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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 and  

Emily Schemper, AICP, Senior Director of Planning & Environmental Resources 

 

From: Cheryl Cioffari, AICP, Assistant Director of Planning  

Mayté Santamaria, Senior Planning Policy Advisor  
 

Date: December 31, 2019 
 
Subject: An ordinance by the Monroe County Board of County Commissioners adopting 

amendments to the Monroe County Land Development Code to amend Section 101-1 

affordable housing definitions by creating a definition for area median income, workforce 

and workforce housing; amend Chapter 139-1 to clarify the affordable and employee 

housing administration, to incorporate nonresidential and transient inclusionary 

requirements by providing regulations regarding the provision of affordable housing for 

the development and redevelopment of nonresidential and transient uses; modifying the 

linkage provisions; amending and/or adding for consistency purpose related provisions. 

(File 2019 - 097) 

 

Meeting: ___________, 2019 

 

I. REQUEST 
 

The Monroe County Planning & Environmental Resources is proposing text amendments to the 

Monroe County Land Development Code to amend Section 101-1 affordable housing definitions 

by creating a definition for area median income, workforce and workforce housing; amend 

Chapter 139-1 to clarify the affordable and employee housing administration, to incorporate 

nonresidential and transient inclusionary requirements by providing regulations regarding the 

provision of affordable housing for the development and redevelopment of nonresidential and 

transient uses; modifying the linkage provisions; amending and/or adding for consistency purpose 

related provisions. 

 

II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

Section 125.01055, F. S., states: “Affordable housing.—Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, a county may adopt and maintain in effect any law, ordinance, rule, or other measure that is 

adopted for the purpose of increasing the supply of affordable housing using land use mechanisms 

such as inclusionary housing ordinances.” 

 

On April 13, 2016, the BOCC adopted the 2030 Comprehensive Plan which includes Policy 

601.1.13 in the Housing Element which states, “Monroe County shall maintain land development 
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regulations on inclusionary housing and shall evaluate expanding the inclusionary housing 

requirements to include or address nonresidential and transient development and redevelopment 

based on specific data and analysis.”  

 

The Monroe County Land Development Code defines Inclusionary Housing as “the resulting 

affordable and/or employee housing created or preserved with the development and/or 

redevelopment of a parcel where provisions of approved development agreements or orders 

implement and promote affordable and/or employee housing goals, objectives and policies 

contained in the plan by requiring set-asides for affordable and/or employee housing units.” 

 

Current County regulations provide for an inclusionary housing requirement for residential 

developments that result in the development or redevelopment of three (3) or more dwelling units 

or ten (10) or more mobile homes to develop or redevelop at least 30 percent of the units as 

affordable housing units to implement Goal 601 of the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan and to 

ensure that the need for affordable housing is not exacerbated by new residential development and 

the redevelopment of existing affordable housing stock.   

 

The County does not currently have an inclusionary housing requirement for the development or 

redevelopment of nonresidential uses (office, retail, hotels, etc). To develop and adopt inclusionary 

housing requirements for the nonresidential sector to build workforce housing, the County 

contracted with Clarion Associates and RRC Associates to complete the data and analysis necessary 

to establish the workforce need generation and a rational nexus of need generation and affordable 

mitigation needs. This data was completed and presented on November 14, 2017, to the BOCC 

(2016 Monroe County Employer Survey Results by RRC Associates and 2017 Affordable 

Workforce Housing Support Study for Non-residential Development by Clarion Associates). 

 

Staff is proposing amendments to incorporate nonresidential and transient inclusionary 

requirements based on the data provided by the studies listed above.  Staff also reviewed other 

studies and data, including but not limited to: 

• 2019 Rental Market Study by the UF Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, 

• 2018 ALICE Study by the United Way, 

• 2018 Inclusionary Zoning Primer by the National Association of Home Builders 

• 2016 Inclusionary Housing - A Series of Research & Policy Briefs by the Center for Housing 

Policy and National Housing Conference,  

• 2016 Monroe County AHAC Resolution 01-2016, and  

• 2009 Inclusionary Housing Info Packet by the APA Planning Advisory Service 

 

---------- 

 

Previous County Actions regarding Inclusionary Housing:  

In August 2014, the BOCC approved an agreement with the FCRC Consensus Center, FSU, for 

professional services on an Affordable Workforce Housing Stakeholder Assessment, in order to 

assess the current workforce/affordable housing situation in the County and propose a process for 

developing recommendations to increase the supply of affordable housing. 

 

Per Section 7-201(c) of the Monroe County Code, “the advisory committee may perform additional 

responsibilities related to affordable housing at the request of the BOCC, including creating best 

management practices for the development of affordable housing in the community.”  
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The BOCC adopted Ordinance 014-2015 amending Section 2-700 of the Monroe County Code to 

establish the 14 members of the affordable housing advisory committee (AHAC).  The BOCC also 

adopted Resolution 139-2015 and Resolution 189-2015 to add additional duties to the committee to 

create a workforce housing development plan, including assisting in developing inclusionary 

housing requirements for the hospitality and commercial sector to build workforce housing. 

 

In January 2015, the AHAC adopted Resolution 03-2015 recommending that the BOCC support 

the County funding and completing a workforce housing study to support development of 

inclusionary housing requirements for the hospitality and commercial sector to build workforce 

housing. 

 

In July 2016, the AHAC adopted Resolution 01-2016 providing 33 recommendations to the Board 

of County Commissioners to facilitate the provision of workforce housing, including that the 

BOCC support and fund a nexus study as the first step in the expansion of the current County 

residential inclusionary housing program to cover transient and commercial development in the 

County. 

 

On August 17, 2016, staff presented the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee’s adopted 

Resolution 01-2016 (33 recommendations) to the BOCC and the BOCC approved contracts for 

studies to support and inclusionary housing requirement to cover transient and commercial 

development as well as requested staff to schedule a special meeting to discuss the remaining 

recommendations. The BOCC approved the contract with RRC Associates to (1) conduct a data-

based survey of employers located in the unincorporated and incorporated parts of Monroe 

County to verify the employment patterns and the building floor area used for nonresidential 

development, and to (2) prepare the prototypical workforce/affordable housing unit(s), including 

size ranges, building materials and costs of construction, to be utilized by the County for the 

adoption of inclusionary housing requirements to address nonresidential and transient 

development. The BOCC also approved a contract with Clarion Associates to prepare a Support 

Study providing the technical support (data & methodology to determine need) for a workforce/ 

affordable housing mitigation program for nonresidential development and redevelopment, to be 

utilized by the County for the adoption of inclusionary housing requirements to address 

nonresidential and transient development. 

 

On November 14, 2017 BOCC meeting, presentations regarding the data to create an inclusionary 

housing requirement for nonresidential and transient development were provided, as follows:  

• Presentation by RRC Associates summarizing the results of the survey of employers located 

in Monroe County to document employment patterns and the building floor area used for 

nonresidential development.  

• Presentation by Clarion Associates providing the findings of the Affordable Workforce 

Housing Support Study for Nonresidential Development which provides the technical 

support (data & methodology to determine need) for a workforce/affordable housing 

mitigation program for nonresidential development to be utilized by the County for the 

adoption of inclusionary housing requirements to address nonresidential and transient 

development. 

 

On February 21, 2018, the BOCC directed staff to process amendments on the application of 

potential inclusionary requirement for nonresidential and transient development, as follows: 
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1. Develop a nonresidential inclusionary requirement? Yes. 

2. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to new development? Yes. 

3. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the repair or development of the same use with 

no expansion/enlargement? No. 

4. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the repair or redevelopment of the same use 

that is expanded/enlarged? Yes. 

5. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the repair or redevelopment with a new use 

with no expansion/enlargement? Yes. 

6. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the repair or redevelopment with a new use 

that is expanded/enlarged? Yes. 

7. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the demo/redevelopment or substantial 

improvement of the same use with no expansion/enlargement? No. 

8. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the demo/redevelopment or substantial 

improvement of the same use that is expanded/enlarged? Yes. 

9. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the demo/redevelopment or substantial 

improvement with a new use with no expansion/enlargement? Yes. 

10. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the demo/redevelopment or substantial 

improvement with a new use that is expanded/enlarged? Yes. 

 

---------- 

 

Public Process: 

Community Meeting and Public Participation 

In accordance with LDC Section 102-159(b)(3), a Community Meeting was held 

on_____________, in Marathon to provide for public input. _____public attended the meeting. 

 

Development Review Committee and Public Input 

The Development Review Committee considered the proposed amendment at a regular meeting 

on______________, and received public input.  

 

Planning Commission and Public Input 

The Planning Commission considered the proposed amendment at a regular meeting on 

________________ provided for public input and recommended   . 

 

Previous BOCC Action 

In 2003, the BOCC adopted Ordinance No. 030-2003 to establish inclusionary housing 

requirements (amending Section 9.5-266(b)) for projects consisting of three or more new market 

rate units to develop at least 30% of the residential units beyond the first two units as affordable. 

This amendment did not apply to the redevelopment of existing units. 

 

In 2006, the BOCC adopted Ordinance No. 017-2006 revising the inclusionary housing 

requirements to include: 1) market rate residential development or redevelopment of three or more 

dwelling units shall be required to develop or redevelop at least 30% of the residential units as 

affordable housing, and 2) the removal, replacement or conversion of 10 or more mobile homes 

shall be required to develop or redevelop at least 30% of the residential units as affordable 

housing. 

 

In 2008, the BOCC adopted Ordinance No. 011-2008 revising the inclusionary housing 
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requirements to allow an alternative compliance to the inclusionary housing requirements by 

allowing the developers to deed restrict existing dwelling units as affordable housing in lieu of 

constructing new affordable units.  

 

On August 17, 2016, the BOCC approved a contract with RRC Associates to (1) conduct a data-

based survey of employers located in the unincorporated and incorporated parts of Monroe County 

to verify the employment patterns and the building floor area used for nonresidential development, 

and to (2) prepare the prototypical workforce/affordable housing unit(s), including size ranges, 

building materials and costs of construction, to be utilized by the County for the adoption of 

inclusionary housing requirements to address nonresidential and transient development. 

 

On August 17, 2016, the BOCC approved a contract with Clarion Associates to prepare a Support 

Study providing the technical support (data & methodology to determine need) for a workforce/ 

affordable housing mitigation program for nonresidential development and redevelopment 

(expansions and remodels), to be utilized by the County for the adoption of inclusionary housing 

requirements to address nonresidential and transient development. 

 

On November 14, 2017, a presentation was provided by RRC Associates summarizing the results 

of the survey of employers located in Monroe County to document employment patterns and the 

building floor area used for nonresidential development and a presentation was provided by 

Clarion Associates providing the findings of the Affordable Workforce Housing Support Study for 

Nonresidential Development which provides the technical support (data & methodology to 

determine need) for a workforce/affordable housing mitigation program for nonresidential 

development to be utilized by the County for the adoption of inclusionary housing requirements to 

address nonresidential and transient development. 

 

On February 21, 2018, the BOCC directed staff to process amendments on the application of 

potential inclusionary requirement for nonresidential and transient development, as follows: 

1. Develop a nonresidential inclusionary requirement? Yes. 

2. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to new development? Yes. 

3. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the repair or development of the same use with 

no expansion/enlargement? No. 

4. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the repair or redevelopment of the same use 

that is expanded/enlarged? Yes. 

5. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the repair or redevelopment with a new use 

with no expansion/enlargement? Yes. 

6. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the repair or redevelopment with a new use 

that is expanded/enlarged? Yes. 

7. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the demo/redevelopment or substantial 

improvement of the same use with no expansion/enlargement? No. 

8. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the demo/redevelopment or substantial 

improvement of the same use that is expanded/enlarged? Yes. 

9. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the demo/redevelopment or substantial 

improvement with a new use with no expansion/enlargement? Yes. 

10. Should the inclusionary requirement apply to the demo/redevelopment or substantial 

improvement with a new use that is expanded/enlarged? Yes. 

 

On February 21, 2018, the BOCC directed staff to draft a resolution that would temporarily waive 
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the inclusionary housing requirements of LDC Section 139-1(b) on an emergency basis for 

existing residential dwelling units that were substantially damaged or destroyed as a result of 

Hurricane Irma. 

 

On March 21, 2018, the BOCC adopted Resolution 113-2018 temporarily waiving the inclusionary 

housing requirements of Section 139-1(b) of the Monroe County Land Development Code on an 

emergency basis until March 21, 2020 for like repair, redevelopment or replacement; or for units 

coming into compliance with building, flood, and land development codes, of existing residential 

dwelling units that were damaged or destroyed as a result of Hurricane Irma. 

 

III. PROPOSED LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT AMENDMENTS 

 

The proposed text is shown as follows: additions are in underlined, deletions are stricken through.  

[Red = new text underlined & strikethrough of existing text. Blue = moved existing text.] 

 

Section 101-1 Definitions. 

The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this chapter, shall have the meanings ascribed to 

them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning: 

 

Affordable housing.  

(1) Affordable housing means residential dwelling units that meet the following requirements:  

a. Meet all applicable requirements of the United States Department of Housing and Urban 

Development minimum property standards as to room sizes, fixtures, landscaping and building 

materials, when not in conflict with applicable laws of the county; and  

b. A dwelling unit whose monthly rent, not including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of that 

amount which represents either 50 percent (very low income) or 80 percent (low income) or 100 

percent (median income) or 120 percent (moderate income) of the monthly median adjusted 

household income for the county.  

(2) Affordable housing owner occupied, low income, means a dwelling unit occupied only by a 

household whose total household income does not exceed 80 percent of the median monthly 

household income for the county.  

(3) Affordable housing owner occupied, median income, means a dwelling unit occupied only by a 

household whose total household income does not exceed 100 percent of the median monthly 

household income for the county.  

