe 42 
County Clerk's office and the Monroe County Growth Management Division Office.  43 

Section 2.  Severability.   44 

If any section, paragraph, subdivision, clause, sentence or provision of this Ordinance shall be 45 
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adjudged by any court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such judgment shall not affect, 1 
impair, invalidate, or nullify the remainder of this Ordinance, but the effect thereof shall be 2 
confined to the section, paragraph, subdivision, clause, sentence or provision immediately 3 
involved in the controversy in which such judgment or decree shall be rendered.  4 

Section 3.  Conflicting Provisions.   5 

In the case of direct conflict between any provision of this ordinance and a portion or provision 6 
of any appropriate federal, state or county law, rule, code or regulation, the more restrictive 7 
shall apply. 8 

Section 4.  Filing, Transmittal, and Effective Date.   9 

This ordinance shall be filed in the Office of the Secretary of State of the State of Florida, and 10 
transmitted to the State Land Planning Agency, but shall not become effective until a notice is 11 
issued by the State Land Planning Agency or Administrative Commission approving the 12 
ordinance pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida Statutes, and after any appeal period has expired.    13 

Section 5.  Codification 14 

The provisions of this ordinance shall be included and incorporated into the Code of 15 
Ordinances of the County of Monroe, Florida, as an addition or amendment thereto and shall 16 
be appropriately numbered to conform to the uniform numbering system of the Code. 17 
 18 
IV RECOMMENDATION 19 
 20 

Staff has found that the proposed text amendment would be consistent with the provisions of 21 
§102-158(d)(5)(b): 1. Changed projections (e.g., regarding public service needs) from those 22 
on which the text or boundary was based; 2. Changed assumptions (e.g., regarding 23 
demographic trends); 3. Data errors, including errors in mapping, vegetative types and 24 
natural features described in volume I of the plan; 4. New issues; 5. Recognition of a need for 25 
additional detail or comprehensiveness; or 6. Data updates.   26 
 27 
Specifically, staff has found that the proposed text amendment is necessary due to the 28 
revision of the Species Assessment Guides. 29 

 30 
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners amend the Monroe County Code 31 
as stated in the text of this staff report. 32 
 33 
 34 

 Attachments: 35 
A. Revised Species Assessment Guides dated July 29, 2013 36 

 37 
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