(4) Affordable housing owner occupied, moderate income, means a dwelling unit occupied only by a 

household whose total household income does not exceed 160 percent of the median monthly 

household income for the county.  

(5) Affordable housing owner occupied, very low income, means a dwelling unit occupied only by a 

household whose total household income does not exceed 50 percent of the median monthly 

household income for the county.  

(6) Affordable housing trust fund means a trust fund established and maintained by the county for the 

purpose of preserving existing and promoting creation of new affordable and employee housing. 

Funds collected for and deposited in the trust fund shall be used exclusively for purposes of creating, 

preserving or maintaining affordable and employee housing in the Florida Keys.  

(7) Affordable rental housing, low income, means a dwelling unit whose monthly rent, not including 

utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of the amount that represents up to 80 percent of the monthly 

median adjusted household income for the county.  
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(8) Affordable rental housing, median income, means a dwelling unit whose monthly rent, not 

including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of the amount that represents up to 100 percent of the 

monthly adjusted median household income for the county.  

(9) Affordable rental housing, moderate income, means a dwelling unit whose monthly rent, not 

including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of the amount that represents up to 120 percent of the 

monthly median adjusted household income for the county.  

(10) Affordable rental housing, very low income, means a rental dwelling unit whose monthly rent, 

not including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of the amount that represents up to 50 percent of 

the monthly median adjusted household income for the county.  

(11) Area median income means the annual median household income published for the county on an 

annual basis by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (see (16) Median income 

definition). 

(121) Employee housing means an attached or detached dwelling unit that is intended to serve as 

affordable, permanent housing for working households, which derive at least 70 percent of their 

household income from gainful employment in the county and meet the requirements for affordable 

housing as defined in this section and as per section 139-1.  

(132) Employer-owned rental housing means an attached or detached dwelling unit owned by a firm, 

business, educational institution, non-governmental or governmental agency, corporation or other 

entity that is intended to serve as affordable, permanent housing for its employees. This category of 

employee housing shall be located on the same parcel of land as the nonresidential use.  

(143) Inclusionary housing means the resulting affordable and/or employee housing created or 

preserved with the development and/or redevelopment of a parcel where provisions of approved 

development agreements or orders implement and promote affordable and/or employee housing 

goals, objectives and policies contained in the plan by requiring set-asides for affordable and/or 

employee housing units.  

(15) Maximum sales price, owner occupied affordable housing unit, means a price not exceeding 3.75 

times the annual median household income for the county for a one bedroom or efficiency unit, 4.25 

times the annual median household income for the county for a two bedroom unit, and 4.75 times the 

annual median household income for the county for a three or more bedroom unit. 

(164) Median income, rental rates and qualifying incomes table, means eligibility requirements 

compiled each year by the Pplanning Ddepartment based upon the area annual median annual 

household income published for the county on an annual basis by the U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development and similar information for median and moderate income levels from the 

Florida Housing Finance Corporation. Affordable housing eligibility requirements for each household 

will be based upon median annual household income adjusted by household family size, as set forth 

by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Florida Housing Finance 

Corporation. The county shall rely upon this information to determine maximum rental rates and 

maximum household incomes eligible for affordable housing rental or purchase.  

(175) Monthly median household income means the median annual household income for the county 

divided by 12.  

(186) Deed restriction, affordable housing means a recorded restriction on a residential dwelling unit 

for a period of 99 years restricting occupancy and/or purchase to households that meet the 

requirements of the income categories listed above. 

(19) Workforce means individuals or families who are gainfully employed supplying goods and/or 

services to Monroe County residents or visitors. 

(20) Workforce Housing means dwelling units for those who derive at least 70% of their income as 

members of the Workforce in Monroe County and who meet the affordable housing income 

categories of the Monroe County Code.  Workforce housing shall be interchangeable with the terms 
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detached or attached dwellings, employee housing or commercial apartments included in the land use 

districts and shall be a permitted use in all land use districts where detached dwelling, attached 

dwellings, employee housing or commercial apartments are included as a current permitted use. An 

applicant choosing to develop workforce housing is subject to the requirements of Chapter 139 and 

all other requirements included in the land development code, including but not limited to, density, 

parking, bufferyards, access, etc. 

 

Household means all the people who occupy a housing unit. A household includes the related family 

members and all the unrelated people, if any, such as lodgers, foster children, wards, or employees who 

share the housing unit. A person living alone in a housing unit, or a group of unrelated people sharing a 

housing unit such as partners or roomers, is also counted as a household. 

 

Maximum sales price, owner occupied affordable housing unit, means a price not exceeding 3.75 times 

the annual median household income for the county for a one bedroom or efficiency unit, 4.25 times the 

annual median household income for the county for a two bedroom unit, and 4.75 times the annual 

median household income for the county for a three or more bedroom unit. 

 

Redevelopment means the rehabilitation, improvement, and/or demolition and replacement of existing 

development on a site. 

 

*    *    *    *    * 

 

Chapter 139 AFFORDABLE AND EMPLOYEE HOUSING  

Sec. 139-1. Affordable and Employee Housing; Administration. 

(a) Purpose. 

(1)  The Board of County Commissioners has determined that the public health, safety and general 

welfare of the community warrants the implementation of affordable and employee housing 

provisions for the following purposes:  

a.      To implement the goals, policies and objectives of the Monroe County 2030 

Comprehensive Plan and increase the supply of housing affordable to targeted income 

groups within the community; and 

b. To provide housing opportunities for lower income groups in order to meet the existing 

and anticipated housing needs of such persons and to maintain a socio-economic mix in 

the community; and 

c. To address market demands that show that the workforce in the County continues to 

require moderately priced housing units, particularly those whose earnings range from 

50 percent up to 120 percent of the County's median income, the target income groups; 

and 

d.  To reduce the out-migration of the people employed in the County and their families 

which has placed increasing stress in maintaining a viable workforce; and 

d. To stimulate the private sector production of affordable housing and encourage the 

widespread distribution of affordable housing opportunities throughout all portions of 

the community, including within new and expanding developments; and 
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e. To provide for a range of housing opportunities for those who live and work in Monroe 

County and who provide the community with essential services, especially in the public 

health and safety sectors of the economy.  

 

(b) Generally. 

(1) Notwithstanding the density limitations in Section 130-157, the owner of a parcel of land shall 

be entitled to:  

a. Develop affordable and employee housing as defined in Section 101-1, on parcels of 

land classified as follows: 

1.  Urban Residential (UR) at an intensity up to a maximum net residential density of 

25 dwelling units per acre, and on parcels of land classified as  

2.  Mixed Use (MU) at an intensity up to a maximum net residential density of 18 

dwelling units per acre, and.  

3.  Suburban Commercial (SC) at an intensity up to a maximum net residential density 

of 18 dwelling units per acre. 

b. Develop affordable and employee housing, as defined in Section 101-1, on parcels 

of land classified as Suburban Commercial (SC) at an intensity up to a maximum 

net residential density of 18 dwelling units per acre and on parcels of land 

classified as Urban Residential (UR) at an intensity up to a maximum net 

residential density of 25 dwelling units per acre.  

b. c. Develop market rate housing, as defined in Section 101-1, as part of an affordable or 

employee housing project in accordance with subsection (ba)(8) of this section, provided 

that on parcels of land classified as Urban Residential (UR), the maximum net 

residential density shall not be greater than 18 dwelling units per acre.  

(2) The maximum net residential density allowed per district and by this section shall not require 

Transferable Development Rights (TDR) for affordable and employee housing and market 

rate housing developed in accordance with subsection (ba)(8) of this section.  

(3) Market rate housing developed in accordance with subsection (ba)(8) below shall be eligible 

to receive points pursuant to Section 138-28(ba)(6).  

(4) The requirements of this Land Development Code for the provision of impact fees shall be 

waived for affordable and employee housing and any market rate housing developed in 

accordance with subsection (ba)(8) of this section.  

(5) Notwithstanding the provisions of this article, when calculating density, any existing lawfully 

established or proposed affordable or employee housing on a parcel and the floor area thereof 

shall be excluded from the calculation of the total gross nonresidential floor area development 

that may be lawfully established or permitted on the parcel, provided, however, that the total 

residential density allowed on the site shall not exceed the maximum net density for 

affordable and employee housing.  

(6) In order for the owner of a parcel of land to be entitled to the incentives for affordable or 

employee housing outlined in this section and Chapter 138, Articles II and III, the owner must 

ensure that:  

a. The use of the affordable housing dwelling unit is restricted to households that meet the 

adjusted gross annual income limits for median-income as defined in Section 101-1;  

b. Except as provided for under the special provisions for employer-owned rental housing 

as set forth under subsection (ba)(6)k of this section, if the affordable housing dwelling 

unit is designed for employee housing, the use of the dwelling is restricted to households 

that derive at least 70 percent of their household income from gainful employment in the 
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county and meet the adjusted gross annual income limits for median income as defined 

in Section 101-1;.  

c. The use of the affordable or employee dwelling unit is deed restricted for the 99 year 

period specified in Section 101-1;. 

d. Tourist housing use or vacation rental use of affordable or employee housing units is 

prohibited;. 

e. The parcel of land proposed for development of affordable or employee housing shall 

only be located within a tier III designated area. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, and notwithstanding Section 138-24(a)(5), affordable 

housing ROGO allocations may be awarded to properties within any tier, provided all of 

the following criteria is met:  

a1. The property contains an existing market rate dwelling unit that meets the criteria 

in LDC Section 138-22(a) and is determined to be exempt from ROGO;  

b2. The proposed replacement affordable dwelling unit meets current Florida Building 

Code and is not a mobile home;  

c3. The proposed replacement dwelling unit shall be deed restricted for a period of at 

least 99 years as affordable housing pursuant to the standards of the Land 

Development Code; 

d4. The proposed site plan for the replacement affordable dwelling unit does not 

propose any additional clearing of habitat; and  

e5. The structure is not proposed to be within a V-zone on the county's flood insurance 

rating map.  

f. At the time of sale of an owner-occupied affordable unit, the total income of households 

eligible to purchase the unit shall not exceed the income limits within the deed 

restriction for the unit and not exceed 1620 percent of the area median household 

income for the county;. However, a unit within a class of affordable housing eligibility 

may only be sold to a household within that same class, i.e., a median income household 

that purchased a home within this category must sell the home to a qualifying household 

within the median income category;  

g. During occupancy of any affordable housing rental unit, not otherwise limited by state 

or federal statute or rule concerning household income, a household's annual income 

may increase to an amount not to exceed 140 percent of the area median household 

income for the county. If the income of the lessee exceeds this amount, the tenant's 

occupancy shall terminate at the end of the existing lease term. The maximum lease for 

any term shall be one (1) year or 12 months three years or 36 months;  

h. Affordable housing projects shall be no greater than 20 units unless approved by 

resolution of the cCounty Planning Commission. The Planning Commission's decision 

may be appealed to the BOCC using the procedures described in Section 102-185, with 

the BOCC serving as the appellate body for the purpose of this section only;  

i. When establishing a rental and sales amount, the county shall base the amounts upon the 

area median income published for the County on an annual basis by the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development and compiled for household size and 

the income limit of the unit. assume family size as indicated in the table below. This 

section shall not be used to establish the maximum number of individuals who actually 

live in the unit. This table shall be used in conjunction with the development of the 

maximum rental rates and qualifying incomes table compiled by the Planning 

Department according to the definitions in Section 101-1eligibility requirements created 

by Section 101-1:  

Commented [S1]: Ord 019-2019 



 

 
DRC SR            Page 11 of 34 
File No. 2019-097  

Size of Unit Assumed Household 

Family Size 

Minimum Occupancy 

Efficiency (no separate bedroom) 1 1 

One bedroom 2 1 

Two bedroom 3 2 

Three bedroom 4 3 

Four or more bedroom 5 1 per bedroom 

j. Except for tenants of employer-owned rental housing, as set forth in subsection (ba 

a)(6)k. of this section, the income of eligible households shall be determined by 

counting only the first and highest paid 40 hours of employment per week of each 

unrelated adult. For a household containing adults related by marriage or a domestic 

partnership registered with the county, only the highest 60 hours of the combined 

employment hours shall be counted, which shall be considered to be 75 percent of the 

adjusted gross annual income. The income of dependents regardless of age shall not be 

counted in calculating a household's income; and  

k. In the special case of employer-owned rental housing, as defined in Section 101-1, 

employees shall be eligible as tenants of the affordable rental housing, if the income of 

each individual tenant, as determined following the requirements in subsection (ba)(6)j. 

of this section, is not more than the 80 percent (low income) of the area median income 

adjusted gross income for households within the county. The tenants of this employer-

owned rental housing affordable employee housing shall be required to derive at least 70 

percent of their income from within the county. The maximum occupancy of employer-

owned rental housing for employees shall be no more than two (2) tenants per bedroom; 

with a maximum of three (3) bedrooms per unit. The total monthly lease charged tenants 

for each dwelling unit shall not exceed 30 percent of the area median adjusted gross 

annual income for households within the county, divided by 12.  

(7) Commercial apartment dwelling units, as defined in Section 101-1, shall only be eligible for 

the incentives outlined in this section if they meet the requirements of subsection (ba)(6) of 

this section for employee housing.  

(8) If an affordable or employee housing project or an eligible commercial apartment designated 

for employee housing contains at least five (5) dwelling units, a maximum of 20 percent of 

these units may be developed as market rate housing dwelling units. The owner of a parcel of 

land must develop the market rate housing dwelling units as an integral part of an affordable 

or employee housing project. In order for the market rate housing dwelling units to be eligible 

for incentives outlined in this section, the owner must ensure that:  

a. The use of the market rate housing dwelling unit is restricted for a period of at least 30 

years to households that derive at least 70 percent of their household income from 

gainful employment in the county; and  

b. Tourist housing use and vacation rental use of the market rate dwelling unit is 

prohibited. 

 

(c) Administration and compliance. 

(1) Before any building permit may be issued for any structure, portion or phase of a project 

subject to this section, a restrictive covenant shall be approved by the Assistant County 

Administrator Planning Director and County Attorney and recorded in the oOffice of the 

cClerk of the cCounty to ensure compliance with the provision of this section running in favor 
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of the cCounty and enforceable by the cCounty and, if applicable, a participating 

municipality. The following requirements shall apply to these restrictive covenants:   

a. The covenants for any affordable or employee housing units shall be effective for a 

period of at least 99 years.  

b. The covenants shall not commence running until a certificate of occupancy has been 

issued by the building official for the dwelling unit or dwelling units to which the 

covenant or covenants apply.  

c. For existing dwelling units that are deed-restricted as affordable or employee housing 

units, the covenants shall commence running upon recordation in the Official Records of 

Monroe County. 

(2) Restrictive covenants for housing subject to the provisions of this section shall be filed that 

require compliance with the following:  

a. Restricting affordable housing dwelling units to households meeting the income 

requirements of subsection (ba)(6)a. of this section;  

b. Restricting employee housing dwelling units to households meeting the income and 

employment requirements of subsection (ba)(6)b. of this section;  

c. Restricting market rate housing dwelling units to households meeting the employment 

requirements of subsection (ba)(8)a. of this section; and  

d. Prohibiting tourist housing use or vacation rental use of any housing developed or deed-

restricted under the provisions of this section.  

(3) The eligibility of a potential owner-occupier or renter of an affordable, employee or market 

rate housing dwelling unit, developed as part of which is an employee or affordable housing 

project/unit, shall be determined by the Planning Department upon submittal of an affidavit of 

qualification to the Planning Department. The form of the affidavit shall be in a form 

prescribed by the Planning Department. This eligibility shall be determined by the Planning 

Department as follows:  

a. At the time the potential owner either applies for affordable housing ROGO allocation, 

or applies to purchase a unit that used affordable housing ROGO allocation or applies to 

purchase a deed-restricted dwelling unit; or  

b. At the time the potential renter applies to occupy a residential unit that used an 

affordable ROGO allocation or is deed-restricted.  

(4) Except as provided in subsection (cf)(5) of this section, the property owner of each affordable 

employee or market rate housing dwelling unit, developed as part of which is an affordable or 

employee housing project/unit, shall be required to annually submit an affidavit of 

qualification to the Planning Department verifying that the applicable employment and 

income requirements of subsection (cf)(2) of this section are met. The annual affidavit of 

qualification shall be in a form prescribed by the Planning Director and shall be filed by the 

property owner annually by May 1st. upon receiving written notification by certified mail from 

the Planning Department.  

(5) The owner-occupant of an affordable, employee, or market rate housing dwelling unit, 

developed as part of which is an affordable or employee housing project/unit, who has 

received a homestead exemption as provided for under the state statutes, is not required to 

submit an annual affidavit of qualification as required above in subsection (cf)(4) of this 

section if that owner-occupant was qualified previously by the Planning Department. Prior to 

any change in ownership (including, but not limited to: sale, assignment, devise, or 

otherwise), the owner-occupant shall be required to provide documentation to the Planning 

Department in a form prescribed by the Planning Director proving that the potential 
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occupying household is eligible to occupy that unit prior to a change in ownership of the 

property.  

(6) Failure to submit the required annual verification as required in subsection (cf)(4) of this 

section or failure to provide documentation prior to change in ownership required in 

subsection (cf)(5) of this section shall constitute a violation of the restrictive covenant, the 

conditions of the certificate of occupancy and this Land Development Code.  

(7) The restrictive covenants for affordable and employee housing required under this section 

shall be approved by the Assistant County Administrator Planning Director and County 

Attorney prior to the recording of the covenant and issuance of any building permit.  

(8) Upon written agreement between the Planning Director and an eligible governmental or 

nongovernmental entity, the Planning Director may authorize that entity to administer the 

eligibility and compliance requirements for the Planning and Environmental Resources 

Department under subsections (cf))(3), (cf))(4), and (cf))(5) and (f)(6) of this section. Under 

such an agreement, the eligible entity is authorized to qualify a potential owner-occupier or 

renter of affordable, employee, or market rate housing developed as part of an employee or 

affordable housing project, and annually verify the employment and/or income eligibility of 

tenants pursuant to subsection (cf))(2) of this section. The entity shall still be required to 

provide the Planning and Environmental Resources Department, by May January 1st of each 

year, a written certification verifying that tenants of each affordable, employee, or market rate 

housing units meets the applicable employment and income requirements of subsection 

(cf))(2) of this section. The following governmental and nongovernmental entities shall be 

eligible for this delegation of authority:  

a. The county housing authority, not-for-profit community development organizations, 

pursuant to subsection (ie) of this section, and other public entities established to 

provide affordable housing;  

b. Private developers or other nongovernmental organizations participating in a 

federal/state housing financial assistance or tax credit program or receiving some form 

of direct financial assistance from the County; or  

c. Nongovernmental organizations approved by the BOCC as affordable housing 

providers.  

(9) Should an entity fail to satisfactorily fulfill the terms and conditions of the written 

agreement executed pursuant to subsection (cf))(6) and (8) of this section, the Planning 

Director shall provide written notice to the subject entity to show cause why the agreement 

should not be terminated within 30 days. If the entity fails to respond or is unable to 

demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Planning Director that it is meeting the terms and 

conditions of its agreement, the agreement may be terminated by the Planning Director 

within 30 days of the written notice.  

(d) Interlocal affordable rate of growth allocation agreements. 

The BOCC may authorize interlocal agreements between the County and the cities of Marathon, 

and Key West, and Islamorada, Village of Islands for the purpose of sharing residential rate of 

growth affordable housing allocations. The interlocal agreements may be based upon a specific 

project proposal within one or more jurisdictions or may be for a specific allocation of units on an 

annual basis, from the county to a municipality or from a municipality to the county. The interlocal 

agreements may also accept and/or transfer allocations pursuant to the 2012 Hurricane Evacuation 

Clearance Time Memorandum of Understanding.  All allocations made available to a jurisdiction 

must meet the applicable affordable housing requirements of the receiving jurisdiction's land 

development regulations and affordable housing ordinances. 
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(e)(b) Residential Inclusionary hHousing rRequirements. 

(1) Purpose and intent. The purpose of this subsection (eb), consistent with Goal 601 of the 

Comprehensive Plan, is to ensure that the need for affordable housing is not exacerbated by 

new residential development and redevelopment of existing affordable housing stock. The 

intent of this subsection is to protect the existing affordable housing stock, to permit owners 

of mobile homes and mobile home spaces to continue established mobile home uses 

consistent with current building and safety standards and regulations and to ensure that, as 

residential development, redevelopment and mobile home conversions occur, Comprehensive 

Plan policies regarding affordable housing are implemented.  

(2) Applicability. Except as provided in subsection (eb)(3) of this section, the residential 

inclusionary housing requirements set forth below shall apply. Determinations regarding the 

applicability of this subsection shall be made by the Planning Director. The applicant shall 

provide the necessary information to determine compliance with the residential inclusionary 

housing requirements on the forms prescribed by the Planning Director. For purposes of 

calculating the number of affordable units required by this subsection, density bonuses shall 

not be counted and only fractional requirements equal to or greater than 0.5 shall be rounded 

up to the nearest whole number.  

a. Residential developments, other than mobile home or mobile home spaces covered by 

subsection (eb)(2)b. of this section, that result in the development or redevelopment of 

three (3) or more dwelling units on a parcel or contiguous parcels shall be required to 

develop or redevelop at least 30 percent of the residential units as affordable housing 

units. Residential development or redevelopment of three (3) units on a parcel or 

contiguous parcels shall require that one (1) developed or redeveloped unit be an 

affordable housing unit. For the purpose of this section, and notwithstanding subsection 

(eb)(2)b. of this section, any dwelling unit exceeding the number of lawfully established 

dwelling units on site, which are created by either a TRE or ROGO allocation award, 

shall be considered developed units.  

b. The removal and replacement with other types of dwelling units of ten (10) or more 

mobile homes that are located on a parcel or contiguous parcels and/or the conversion of 

mobile home spaces located on a parcel or contiguous parcels into a use other than 

mobile homes shall be required to include in the development or redevelopment a 

number of affordable housing units equal to at least 30 percent of the number of existing 

units being removed and replaced or converted from mobile home use or, in the event 

the new use is nonresidential, to develop affordable housing units at least equal in 

number to 30 percent of the number of mobile homes or mobile home spaces being 

converted to other than mobile home use. Removal and replacement or conversion to a 

different use of ten (10) mobile homes or mobile home spaces on a parcel or contiguous 

parcels shall require that three (3) units be replaced or converted to deed-restricted 

affordable housing.  

c. In calculating the number of affordable housing units required for a particular project, or 

phase of a project, all dwelling units proposed for development or redevelopment or 

mobile homes or mobile home spaces to be converted from mobile home use since the 

effective date of the ordinance from which this section is derived shall be counted. In 

phased projects, the affordable housing requirements shall be proportionally allocated 

among the phases. If a subsequent development or redevelopment is proposed following 

a prior development approved on the same property as it existed as of the effective date 

of the ordinance (ORD 030-2003, 017-2006, 011-2008 & 006-2016) from which this 

section is derived, which prior development did not meet the compliance thresholds set 
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forth in subsection (eb)(2)a. or (db)(2)b. of this section, the requirements of subsection 

(eb)(2)a. or (eb)(2)b. of this section shall be met as part of the subsequent development 

for all units proposed for development or redevelopment after the effective date of the 

ordinance from which this section is derived.  

(3) Exemptions and waivers. 

a. The following uses shall be exempt from the inclusionary housing requirements set forth 

in subsection (eb)(2)a. of this section: affordable housing, employee housing, nursing 

homes, or assisted care living facilities.  

b. The BOCC may reduce, adjust, or waive the requirements set forth in this subsection 

(eb) where, based on specific findings of fact, the BOCC board concludes, with respect 

to any developer or property owner, that:  

1. Strict application of the requirements would produce a result inconsistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan or the purpose and intent of this subsection;  

2. Due to the nature of the proposed residential development, the development 

furthers Comprehensive Plan policies and the purpose and intent of this subsection 

through means other than strict compliance with the requirements set forth herein;  

3. The developer or property owner demonstrates an absence of any reasonable 

relationship between the impact of the proposed residential development and 

requirements of this subsection (eb); or  

4. The strict application with the requirements set forth herein would improperly 

deprive or deny the developer or property owner of constitutional or statutory 

rights; or.  

5. In the event of a declared State of Local Emergency after a natural disaster, the 

BOCC adopts a resolution recognizing that the strict application of the residential 

inclusionary requirements would not protect the health, safety and welfare of the 

community by delaying the recovery of the populace displaced by the natural 

disaster. 

c. Any developer or property owner who believes that he/she may be eligible for relief 

from the strict application of this section may petition the BOCC for relief under this 

subsection (eb)(3) of this section. Any petitioner for relief hereunder shall provide 

evidentiary and legal justification for any reduction, adjustment or waiver of any 

requirements under this section.  

(4) Alternate compliance. 

a. Deed-restriction of existing dwelling units. Compliance with this subsection may be 

achieved through the deed-restriction of existing dwelling units requiring that the affected 

units remain subject to the county's affordable housing restrictions for a period not less 

than the period prescribed in subsection (5)(c)3., below, according to administrative 

procedures established by the county.  

The following example is set forth to illustrate potential application options:  

Example: Owner/developer has 100 development rights 

• Option 1: Owner/developer may build up to 70 market rate units and shall build 30 

affordable units (using conventional compliance method.) The owner's 100 

development rights yield a ratio of 70 market rate units and 30 affordable units.  

• Option 2: Owner/developer may build up to 70 market rate units and shall 

purchase and deed-restrict 30 existing market rate units (in lieu of building 30 new 
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affordable units.) The owner's 100 development rights again yield a ratio of 70 

market rate units to 30 affordable units.  

• Option 3: Owner/developer may build up to 100 new market rates. If the developer 

wishes to use all 100 development rights for market rate development, his/her 

inclusionary compliance requirement to purchase and deed-restrict existing market 

rate units increases, and in this case for example, calculates to 43 total affordable 

units. (The owner's 100 development rights yield a ratio of 100 market rate units to 

43 affordable units, which is equivalent to the ratio of 70 market rates units to 30 

affordables units: 100/43 = 70/30.)  

b. In-lieu fees. The developer of a project subject to the requirements of this subsection 

(eb) may contribute a fee in-lieu of the inclusionary housing requirements for all or a 

percentage of the affordable housing units required by subsection (eb)(2). The developer 

shall pay per unit in-lieu fees, the current maximum sales price for a one-bedroom 

affordable unit as established under Section 139-1(a) 101-1. All in-lieu fees shall be 

deposited into the affordable housing trust fund and spent solely for the purposes 

allowed for that fund. The developer, along with any corresponding in-lieu fees, shall 

transfer to the county ownership of the associated ROGO allocations or ROGO-exempt 

development rights for any affordable unit(s) required by this section for which the in-

lieu fee option is used to construct the affordable unit(s). In order to utilize the in-lieu 

fee alternate compliance option, the developer must contribute the fee with associated 

ROGO allocations or exemptions. If ROGO allocations or exemptions are not available, 

the developer may not utilize this option. 

c. Land donation. Upon the acceptance of the BOCC of a proposed onsite or offsite parcel 

(or parcels), a developer may satisfy the requirements of this subsection by donating to 

the county, or other agency or not-for-profit organization approved by the BOCC board, 

one (1) IS or URM platted lot for each inclusionary unit required but not provided 

through actual construction or in-lieu fees (or a parcel or parcels of land zoned other 

than IS or URM as long as the donated parcel(s) will support the development of an 

appropriate number of affordable inclusionary units). Lots or other parcels so provided 

shall not be subject to environmental or other constraints that would prohibit immediate 

construction of affordable housing units. The developer, along with any corresponding 

donated parcel(s), shall transfer to the county ownership of the associated ROGO 

allocations or ROGO-exempt development rights for any affordable unit(s) required 

under this section.  In order to utilize the land donation alternate compliance option, the 

developer must donate the land with associated ROGO allocations or exemptions. If 

ROGO allocations or exemptions are not available, the developer may not utilize this 

option. 

(5) Applicable standards. 

a. Incentives. All incentives and bonuses provided by the land development and other 

regulations for the construction of affordable housing shall be available to builders of 

affordable housing provided pursuant to this subsection (eb) including, but not limited 

to, density and floor area ratio bonuses, residential ROGO allocation set asides and 

points, and impact fee waivers.  

b. Developer financial responsibility.  

1. If a developer does not elect to meet the requirements of subsection (b)(2) of this 

section through alternative compliance as set forth in subsection (b)(4) of this 

section, or obtain approval for an adjustment to, a partial exemption from or a 

waiver of strict compliance pursuant to subsection (eb)(3) of this section, the 
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developer must post a bond equivalent to 110 percent of the in-lieu fees that 

otherwise would have been required through the in-lieu alternate compliance 

option prior to the issuance of a building permit for any market rate units. The 

county shall retain any bond money or guaranties in escrow until the affordable 

housing is completed, or for a period of three years, whichever comes first. Upon 

the issuance of certificates of occupancy for the affordable housing units, the 

county shall release to the developer any bonds or guaranties relating to the portion 

of the inclusionary housing requirement satisfied. If the developer has not satisfied 

the requirements of this section by completing the required affordable housing 

units within three years, all or the corresponding portion of the bond funds shall be 

forfeited to the affordable housing trust fund.  

1.2. If the applicant elects to pursue alternative compliance as set forth in subsection 

(eb)(4) of this section, the deed-restriction of existing dwelling units shall be 

recorded prior to the issuance of a building permit for any market rate unit; and/or 

any in-lieu fees must be paid or parcels donated, including the transfer to the 

county ownership the associated ROGO allocations or ROGO-exempt 

development rights, prior to the issuance of a building permit for any market rate 

unit.  

2. If a developer does not elect to meet the requirements of subsection (eb)(2) of this 

section through alternative compliance as set forth in subsection (eb)(4) of this 

section, or obtain approval for an adjustment to, a partial exemption from or a 

waiver of strict compliance pursuant to subsection (eb)(3) of this section, the 

developer must post a bond equivalent to 200 110 percent of the in-lieu fees that 

otherwise would have been required through the in-lieu alternate compliance 

option prior to the issuance of a building permit for any market rate units. The 

county shall retain any bond money or guaranties in escrow until the affordable 

housing is completed, or for a period of three (3) years, whichever comes first. 

Upon the issuance of certificates of occupancy for the affordable housing units, the 

county shall release to the developer any bonds or guaranties relating to the portion 

of the inclusionary housing requirement satisfied. If the developer has not satisfied 

the requirements of this section by completing the required affordable housing 

units within three (3) years, all or the corresponding portion of the bond funds 

shall be forfeited to the affordable housing trust fund.  

c. Standards. Affordable housing provided pursuant to subsection (eb)(2) of this section 

shall comply with the standards set forth in subsections (b) and (c) and below. and 

Aapplications for development projects subject to these requirements and developers 

and property owners shall provide to the county information and necessary legal 

assurances to demonstrate current and continued compliance with these provisions, 

consistent with the applicable enforcement mechanisms set forth in subsection (cf) of 

this section, as amended or supplemented from time to time. The county may institute 

any appropriate legal action necessary to ensure compliance with this subsection.  

1. Affordable housing units required pursuant to subsection (eb)(2) of this section are 

restricted to sales prices and annual rental amounts for households that shall not 

exceed the adjusted gross annual income limits for moderate-income owner-

occupied or rental housing, as defined in Section 101-1;  

2. Affordable housing units may be sold or rented only to persons whose total household 

income does not exceed the adjusted gross annual income limits for moderate-

income as defined in Section 101-1;  
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3. Except as specifically provided otherwise herein, affordable housing dwelling units 

are restricted for a period of 99 years to households that meet the requirements of 

subsection (eb)(5)c.2. of this section;  

24. Affordable housing units provided pursuant to subsection (eb)(2) of this section may 

be provided on-site, off-site or through linkage with another off-site project as 

provided in subsection (gc) of this section;  

5. Affordable housing units may not be used for tourist housing or vacation rental use; 

36. Each affordable unit provided pursuant to subsection (eb)(2) of this section shall 

contain a minimum of 350400 square feet of habitable floor area and the average 

enclosed habitable floor area of all units so provided shall be at least 700 square feet;  

7. Each affordable unit provided pursuant to subsection (b)(2) shall contain a minimum 

of 400 square feet of habitable floor area; and during occupancy of any affordable 

housing rental unit, not otherwise limited by state or federal statute or rule 

concerning household income, a lessee household's annual income may increase to 

an amount not to exceed 140 percent of the median household income for the 

county, to be annually verified. If the income of the lessee household exceeds this 

amount, the occupancy shall terminate at the end of the existing lease term. The 

maximum lease for any term shall be three years or 36 months;  

8. When determining eligibility criteria, the county shall assume family size as indicated 

in the table set forth in subsection (a)(6)i. of this section. That table shall not be used 

to establish the maximum number of individuals who actually live in the unit, but 

shall be used in conjunction with the eligibility requirements created by the 

definition of "affordable housing" in Section 101-1;  

9. The income of eligible households shall be determined by counting only the first and 

highest paid 40 hours of employment per week of each unrelated adult. For a 

household containing adults related by marriage or a domestic partnership registered 

with the county, only the highest 60 hours of the combined employment hours shall 

be counted, which shall be considered to be 75 percent of the adjusted gross income. 

The income of dependents regardless of age shall not be counted in calculating a 

household's income; and  

410. The county will not issue certificates of occupancy for market rate units associated 

with development or redevelopment projects subject to the provisions of this 

subsection (eb) unless and until the developed affordable housing units have an 

approved and recorded deed restriction, and certificates of occupancy have been 

issued for required affordable housing units lot donations are complete, or in-lieu 

fees have been paid as provided herein.  

(6) Monitoring and review. 

The requirements of this subsection (eb) shall be monitored to ensure effective and equitable 

application. Every two years following the effective date of the ordinance from which this 

section is derived, the BOCC may request the pPlanning dDirector shall provide to the BOCC 

a report describing the impact of this subsection on the provision of affordable housing and 

other market or socioeconomic conditions influencing or being influenced by these 

requirements. Issues such as affordability thresholds, inclusionary requirements, and the 

impacts of these provisions on the affordable housing inventory and housing needs in the 

county shall be addressed, in addition to other matters deemed relevant by the Planning 

Ddirector.  
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(f) Nonresidential Inclusionary housing requirements. 

(1) Purpose. Consistent with Goal 601 of the Comprehensive Plan, the purpose of this subsection 

(f) is to ensure that the need for affordable housing is not exacerbated by nonresidential and 

transient development, as follows: 

a.  Promote the health, safety and general welfare of the citizens of the County through the 

implementation of the goals, objectives and policies of the 2030 Monroe County 

Comprehensive Plan; and  

b.  To ensure that affordable housing opportunities are available throughout the entire 

community and to maintain a balanced and sustainable local economy and the provision 

of essential services; and 

c.  To increase the supply of housing affordable to targeted income groups within the 

community; and 

d.  To provide a range of housing opportunities for those who work in Monroe County but 

may be unable to pay market rents or market housing prices in the community; and 

e.  To increase the percentage of the workforce living locally and to provide housing 

opportunities for lower income groups in order to meet the existing and anticipated 

housing needs of such persons and to maintain a socio-economic mix in the community; 

and 

f.  To address the affordable workforce housing needs generated by the construction and 

expansion of nonresidential/transient development, and the employment that occurs at 

the nonresidential/transient development after the construction or expansion is 

completed; and 

g.  To ensure that affordable housing is provided to the local workforce by the employee 

generating development proportionate with the demand for affordable housing the 

development creates; and 

h.  To address market demands that show that the workforce in the County continues to 

require moderately priced housing units, particularly those whose earnings range from 

50 percent up to 120 percent of the County's median income (the target income groups); 

and 

i.  To stimulate the private sector production of affordable housing and encourage the 

widespread distribution of affordable housing opportunities throughout all portions of 

the community, including within new and expanding developments. 

 

(2) Intent. Nonresidential and transient use development or redevelopment generates a direct 

impact on housing for the workforce. The intent of this section is to ensure that there is an 

affordable supply of housing for the local workforce. This will be accomplished by requiring 

affordable housing be provided for all new development and redevelopment in an amount 

proportionate to the need for affordable housing that the nonresidential and transient use 

development or redevelopment creates. The intent of this subsection is to permit 

nonresidential and transient use owners to continue to establish uses consistent with the 

current building and safety standards and to ensure that as development and redevelopment 

occurs, comprehensive plan policies regarding affordable housing are implemented. The 

technical support and analysis upon which the nonresidential inclusionary housing 

requirements are established are based upon the ‘Affordable Workforce Housing Support 

Study for Non-Residential Development,’ prepared by Clarion Associates, LLC, prepared in 

June 2017. 
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(3)  Applicability. Except as provided in subsection (4) of this section, the nonresidential 

inclusionary housing requirements set forth below shall apply. This will be accomplished by 

requiring affordable housing be provided for all new development and expansions in an 

amount proportionate to the need for affordable housing that the nonresidential and transient 

uses create. Expansion as used in this section means extending a use or structure to occupy a 

greater amount of floor area or square footage beyond that which it occupied. Determinations 

regarding the applicability of this subsection shall be made by the Planning Director. The 

applicant shall provide the necessary information to determine compliance with the 

nonresidential inclusionary housing requirements on the forms prescribed by the Planning 

Director. For purposes of calculating the number of affordable units required by this 

subsection, density bonuses shall not be counted and only fractional requirements equal to or 

greater than 0.5 shall be rounded up to the nearest whole number. 

a.  New Development. Each new development project not exempted by subsection (4), shall 

mitigate 50% of the affordable housing demand created by the proposed development by 

one or a combination of the methods identified in subsection (5). 

b.  Redevelopment With An Expansion. Each redevelopment project not exempted by 

subsection (4), shall mitigate 50% of the affordable housing demand created by the 

proposed redevelopment by one or a combination of the methods identified in subsection 

(5). The affordable housing required for nonresidential development when an existing use 

is expanded shall be calculated based on the incremental increase is size of the existing 

use (net additional square footage). 

c.  Redevelopment With A Change In Use Increasing Housing Demand. Each redevelopment 

project with a change of use, not exempted by subsection (4), shall mitigate 50% of the 

affordable housing demand created by the proposed redevelopment by one or a 

combination of the methods identified in subsection (5). The affordable housing required 

for nonresidential development when a new use replaces an existing use shall be 

calculated based on the square footage proposed for conversion and/or based on the 

incremental increase in size of the new uses (if any). 

d.   Redevelopment Without An Expansion Which Increases Housing Demand.  An applicant 

proposing a redevelopment project that proposes to increase the intensity of the 

development, by increasing services or amenities available within the existing square 

footage, shall provide an analysis of the anticipated employee generation pre- and post- 

development. The applicant shall conduct an independent calculation to determine if 

there is an increase in the total demand for employees and housing. The independent 

calculation shall be subject to the following: 

1.    An independent calculation shall require a public meeting with the Board of County 

Commissioners to determine if there is a mutually agreeable approach to the 

calculation prior to the application proceeding to the Development Review 

Committee for review. The review of the independent calculation will not be 

scheduled as a public hearing, but as a public meeting during which the BOCC may 

offer their input and direction and the public may have input on the proposed 

methodology and calculation. 

2.  The applicant shall use generally accepted principles and methods and verifiable local 

information and data, and other appropriate materials to support the employee 

generation data and housing demand calculated. 

3.  The BOCC may agree or disagree with the independent calculation for mitigation 

based on generally recognized principles and methodologies of impact analysis and 
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the accuracy of the data, information, and assumptions used to prepare the 

independent calculation. 

4.  If the analysis determines the redevelopment project will increase the demand for 

employees and housing, by increasing the services or amenities available within the 

existing square footage, then the nonresidential inclusionary requirements shall 

apply.  Each redevelopment project pursuant to this subsection and not exempted by 

subsection (4), shall mitigate 50% of the demand for affordable housing created by 

the development. The affordable housing demand created by the proposed 

redevelopment may be satisfied by one or a combination of the methods identified in 

subsection (5). 

e.  Unspecified Use. If a proposed development project does not fall within one of the 

specific use categories in the table within subsection (5), then the Planning Director shall 

determine whether the use is comparable to a use category listed and assign a category or 

may allow the applicant to conduct an independent calculation to determine the 

appropriate affordable housing inclusionary requirement. If the applicant chooses to 

propose an independent calculation, the following applies: 

1.    An independent calculation shall require a public meeting with the Board of County 

Commissioners to determine if there is a mutually agreeable approach to the 

calculation prior to the application proceeding to the Development Review 

Committee for review. The review of the independent calculation will not be 

scheduled as a public hearing, but as a public meeting during which the BOCC may 

offer their input and direction and the public may have input on the proposed 

methodology and calculation. 

2.  The applicant shall use generally accepted principles and methods and verifiable local 

information and data, and other appropriate materials to support the employee 

generation data and housing demand calculated. 

3.  The BOCC may agree or disagree with the independent calculation for mitigation 

based on generally recognized principles and methodologies of impact analysis and 

the accuracy of the data, information, and assumptions used to prepare the 

independent calculation. 

4.  Each development project subject to an independent calculation and not exempted by 

subsection (4), shall mitigate 50% of the demand for affordable housing created by 

the development. 
 

(4) Exemptions and waivers. 

a. The following uses shall be exempt from the nonresidential inclusionary housing 

requirements set forth in subsections (f)(3) and (5) of this section:  

1. Affordable housing developments; and 

2. Residential developments; and  

3. Nursing homes, assisted care living facilities, and retirement homes; and 

4. Mobile home and manufactured home parks and subdivisions; and 

5. Public facilities and public uses limited to parks, public infrastructure and utilities, 

and wireless communication facilities; and  

6. Airport uses; and 

7. Agricultural uses; and  

8. The redevelopment, remodeling, repair or cumulative expansion of a lawfully 

established nonresidential use that does not increase the area of the nonresidential 
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use by more than 1,000 square feet of gross floor area and the use is not changed to a 

different use category. 

b.  The BOCC may reduce, adjust, or waive the requirements set forth in this subsection (f), 

based on specific findings of fact, where the BOCC concludes, with respect to any 

applicant, that:  

1. Strict application of the requirements would produce a result inconsistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan or the purpose and intent of this subsection;  

2. Due to the nature of the proposed nonresidential development, the development 

furthers Comprehensive Plan policies and the purpose and intent of this subsection 

through means other than strict compliance with the requirements set forth herein;  

3. The applicant demonstrates an absence of any reasonable relationship between the 

impact of the proposed nonresidential development and requirements of this 

subsection (f);  

4. The strict application with the requirements set forth herein would improperly 

deprive or deny the applicant of constitutional or statutory rights; or 

5. In the event of a declared State of Local Emergency after a natural disaster, the 

BOCC adopts a resolution recognizing that the strict application of the 

nonresidential inclusionary requirements would not protect the health, safety and 

welfare of the community by delaying the recovery of the populace displaced by the 

natural disaster. 

Any applicant who believes that he/she may be eligible for relief from the strict 

application of this section may petition the BOCC for relief under this subsection (f)(4). 

Any petitioner for relief hereunder shall provide evidentiary and legal justification for 

any reduction, adjustment or waiver of any requirements under this section. The 

petitioner shall use generally accepted principles and methods and verifiable local 

information and data, and other appropriate materials to support the requested relief. 

 

(5) Compliance Requirements. Nonresidential development or redevelopment projects shall 

provide affordable inclusionary housing as provided in subsection (3) of the affordable 

housing demand created by the new or expanded development or redevelopment in 

accordance with the table below.  

 

a. The table indicates the number of affordable housing units or in-lieu fee needed for 

every square foot (and per 1,000sf) of new development or redevelopment (expanded or 

converted square footage) for each category of non-residential land use.  

 
TOTAL NEED CREATED BY NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT  

(for construction and post-construction employees). 

Land Use Category 

Total Housing 

Need per 

1,000sf 

(units/1000sf) 

Total 

Housing 

Need per sf 

(units/sf) 

Total In-Lieu 

Fee per 1,000sf 

(monetary fee 

/1000sf) 

Total In-Lieu 

Fee per sf 

(monetary fee 

/sf) 
     

Commercial Retail  

(Retail stores, supermarkets, shopping 

centers, restaurants, etc.) 

0.416 0.000416 $66,722 $66.72 

     

Office 

(Professional and non-professional office 

buildings, etc.) 

0.704 0.000704 $78,492 $78.49 

     

Commented [S14]: BOCC direction 
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Industrial 

(Light manufacturing, lumber yards, 

warehousing, storage facilities, etc.) 

0.226 0.000226 $24,397 $24.39 

     

Institutional 

(Religious facilities, private schools, 

colleges, daycares, etc.) 

0.337 0.000337 $36,284 $36.28 

     

Tourist/recreational  

(Theatres, auditoriums, nightclubs, tourist 

attractions, etc.) 

0.614 0.000614 $104,691 $104.69 

     

Hotel & Motel 

(Transient uses) 
0.295 0.000295 $49,947 $49.94 

     

Governmental  

(Governmental office buildings, public 

schools, etc.) 

0.427 0.000427 $38,285 $38.28 

     

Other  

(Utility, gas, and electric uses, mining, and 

sewage disposal facilities) 

0.644 0.000644 $99,838 $99.83 

Data for the mitigation requirement is from the ‘Affordable Workforce Housing Support Study for Non -Residential 

Development,’ prepared by Clarion Associates, LLC, for Monroe County in June 2017.  

 

b. The inclusionary housing unit requirement (or required number of affordable housing 

dwelling units) for the nonresidential development or redevelopment shall be calculated 

by multiplying the per square foot requirement for the appropriate type of land use 

category by the proposed square footage of the nonresidential development and/or the 

incremental increase in size of the nonresidential use (net additional square footage) and 

applying the appropriate mitigation percentage required.  

 

c. The inclusionary in-lieu fee requirement (or required amount of monetary fee) for the 

nonresidential development or redevelopment shall be calculated by multiplying the per 

square foot requirement for the appropriate type of land use category by the proposed 

square footage of the nonresidential development and/or the incremental increase in size 

of the nonresidential use (net additional square footage) and applying the appropriate 

mitigation percentage required. 

 

d.  Expansions to nonresidential and transient uses shall be tracked for cumulative changes 

and compliance with subsection (f). In phased projects, the inclusionary requirements 

shall be proportionally allocated among the phases. If a subsequent development or 

redevelopment is proposed following a prior development approved on the same 

property, after the effective date of this ordinance, the requirements in this section shall 

be met as part of the subsequent development or redevelopment. 

 

e.  The following table provides EXAMPLE calculations of the nonresidential inclusionary 

requirements: 

 
 Total 

Housing 

Need per 

sf 

(units/sf) 

Total In-

Lieu Fee 

per sf 

(monetary 

fee /sf) 

 
100% Mitigation 50% Mitigation 30% Mitigation 

Units In-lieu fees Units 
In-lieu 

fees 
Units 

In-lieu 

fees 

          

Commercial Retail  

(Retail stores, 
0.000416 $66.72 

5,000 SF 2.08 $333,610 1.04 $166,805 0.62 $100,083.0 

10,000 SF 4.16 $667,220 2.08 $333,610 1.25 $200,166 

Commented [S15]: 3 example options included until 
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supermarkets, 

shopping centers, 

restaurants, etc.) 

20,000 SF 8.32 $1,334,440 4.16 $667,220 2.50 $400,332 

          

Office 

(Professional and 

non-professional 

office buildings, etc.) 

0.000704 $78.49 

5,000 SF 3.52 $392,460 1.76 $196,230 1.06 $117,738 

10,000 SF 7.04 $784,920 3.52 $392,460 2.11 $235,476 

20,000 SF 14.09 $1,569,840 7.04 $784,920 4.23 $470,952 
          

Industrial 

(Light manufacturing, 

lumber yards, 

warehousing, storage 

facilities, etc.) 

0.000226 $24.39 

5,000 SF 1.13 $121,985 0.56 $60,993 0.34 $36,596 

10,000 SF 2.26 $243,970 1.13 $121,985 0.68 $73,191 

20,000 SF 4.51 $487,940 2.26 $243,970 1.35 $146,382 
          

Institutional 

(Religious facilities, 

private schools, 

colleges, daycares, 

etc.) 

0.000337 $36.28 

5,000 SF 1.69 $181,420 0.84 $90,710 0.51 $54,426 

10,000 SF 3.37 $362,840 1.69 $181,420 1.01 $108,852 

20,000 SF 6.74 $725,680 3.37 $362,840 2.02 $217,704 

          

Tourist/recreational  

(Theatres, 

auditoriums, 

nightclubs, tourist 

attractions, etc.) 

0.000614 $104.69 

5,000 SF 3.07 $523,455 1.54 $261,728 0.92 $157,037 

10,000 SF 6.14 $1,046,910 3.07 $523,455 1.84 $314,073 

20,000 SF 12.28 $2,093,820 6.14 $1,046,910 3.69 $628,146 

          

Hotel & Motel 

(Transient uses) 0.000295 $49.94 

5,000 SF 1.58 $249,735 0.79 $124,868 0.47 $74,921 

10,000 SF 3.15 $499,470 1.58 $249,735 0.95 $149,841 

20,000 SF 6.31 $998,940 3.15 $499,470 1.89 $299,682 
          

Governmental  

(Governmental office 

buildings, public 

schools, etc.) 

0.000427 $38.28 

5,000 SF 2.14 $191,425 1.07 $95,713 0.64 $57,428 

10,000 SF 4.28 $382,850 2.14 $191,425 1.28 $114,855 

20,000 SF 8.55 $765,700 4.28 $382,850 2.57 $229,710 
          

Other  

(Utility, gas, and 

electric uses, mining, 

and sewage disposal 

facilities) 

0.000644 $99.83 

5,000 SF 3.22 $499,190 1.61 $249,595 0.97 $149,757 

10,000 SF 6.44 $998,380 3.22 $499,190 1.93 $299,514 

20,000 SF 12.88 $1,996,760 6.44 $998,380 3.86 $599,028 

 

f.  All nonresidential uses not exempted by subsection (4) shall mitigate the demand for 

affordable housing created by the proposed development or redevelopment by one or a 

combination of the methods identified below. 

1. The construction of affordable housing dwelling units on the site of the development 

project. The affordable housing dwelling units shall meet the County's affordable 

housing restrictions as specified in Section 139-1(b) and (c), for a period not less 

than 99 years;   

2. The construction of affordable housing dwelling units off-site of the development 

project but within a 30 mile radius of the nonresidential development or 

redevelopment. The affordable housing dwelling units shall meet the County's 

affordable housing restrictions as specified in Section 139-1(b) and (c), for a period 

not less than 99 years; 

3. The deed-restriction of existing dwelling units within a 30 mile radius of the 

nonresidential development or redevelopment, provided the units meet the County's 

affordable housing restrictions as specified in Section 139-1(b) and (c), for a period 

not less than 99 years;  

4. The donation of land to the County, upon the acceptance of the BOCC of a proposed 

parcel or parcels, may satisfy the requirements of this subsection by donating one (1) 

IS or URM zoned platted lot for each unit required but not provided through actual 
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construction or in-lieu fees (or a Tier III parcel or parcels of land zoned other than IS 

or URM as long as the donated parcel(s) will support the development of the 

required number of affordable inclusionary units); and/or 

5. The payment of a fee in-lieu for the inclusionary housing requirement for all or a 

percentage of the affordable housing units required. The in-lieu fee shall be paid 

prior to issuance of a building permit for the nonresidential development or 

redevelopment. 

e.   If the affordable housing requirement results in less than one (1) affordable dwelling 

unit, then the applicant may choose to build one (1) affordable dwelling unit or pay the 

fee in-lieu amount. 

 

(6) Applicable Standards. 

a. Incentives. All incentives and bonuses provided by the land development and other 

regulations for the construction of affordable housing shall be available to builders of 

affordable housing provided pursuant to this subsection (f) including, but not limited to, 

density and floor area ratio bonuses, residential ROGO allocation set asides and points, 

and impact fee waivers.  

b. Standards. Affordable housing provided pursuant to subsection (f) shall comply with 

the standards set forth in subsections (b) and (c) and below.  Applications for 

development projects subject to these requirements and applicants shall provide to the 

County information and necessary legal assurances to demonstrate current and 

continued compliance with these provisions, consistent with the applicable enforcement 

mechanisms set forth in Section 139-1(c). The County may institute any appropriate 

legal action necessary to ensure compliance with this subsection.  

1. Affordable housing units required pursuant to this subsection are restricted to sales 

prices and annual rental amounts for households that shall not exceed the annual 

income limits for owner-occupied or rental housing, as defined in Section 101-1;  

2. Affordable housing units provided pursuant to subsection (f) may be provided on-

site, off-site as provided in subsection (f)(5);or through linkage with another off-site 

project as provided in subsection (g) of this section;  
3. Each affordable unit provided pursuant to this subsection shall contain a minimum 

of 350 square feet of habitable floor area;  

4. The County will not issue certificates of occupancy for the nonresidential and 

transient development or redevelopment projects subject to the provisions of this 

subsection (f) unless and until: (1) the required number of inclusionary affordable 

housing units have an approved and recorded deed restriction, and certificates of 

occupancy have been issued for the affordable housing units; and/or (2) the 

required number of existing dwelling units must have an approved and recorded 

deed-restriction; and/or (3) the donation of parcels to the County is completed. 

5. Prior to the issuance of a building permit for the nonresidential and transient 

development or redevelopment projects, any in-lieu fees must be paid. 

 

(7) Monitoring and review. 

The requirements of this subsection (f) shall be monitored to ensure effective and equitable 

application. Every two years, following the effective date of the ordinance from which this 

section is derived, the BOCC may request the Planning Director provide to the BOCC a report 

describing the impact of this subsection on the provision of affordable housing and other 

market or socioeconomic conditions influencing or being influenced by these requirements. 
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Issues such as affordability thresholds, inclusionary requirements, and the impacts of these 

provisions on the affordable housing inventory and housing needs in the county shall be 

addressed, in addition to other matters deemed relevant by the director.  

 

(8) Inclusionary Requirement Reduction for Very low and Low Income Units. 

Certain types of affordable housing are relatively more desirable in satisfying the affordable 

housing needs of the workforce. To address the market demands that show that the workforce 

in the County continues to require lower priced rental housing units, particularly those whose 

earnings are up to or below 80 percent of the County's median income, an applicant with an 

inclusionary requirement of five (5) or more units, which builds all the required affordable 

units as low-income and very low-income either on site or within 10 miles of the 

nonresidential or transient  development project, shall have a reduced inclusionary housing 

requirement of 40%. The affordable housing dwelling units shall meet the County's affordable 

housing rental restrictions as specified in Section 139-1(b) and (c), for a period not less than 

99 years. The tenants of this affordable housing shall be required to derive at least 70 percent 

of their income from within the County. An applicant may not propose the payment of a fee 

in-lieu for any portion of the inclusionary housing requirement. 

 

(gc) Linkage of projects.   

(1)  Two or more development (residential and/or nonresidential) projects that are required to 

provide affordable housing may be linked to allow the affordable housing requirement of one 

development project to be built at the site of another project, so long as the affordable housing 

requirement of the latter development is fulfilled as well and the projects are within 30 miles of 

each other. The project containing the affordable units must be built either before or 

simultaneously with the projects without, or with fewer than, the required affordable units. 

Sequencing of construction of the affordable component of linked projects may be the subject 

of the pPlanning department or the pPlanning cCommission's approval of a project. 

(2)  In addition, if a developer builds more than the required number of affordable units at a 

development site, this development project may be linked with a subsequent development 

project to allow compliance with the subsequent development's affordable unit requirement 

provided: the developer may not utilize affordable units previously built with County financial 

investment, other than building permit fee waivers and impact fee waivers; the projects are 

within 30 miles of each other; and the affordable units proposed to satisfy the inclusionary 

housing requirement may not have received certificates of occupancy three (3) years prior to the 

project approval for the development triggering the inclusionary housing requirement. The 

linkage must be identified supplied by the developer to the pPlanning cCommission at the time 

of the subsequent development's conditional use approval.   

(3)  Finally, aAll linkages under this subsection may occur between sites within the county and in 

the cities of Key West, Marathon and Islamorada, subject to an interlocal agreement, where 

appropriate.; however, The linkage must occur within 30 miles of each project and within the 

same geographic planning area, i.e., lower middle and upper keys. All linkages must be 

approved via a covenant running in favor of the cCounty, and if the linkage project lies within a 

city, also in favor of that city. The covenant shall be placed upon two or more projects linked, 

stating how the requirements for affordable housing are met for each project. The covenant shall 

be approved by the BOCC and, if applicable, the participating municipality.   

(4)  Projects with existing affordable units that have existing approvals, approved prior to the 

effective date of this ordinance, which allow linkage of the affordable housing units to satisfy 

Commented [S17]: concept to incentivize lower income 
units. 

Commented [S18]: The AHAC recommends the BOCC 
direct staff to evaluate the legal, financial and economic 
issues and make recommendations on whether and how to 
amend the land development code to not allow 
inclusionary requirements to be satisfied through ‘linkage’ 
under Sec. 130-161 (c) with affordable housing units built 
in proportion of the government investment. 
 
The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate 
the legal, financial and economic issues and make 
recommendations on whether and how to amend land 
development code to not allow inclusionary requirements 
to be satisfied through ‘linkage’ under Sec. 130-161 (c) 
with affordable housing units already existing/built. 
 

Commented [S19]: Allow existing projects with approval 
to do linkage to retain the ability  



 

 
DRC SR            Page 27 of 34 
File No. 2019-097  

inclusionary requirements shall not be subject to the provisions subsection (g) and shall follow 

the provisions of the existing, approved development order(s). 

(hd) Affordable housing trust fund. 

The affordable housing trust fund (referred to as the "trust fund") is established. The trust fund shall 

be maintained with funds earmarked for the purposes of furthering affordable housing initiatives in 

municipalities and unincorporated areas of the county. Monies deposited into the trust fund shall not 

be commingled with general operating funds of the county. The trust fund shall be used only for the 

following:  

(1) Financial aid to developers as project grants for affordable housing construction; 

(2) Financial aid to homebuyers as mortgage assistance, including, but not limited to, loans or 

grants for down payment assistance;  

(3) Financial incentives for the conversion of transient units to affordable residential units;  

(4) Direct investment in or leveraging housing affordability through site acquisition, housing 

development and housing conservation; or  

(5) Other affordable housing purposes as may be established by resolution of the BOCC, which 

shall act as trustees for the fund. The BOCC may enter into agreements or make grants 

relating to the use of trust funds with or to the county housing authority or other local 

government land or housing departments or agencies, a qualified community housing 

development organization or nonprofit or for-profit developer of affordable or employee 

housing, or a municipality within the county.  

(ie) Community housing development organization. 

The BOCC may establish a nonprofit community housing development organization (CHDO), 

pursuant to federal regulations governing such organizations, to serve as developer of affordable 

housing units on county-owned property, including or located in the municipalities of the county, 

upon interlocal agreement. In such event, the county may delegate to the community housing 

development organization all or partial administration of the affordable housing trust fund.  

 
(f) Administration and compliance. [moved to subsection (c)]  

(1) Before any building permit may be issued for any structure, portion or phase of a project subject to this 

section, a restrictive covenant shall be approved by the Assistant County Administrator and county 

attorney and recorded in the office of the clerk of the county to ensure compliance with the provision 

of this section running in favor of the county and enforceable by the county and, if applicable, a 

participating municipality. The following requirements shall apply to these restrictive covenants:  

a. The covenants for any affordable or employee housing units shall be effective for a period 

of at least 99 years.  

b. The covenants shall not commence running until a certificate of occupancy has been 

issued by the building official for the dwelling unit or dwelling units to which the 

covenant or covenants apply.  

(2) Restrictive covenants for housing subject to the provisions of this section shall be filed that require 

compliance with the following:  

a. Restricting affordable housing dwelling units to households meeting the income 

requirements of subsection (a)(6)a. of this section;  

b. Restricting employee housing dwelling units to households meeting the income and 

employment requirements of subsection (a)(6)b. of this section;  

c. Restricting market rate housing dwelling units to households meeting the employment 

requirements of subsection (a)(8)a. of this section; and  
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d. Prohibiting tourist housing use or vacation rental use of any housing developed under the 

provisions of this section.  

(3) The eligibility of a potential owner-occupier or renter of an affordable, employee or market rate 

housing dwelling unit, developed as part of an employee or affordable housing project, shall be 

determined by the planning department upon submittal of an affidavit of qualification to the planning 

department. The form of the affidavit shall be in a form prescribed by the planning department. This 

eligibility shall be determined by the planning department as follows:  

a. At the time the potential owner either applies for affordable housing ROGO allocation, or 

applies to purchase a unit that used affordable housing ROGO allocation; or  

b. At the time the potential renter applies to occupy a residential unit that used an affordable 

ROGO allocation.  

(4) Except as provided in subsection (f)(5) of this section, the property owner of each affordable employee 

or market rate housing dwelling unit, developed as part of an affordable or employee housing project, 

shall be required to annually submit an affidavit of qualification to the planning department verifying 

that the applicable employment and income requirements of subsection (f)(2) of this section are met. 

The annual affidavit of qualification shall be in a form prescribed by the Planning Director and shall 

be filed by the property owner upon receiving written notification by certified mail from the planning 

department.  

(5) The owner-occupant of an affordable, employee, or market rate housing dwelling unit, developed as 

part of an affordable or employee housing project, who has received a homestead exemption as 

provided for under the state statutes, is not required to submit an annual affidavit of qualification as 

required above in subsection (f)(4) of this section if that owner-occupant was qualified previously by 

the planning department. Prior to any change in ownership (including, but not limited to: sale, 

assignment, devise, or otherwise), the owner-occupant shall be required to provide documentation to 

the planning department in a form prescribed by the planning director proving that the potential 

occupying household is eligible to occupy that unit prior to a change in ownership of the property.  

(6) Failure to submit the required annual verification as required in subsection (f)(4) of this section or 

failure to provide documentation prior to change in ownership required in subsection (f)(5) of this 

section shall constitute a violation of the restrictive covenant, the conditions of the certificate of 

occupancy and this Land Development Code.  

(7) The restrictive covenants for affordable and employee housing required under this section shall be 

approved by the Assistant County Administrator and county attorney prior to the recording of the 

covenant and issuance of any building permit.  

(8) Upon written agreement between the Planning Director and an eligible governmental or 

nongovernmental entity, the Planning Director may authorize that entity to administer the eligibility 

and compliance requirements for the Planning and Environmental Resources Department under 

subsections (f)(3), (f)(4), (f)(5) and (f)(6) of this section. Under such an agreement, the eligible entity 

is authorized to qualify a potential owner-occupier or renter of affordable, employee, or market rate 

housing developed as part of an employee or affordable housing project, and annually verify the 

employment and/or income eligibility of tenants pursuant to subsection (f)(2) of this section. The 

entity shall still be required to provide the Planning and Environmental Resources Department, by 

January 1 of each year, a written certification verifying that tenants of each affordable, employee, or 

market rate housing meet the applicable employment and income requirements of subsection (f)(2) of 

this section. The following governmental and nongovernmental entities shall be eligible for this 

delegation of authority:  

a. The county housing authority, not-for-profit community development organizations, 

pursuant to subsection (e) of this section, and other public entities established to provide 

affordable housing;  

b. Private developers or other nongovernmental organizations participating in a federal/state 

housing financial assistance or tax credit program or receiving some form of direct 

financial assistance from the County; or  

c. Nongovernmental organizations approved by the BOCC as affordable housing providers.  
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(9) Should an entity fail to satisfactorily fulfill the terms and conditions of the written agreement executed 

pursuant to subsection (f)(6) of this section, the Planning Director shall provide written notice to the 

subject entity to show cause why the agreement should not be terminated within 30 days. If the entity 

fails to respond or is unable to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Planning Director that it is 

meeting the terms and conditions of its agreement, the agreement may be terminated by the Planning 

Director within 30 days of the written notice.  

 

(g) Interlocal affordable rate of growth allocation agreements. [moved to subsection (d)] 

The BOCC may authorize interlocal agreements between the County and the cities of Marathon, and Key West, 

and Islamorada, Village of Islands for the purpose of sharing residential rate of growth affordable housing 

allocations. The interlocal agreements may be based upon a specific project proposal within one or more 

jurisdictions or may be for a specific allocation of units on an annual basis, from the county to a municipality or 

from a municipality to the county. All allocations made available to a jurisdiction must meet the applicable 

affordable housing requirements of the receiving jurisdiction's land development regulations and affordable 

housing ordinances. 

 

IV. CONSISTENCY WITH THE MONROE COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 

 

The proposed amendment is consistent with one or more of the required provisions of LDC Section 102-

158(d)(7)(b): 

 

1. Changed projections (e.g., regarding public service needs) from those on which the text or 

boundary was based;  

N/A 

 

2. Changed assumptions (e.g., regarding demographic trends); 

N/A 

 

3. Data errors, including errors in mapping, vegetative types and natural features described in 

volume 1 of the plan;  

N/A 

 

4. New issues; 

 

The 2017 Affordable Workforce Housing Support Study for Non-residential Development by 

Clarion Associates, identified the need nonresidential development creates for affordable 

housing in the County. The study evaluates the linkage between (1) employment generated by 

the construction of non-residential development, and (2) the employment that occurs at non-

residential development after the construction is completed (post-construction activities). The 

analysis demonstrates there is a need created by nonresidential development for affordable 

housing, and the study quantifies the need both in terms of affordable housing units (or a 

fraction thereof) and monetary housing assistance that could address the need for affordable 

housing. 

 

The proposed amendments to incorporate nonresidential and transient inclusionary 

requirements, implement the study support data and the BOCC direction to develop 

inclusionary requirements pursuant to Policy 601.1.13. 

 

5. Recognition of a need for additional detail or comprehensiveness; or 
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To address Policy 601.1.13 and BOCC direction provided on February 21, 2018, amendments to 

the Monroe County Land Development Code are necessary to provide the detailed codes that are 

consistent with and implement the comprehensive plan, to specifically address the affordable 

housing needs generated by the construction of nonresidential development, and the employment 

that occurs at nonresidential development after the construction or expansion is completed. 

 

6. Data updates; 

N/A 

 

In no event shall an amendment be approved which will result in an adverse community change 

to the planning area in which the proposed development is located or to any area in accordance 

with a livable communikeys master plan pursuant to findings of the board of county 

commissioners.  

 

The proposed text amendment is not anticipated to result in an adverse community change. 

 

V. CONSISTENCY WITH THE MONROE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, THE 

PRINCIPLES FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT, AND FLORIDA STATUTES. 

 

A. The proposed amendment is consistent with the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Monroe 

County 2030 Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, it furthers:   

 

Goal 101: Monroe County shall manage future growth to enhance the quality of life, ensure the 

safety of County residents and visitors, and protect valuable natural resources. 

 

Objective 101.4: Monroe County shall regulate nonresidential development to maintain a balance 

of land uses to serve the needs of the future population of Monroe County. 

 

Goal 601: Monroe County shall adopt programs and policies to facilitate access by residents to 

adequate and affordable housing that is safe, decent, and structurally sound, and that meets the 

needs of the population based on type, tenure characteristics, unit size and individual preferences. 

 

Objective 601.1: Monroe County shall implement the following defined policies to reduce 

estimated affordable housing need for households in the very low, low, median and moderate 

income classifications. 

 

Policy 601.1.8: Monroe County shall allocate at least 20% of the annual ROGO allocation, or as 

may be established by the State of Florida, pursuant to Administration Commission Rules, to 

affordable housing units, as specified in Policy 101.3.3. Affordable housing eligible for this 

separate allocation must meet the criteria established in the Land Development Code. 

 

Policy 601.1.9: Monroe County shall maintain land development regulations which may include 

density bonuses, impact fee waiver programs, and other possible regulations to encourage 

affordable housing. 
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Policy 601.1.13: Monroe County shall maintain land development regulations on inclusionary 

housing and shall evaluate expanding the inclusionary housing requirements to include or address 

nonresidential and transient development and redevelopment based on specific data and analysis. 

 

Objective 601.2: Monroe County shall adopt programs and policies to encourage housing of 

various types, sizes and price ranges to meet the demands of current and future residents 

 

Objective 601.3: Monroe County shall continue implementation efforts to eliminate substandard 

housing and to preserve, conserve and enhance the existing housing stock, including historic 

structures and sites. 

 

B. The amendment is consistent with the Principles for Guiding Development for the Florida 

Keys Area, Section 380.0552(7), Florida Statutes.  

 

For the purposes of reviewing consistency of the adopted plan or any amendments to that plan 

with the principles for guiding development and any amendments to the principles, the principles 

shall be construed as a whole and no specific provision shall be construed or applied in isolation 

from the other provisions.  
(a) Strengthening local government capabilities for managing land use and development so that local government is 

able to achieve these objectives without continuing the area of critical state concern designation. 

(b) Protecting shoreline and benthic resources, including mangroves, coral reef formations, seagrass beds, wetlands, 

fish and wildlife, and their habitat. 

(c) Protecting upland resources, tropical biological communities, freshwater wetlands, native tropical vegetation (for 

example, hardwood hammocks and pinelands), dune ridges and beaches, wildlife, and their habitat. 

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

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

(f) Enhancing natural scenic resources, promoting the aesthetic benefits of the natural environment, and ensuring 

that development is compatible with the unique historic character of the Florida Keys. 

(g) Protecting the historical heritage of the Florida Keys. 

(h) Protecting the value, efficiency, cost-effectiveness, and amortized life of existing and proposed major public 

investments, including: 

 

1. The Florida Keys Aqueduct and water supply facilities; 

2. Sewage collection, treatment, and disposal facilities; 

3. Solid waste treatment, collection, and disposal facilities; 

4. Key West Naval Air Station and other military facilities; 

5. Transportation facilities; 

6. Federal parks, wildlife refuges, and marine sanctuaries; 

7. State parks, recreation facilities, aquatic preserves, and other publicly owned properties; 

8. City electric service and the Florida Keys Electric Co-op; and 

9. Other utilities, as appropriate. 

 

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

replacement of stormwater management facilities; central sewage collection; treatment and disposal facilities; 

and the installation and proper operation and maintenance of onsite sewage treatment and disposal systems. 

(j) Ensuring the improvement of nearshore water quality by requiring the construction and operation of wastewater 

management facilities that meet the requirements of ss. 381.0065(4)(l) and 403.086(10), as applicable, and by 

directing growth to areas served by central wastewater treatment facilities through permit allocation systems. 

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

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

(m) Providing adequate alternatives for the protection of public safety and welfare in the event of a natural or 

manmade disaster and for a postdisaster reconstruction plan. 

(n) Protecting the public health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the Florida Keys and maintaining the Florida 

Keys as a unique Florida resource. 
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Pursuant to Section 380.0552(7) Florida Statutes, the proposed amendment is not inconsistent 

with the Principles for Guiding Development as a whole and is not inconsistent with any 

Principle.   

 

C. The proposed amendment is consistent with the Part II of Chapter 163, Florida Statute 

(F.S.). Specifically, the amendment furthers: 

 

163.3161(4), F.S. – It is the intent of this act that local governments have the ability to preserve 

and enhance present advantages; encourage the most appropriate use of land, water, and 

resources, consistent with the public interest; overcome present handicaps; and deal 

effectively with future problems that may result from the use and development of land within 

their jurisdictions. Through the process of comprehensive planning, it is intended that units of 

local government can preserve, promote, protect, and improve the public health, safety, 

comfort, good order, appearance, convenience, law enforcement and fire prevention, and 

general welfare; facilitate the adequate and efficient provision of transportation, water, 

sewerage, schools, parks, recreational facilities, housing, and other requirements and services; 

and conserve, develop, utilize, and protect natural resources within their jurisdictions. 

 

163.3161(6), F.S. – It is the intent of this act that adopted comprehensive plans shall have the 

legal status set out in this act and that no public or private development shall be permitted 

except in conformity with comprehensive plans, or elements or portions thereof, prepared and 

adopted in conformity with this act. 

 

163.3177(1), F.S. – The comprehensive plan shall provide the principles, guidelines, standards, 

and strategies for the orderly and balanced future economic, social, physical, environmental, 

and fiscal development of the area that reflects community commitments to implement the 

plan and its elements. These principles and strategies shall guide future decisions in a 

consistent manner and shall contain programs and activities to ensure comprehensive plans 

are implemented. The sections of the comprehensive plan containing the principles and 

strategies, generally provided as goals, objectives, and policies, shall describe how the local 

government’s programs, activities, and land development regulations will be initiated, 

modified, or continued to implement the comprehensive plan in a consistent manner. It is not 

the intent of this part to require the inclusion of implementing regulations in the 

comprehensive plan but rather to require identification of those programs, activities, and land 

development regulations that will be part of the strategy for implementing the comprehensive 

plan and the principles that describe how the programs, activities, and land development 

regulations will be carried out. The plan shall establish meaningful and predictable standards 

for the use and development of land and provide meaningful guidelines for the content of 

more detailed land development and use regulations. 

 

163.3194, F.S. – (1)(a) After a comprehensive plan, or element or portion thereof, has been 

adopted in conformity with this act, all development undertaken by, and all actions taken in 

regard to development orders by, governmental agencies in regard to land covered by such 

plan or element shall be consistent with such plan or element as adopted. 

(b) All land development regulations enacted or amended shall be consistent with the 

adopted comprehensive plan, or element or portion thereof, and any land development 

regulations existing at the time of adoption which are not consistent with the adopted 
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comprehensive plan, or element or portion thereof, shall be amended so as to be consistent. If 

a local government allows an existing land development regulation which is inconsistent with 

the most recently adopted comprehensive plan, or element or portion thereof, to remain in 

effect, the local government shall adopt a schedule for bringing the land development 

regulation into conformity with the provisions of the most recently adopted comprehensive 

plan, or element or portion thereof. During the interim period when the provisions of the 

most recently adopted comprehensive plan, or element or portion thereof, and the land 

development regulations are inconsistent, the provisions of the most recently adopted 

comprehensive plan, or element or portion thereof, shall govern any action taken in regard to 

an application for a development order. 

 

163.3201, F.S. – Relationship of comprehensive plan to exercise of land development regulatory 

authority.—It is the intent of this act that adopted comprehensive plans or elements thereof 

shall be implemented, in part, by the adoption and enforcement of appropriate local 

regulations on the development of lands and waters within an area. It is the intent of this act 

that the adoption and enforcement by a governing body of regulations for the development of 

land or the adoption and enforcement by a governing body of a land development code for an 

area shall be based on, be related to, and be a means of implementation for an adopted 

comprehensive plan as required by this act. 

 

163.3202, F.S. – Land development regulations.— 

(1) Within 1 year after submission of its comprehensive plan or revised comprehensive plan 

for review pursuant to s. 163.3191, each county and each municipality shall adopt or amend 

and enforce land development regulations that are consistent with and implement their 

adopted comprehensive plan. 

(3) This section shall be construed to encourage the use of innovative land development 

regulations which include provisions such as transfer of development rights, incentive and 

inclusionary zoning, planned-unit development, impact fees, and performance zoning. These 

and all other such regulations shall be combined and compiled into a single land development 

code for the jurisdiction. A general zoning code shall not be required if a local government’s 

adopted land development regulations meet the requirements of this section. 

 

VI.  PROCESS 

 

Land Development Code Amendments may be proposed by the Board of County Commissioners, 

the Planning Commission, the Director of Planning, private application, or the owner or other 

person having a contractual interest in property to be affected by a proposed amendment.  The 

Director of Planning shall review and process applications as they are received and pass them onto 

the Development Review Committee and the Planning Commission.  

 

The Planning Commission shall hold at least one public hearing.  The Planning Commission shall 

review the application, the reports and recommendations of the Department of Planning & 

Environmental Resources and the Development Review Committee and the testimony given at the 

public hearing.  The Planning Commission shall submit its recommendations and findings to the 

Board of County Commissioners (BOCC). The BOCC holds a public hearing to consider the 

adoption of the proposed amendment, and considers the staff report, staff recommendation, 

Planning Commission recommendation and the testimony given at the public hearing. The BOCC 
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may adopt the proposed amendment based on one or more of the factors established in LDC 

Section 102-158(d)(7). 

 

VII. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

Staff recommends approval of the proposed amendment. 

 

VIII. EXHIBITS 
 

1. 2017 Affordable Workforce Housing Support Study for Non-Residential Development, prepared 

by Clarion Associates, LLC 

2. Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey Summary of Results, prepared by RRC Associates, LLC 

3. 2019 Rental Market Study by Shimberg Center for Housing Studies  

4. 2016 Monroe County AHAC Resolution 01-2016 

5. Draft Ordinance 
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  I. OVERVIEW AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
  A. INTRODUCTION 

  1. Background 

There is a workforce housing affordability problem in Monroe County.  The reason at 
the most basic level is that wages have remained static over the past decade, while 
housing prices have recovered and appear to be increasing annually since the downturn 
after the Great Recession. The Monroe County Comprehensive Plan, the State of the 
County yearly report, and the work and findings of the Affordable Housing Advisory 
Committee, all recognize the problem. The plan establishes the planning principle (i.e., 
goal) of ensuring affordable housing is available for the workforce. More specifically:  

Goal 601 in the Monroe County Year 2030 Comprehensive Plan states: 

Monroe County shall adopt programs and policies to facilitate access by residents to 
adequate and affordable housing that is safe, decent, and structurally sound, and 
that meets the needs of the population based on type, tenure characteristics, unit 
size and individual preference.  

Policy 601.1.13 states:  

Monroe County shall maintain land development regulations on inclusionary housing 
and shall evaluate expanding the inclusionary housing requirements to include or 
address nonresidential and transient development and redevelopment based on 
specific data and analysis.  

State of the County 2015/16, a report prepared for the Monroe County Board of County 
Commissioners, emphasizes the housing affordability problem, and identifies some of 
the reasons for the problem.  

….the quadruple impact of high land values, land limited by geographic and 
environmental features, housing supply limited by the controlled Rate of Growth 
Ordinance, and a tourism economy with a prevalence of lower paying service-sector 
employment. 

State of the County 2015/16, at page 14. 

A study conducted by the United Way of Florida, Asset Limited, Income Constrained, 
Employed: Study of Financial Hardship (ALICE November 2014) indicates that nearly half 
of Monroe County households, including many above the federal poverty line, still 
struggle to afford basic expenses, including housing. ALICE, at page 173. 

The County’s Affordable Housing Advisory Committee, including a Board of County 
Commissioners approved stakeholder assessment effort conducted by the Consensus 
Center at Florida State University, in April 2015 concluded housing affordability had 
become a crisis in the County: 

This stakeholder assessment report confirms that there is wide agreement that 
Monroe County is facing a significant and growing workforce housing crisis with 
shortages for both affordable rental and ownership units. There is also 
agreement that no single strategy will solve the workforce housing crisis in 
Monroe County. Instead the challenge ahead is to craft a balanced package of 
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targeted options that have been refined through discussion and debate and that 
can serve as a consensus framework for addressing and implementing solutions. 

The Monroe County Board of County Commissioners agreed. In November 2015, they 
adopted Resolution No. 393-2015, deeming housing affordability not only a problem, 
but a “crisis.”   

The housing affordability issue is one that encompasses the full Monroe County market, 
including incorporated and unincorporated areas. People move and hire without 
necessarily considering municipal lines.  The County is both the smallest geographic unit 
for which relevant economic data is consistently available and the appropriate unit for 
measuring the housing market. The nature of this Study is that it will provide guidance 
for County government for the policies it enacts and the actions it chooses to take, 
particularly where it has more direct land use control in the unincorporated parts of the 
county, but the analysis diagnosing the issue is countywide unless otherwise indicated.   

  2. Purpose of Affordable Workforce Housing Support Study for Non-Residential 
Development 

This Affordable Workforce Housing Support Study for Non-Residential Development 
(“the Study”) is prepared to provide the technical support and necessary analysis so the 
County can take action to address the workforce housing affordability problem by 
implementing the comprehensive plan goal of expanding the inclusionary requirements 
within the unincorporated county to non-residential development. The Study supports 
this goal by determining the need non-residential development creates for affordable 
workforce housing in the County. Such analyses establish the appropriate basis for the 
County to then ask the non-residential development creating the need to mitigate their 
impacts on a proportionate and fair basis.  

Initially, the Study identifies the affordable workforce housing problem in Monroe 
County.  It then provides the technical documentation and analyses needed to establish 
whether and the extent to which non-residential development creates a need for 
affordable workforce housing. This is done by evaluating the linkage between (1) 
employment generated by the construction of non-residential development, and (2) the 
employment that occurs at non-residential development after the construction is 
completed (post-construction activities). Because the analysis demonstrates there is a 
need created by non-residential development for affordable workforce housing, the 
Study quantifies the need both in terms of affordable workforce housing units (or a 
fraction thereof) and monetary housing assistance that could address the need for 
workforce housing.  

The Study is based on the assumption that an affordable housing unit for households in 
the local workforce costs no more than 30 percent of annual household income, 
regardless of whether a home is rented or owner-occupied.  This Study focuses on the 
costs to develop and purchase an owner-occupied housing unit; however, the 30 
percent household income affordability threshold is applicable to rental properties as 
well.   

The Study includes three parts: 

  a. This Section 1: Overview and Executive Summary, provides a summary of the 
Study.  It also describes the policy direction in the Monroe County Comprehensive 
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Plan that directs the County to address the housing affordability problem, and 
explains how this Study provides the technical support to implement these policies. 

  b. Section 2: Problem Description, outlines the current workforce housing 
affordability problem in Monroe County. It shows that while employment in the 
County has grown over the past decade, wages have remained flat while housing 
prices have increased since the downturn after the Great Recession, and appear to 
be increasing on an annual basis. It also demonstrates that housing is not 
affordable to much of the County’s workforce.    

  c. Section 3:  Need for Affordable Workforce Housing Created by Non-Residential 
Development, assesses the need for affordable housing created by non-residential 
development (both expansions and new construction).  It also outlines the 
methodology and calculations that determine the need for affordable workforce 
housing created by non-residential development. Finally, the section quantifies the 
need both in terms of affordable workforce housing units (or a fraction thereof) 
that could be built to address the need, and funding shortages (housing assistance) 
that could be provided to address the need. 

  B. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
  1. Housing Sales Prices and Housing Affordability: Comparison of Median Single 

Family Sales Prices and Household Income 

Like many resort communities, the price of housing in Monroe County over the past 
nine years has increased since the downturn after the Great Recession, while incomes 
and wages have remained basically static. The result is a workforce housing affordability 
problem in the County. Typically, housing affordability is evaluated by comparing the 
price of housing in a local real estate market to prevailing wage and salary incomes. A 
national benchmark for evaluating affordability is whether median household incomes 
are at the level where the household could afford a median priced home. Typically, 
housing affordability of owner-occupied housing is defined as the owner spending no 
more than 30 percent of annual household income on annual housing costs.  The 
maximum price of an affordable unit under this definition is calculated as 3.33 times 
(333 percent) the annual median household income.  (See Appendix A: Calculating the 
Affordability Threshold, for a detailed explanation of this calculation.) 

As Table I-1: Comparison of Median Household Incomes, Median Sales Prices, and 
Housing Affordability, by House Type, Monroe County (2008-2016), demonstrates, the 
gap between median household incomes and median housing costs in the County is not 
affordable to households earning the area median income. In 2008, the median sales 
price of all types of housing units ($430,000) was about two and one-half times the price 
affordable to a median household income ($52,443). There were some fluctuations 
during and after the Great Recession, but by 2016, the median sales price ($485,000) 
was again over two and one-half times the price that was affordable to a median 
household income ($62,355). See also Figure I-1: Median Sales Prices and Prices 
Affordable to Median Family Income, Monroe County (2008-2016). 
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Table I-1: Comparison of Median Household Incomes, Median Sales Prices, and Housing Affordability 

by Home Type, Monroe County (2008 – 2016) 

Year 
Median 

Household 
Income 

Median Sales Price 

Affordable 
Housing 
price at 

333 
Percent  

of Median 
Household 

Income 

Ratio of Median 
Sales Price and 

Affordable Housing 
Price at 333 Percent 

of Median 
Household Income 

Median Sales Price 
as Percentage of 
Median Income 

Single-
Family 
Home 

All 
Units1 

Single- 
Family 
Home 

All 
Units1 

Single-
Family 
Home 

All 
Units1 

2008 $52,443 $490,000 $430,000 $174,635 2.806 2.462 934.35 819.94 

2009 $49,721 $390,000 $335,000 $165,571 2.355 2.023 784.38 673.76 

2010 $50,619 $360,000 $322,000 $168,561 2.136 1.910 711.20 636.12 

2011 $51,524 $380,500 $320,000 $171,575 2.218 1.865 738.49 621.07 

2012 $53,637 $408,000 $340,000 $178,611 2.284 1.904 760.67 633.89 

2013 $50,838 $424,000 $355,000 $169,291 2.505 2.097 834.02 698.30 

2014 $59,388 $450,000 $385,000 $197,762 2.275 1.947 757.73 648.28 

2015 $61,020 $490,000 $425,000 $203,197 2.411 2.092 803.02 696.49 

20162 $62,355 $545,000 $485,000 $207,642 2.625 2.336 874.03 777.80 
1“All Units” includes sales labeled as Single Family, Condominium, Townhouse, Duplex, Half-Duplex, Multi-Units, 
and Mobile Homes 
22016 Median Household Income is preliminary. Final datum is not yet available. 
Sources: American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Median Income for Households, via American Fact Finder, 
2017; Multiple Listing Service (MLS) for Monroe County, 2008-2016 

 
Sources: American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Median Income for Households, via 
American Fact Finder, 2017; Multiple Listing Service, Monroe County, (2008-2016); Table I-1 
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It is clear there is a workforce housing affordability problem in Monroe County, to the 
point that only a few members of the workforce can reasonably afford market-priced 
housing. 

  C. NEED FOR AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING CREATED BY NON-RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

The need to provide affordable workforce housing is created by development that demands 
labor (employees). Because non-residential development creates a demand for labor 
(employees), the need for affordable workforce housing it creates is determined in this 
Study. Non-residential development includes governmental, industrial, institutional, office, 
retail & restaurant, tourist/recreation, hotel/motel, and other development.  Non-
residential development creates a need for labor (the workforce) in two ways: (1) 
employees who construct the building(s), and (2) employees who work at the building after 
construction (post construction employees). Construction employees construct the non-
residential buildings. All different types of employees work at the buildings after they are 
complete, depending on the type of business.  

The analysis shows that wages and salaries earned by a significant portion of Monroe 
County’s workforce that constructs the buildings or works in the businesses and related 
entities that make up non-residential development are insufficient to allow these employees 
to obtain market housing at a price they can reasonably afford.  After determining the 
number and type of employees that serve non-residential development (construction and 
post-construction), and how many of these employees cannot reasonably afford housing in 
Monroe County, the Study then identifies the quantity of workforce housing need created 
by non-residential development.  

Based on this analysis, Table I-2: Summary of Affordable Workforce Housing Needs and 
Assistance Created By Non-Residential Development, outlines the workforce housing need  
generated by different types of non-residential development, both in terms of the need for 
workforce housing units (or a fraction thereof), and for monetary workforce housing 
assistance (in lieu fees).   
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TABLE I-2: SUMMARY OF AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING NEEDS 

AND ASSISTANCE CREATED BY NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

Land Use 

Construction Post-Construction Totals 
Workforce Housing 
Units Needed Per 

1,000 Sq.  Ft.  1 

Workforce Housing 
Units Needed Per 

1,000 Sq.  Ft.  2 

Workforce Housing 
Units Needed Per 

1,000 Sq.  Ft.  3 

Workforce Housing 
Assistance Needed 
Per 1,000 Sq. Ft.  4 

Governmental 0.020 0.408 0.427 $38,285 
Industrial 0.020 0.206 0.226 $24,397 
Institutional 0.020 0.317 0.337 $36,284 
Office 0.020 0.684 0.704 $78,492 
Other5 0.020 0.624 0.644 $99,838 
Retail & Restaurant 0.020 0.396 0.416 $66,722 
Tourist/ 
Recreation 0.020 0.594 0.614 $204,691 
Hotel/Motel  0.020 0.276 0.295 $49,947 
1See Table III-1: Non-Residential Construction Employment and Housing Need, Monroe County 
2See Table III-11: Post Construction Employees Need for Housing, by Land Use Category, Per 1,000 Square Feet, Monroe County 
3See Table III-13: Total Housing Needs for Workforce Housing Created by Non-Residential Development (Per 1,000 Square Feet) 
4See Table III-15: Assistance Needed for Workforce Housing Need Created by Non-Residential Development (Per 1,000 Square Feet) 
5”Other” land commonly included unidentified uses. The source data from the State of Florida provides 99 individual categories 
of property use.  Examples of those not meeting another category and also being placed in “Other” include Military, Forests, 
parks and recreational areas, Airport, marine or bus terminal, and Gas and utility lines. 

 

Because the workforce housing need generated by non-residential development is based on 
the size and type of the non-residential development, a formula for the appropriate land use 
will need to be applied to each non-residential development, individually, based on its size 
(square footage). A table of requirements is found in III.B.3. Summary of Needs for 
Affordable Workforce Housing Created by Non-Residential Development.   
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  II. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
  A. HOUSING SALES PRICES AND HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

As stated in Section I. Overview and Executive Summary, housing that is affordable to the 
workforce is one of the most challenging problems facing Monroe County today.  

  1. Comparison of Median Single Family and Condominium Sales Prices and 
Household Income 

Based on a review of the housing, real estate, and income data for Monroe County it is 
clear that the price of market rate housing in the County over the past nine years has 
exceeded what the workforce can reasonably afford – and the problem appears to be 
getting worse. Incomes and wages have remained basically static. However, housing 
prices have increased since the Great Recession of 2007-2009, outstripping the 
workforce’s ability to purchase them.  Table II-1: Comparison of Median Household 
Income and Median Home Sales Prices, Monroe County (2008-2016), and Figure II-12: 
Median Household Income and Median Sales Prices, Monroe County (2008-2016), 
illustrate this phenomenon between 2008 and 2016.  

 
Table II-1 : Comparison of Median Household Income and Median Home Sales Prices, Monroe 

County (2008-2016) 

Year Median 
Income 

 Median Home Sales Prices 

Median Single 
Family 

Percent of 
Median Income 

Median All 
Types 

Percent of 
Median Income 

2008 $52,443 $490,000 934.3 $430,000 819.9 

2009 $49,721 $390,000 784.4 $335,000 673.8 

2010 $50,619 $360,000 711.2 $322,000 636.1 

2011 $51,524 $380,500 738.5 $320,000 621.1 

2012 $53,637 $408,000 760.7 $340,000 633.9 

2013 $50,838 $424,000 834.0 $355,000 698.3 

2014 $59,388 $450,000 757.7 $385,000 648.3 

2015 $61,020 $490,000 803.0 $425,000 696.5 

2016 $62,355 $545,000 874.0 $485,000 777.8 
“All Types” includes sales labeled as Single Family, Condominium, Townhouse, Duplex, Half-Duplex, Multi-Units, 
and Mobile Homes 
SOURCES: Bureau of the Census, American Community Survey, 1-Year Estimates: Median Income for 
Households via American Fact Finder, 2017; Multiple Listing Service, Monroe County, 2008-2016.  
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Sources: American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Median Income for Households, via American Fact 
Finder, 2017; Multiple Listing Service, Monroe County, 2008-2016; Table II-1 

 

In 2008, the median sales price of a single family home ($490,000) was nearly ten times 
the median household income ($52,443) and nearly three times the affordable housing 
price for a median household income ($174,675). In 2010, the low point for housing 
prices in the County since the Great Recession, the median sales price for a single family 
home was $360,000, still twice the affordable housing price for a median household 
income ($168,561). From that time forward, the median housing prices have increased, 
and appear to be on an upward trajectory. Wages and income, however, basically 
remains static, when adjusted for inflation. In 2016, the median sales price for a single-
family home was $545,000, over two and one-half times what a median household 
income could afford ($207,642).  See Table II-2: Housing Affordability, Monroe County 
(2008-2016). 

In addition, while non-single family unit prices have generally been lower than the price 
of single family homes, they have followed a pattern similar to that of single family 
homes. Since 2008 the median sales price has substantially exceeded the affordability 
level for the period.  By 2016 the median sales price of all units ($485,000) was over 
twice the price affordable to the median household income ($207,642). See Table II-2: 
Housing Affordability, Monroe County (2008-2016). 
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Table II-2 : Housing Affordability, Monroe County (2008-2016) 

Year 
Median 

Household 
Income 

Affordability 
Threshold Price 

Median 
Selling Price 
Single Family 

Median Selling 
Price All Units 

2008 $52,443 $174,635 $490,000 $430,000  

2009 $49,721 $165,571 $390,000 $335,000  
2010 $50,619 $168,561 $360,000 $322,000 
2011 $51,524 $171,575 $380,500 $320,000 
2012 $53,637 $178,611 $408,000 $340,000 
2013 $50,838 $169,291 $424,000 $355,000 
2014 $59,388 $197,762 $450,000 $385,000 
2015 $61,020 $203,197 $490,000 $425,000 
2016 $62,355 $207,642 $545,000 $485,000 

“All Units” includes sales labeled as Single Family, Condominium, Townhouse, Duplex, Half-Duplex, Multi-
Units, and Mobile Homes 
Source: American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Median Income for Households, via American Fact 
Finder, 2017;Multiple Listing Service, Monroe County, 2008-2016 

  2. Assessing Housing Affordability 

As summarized in Section I. Overview and Executive Summary, typically, housing 
affordability is evaluated by comparing the price of housing for a local real estate 
market to prevailing wages and salaries incomes. A national benchmark for evaluating 
affordability is whether median household incomes are at the level where the 
household could afford a median priced home. Typically, housing affordability of owner-
occupied housing is defined as the owner spending no more than 30 percent of annual 
household income on annual housing costs.  The maximum price of an affordable unit 
under this definition is calculated as 3.33 times (333 percent) the annual median 
household income. For an explanation of how the Affordability Threshold Price  is 
calculated, see Appendix A: Calculating the Affordability Threshold. 

As Table II-3: Comparison of Median Household Incomes, Median Sales Prices, and 
Housing Affordability by Home Type, Monroe County (2008 – 2016), demonstrates, the 
price of housing in Monroe County over the past nine years has exceeded what the 
workforce can reasonably afford, and the gap appears to be increasing as the real estate 
market has recovered from the Great Recession, while income and wages have 
remained static.  
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Table II-3: Comparison of Median Household Incomes, Median Sales Prices, and Housing 

Affordability by Home Type, Monroe County (2008 – 2016) 

Year 
Median 

Household 
Income 

Median Sales Price 

Affordable 
Housing 
price at 

333 
Percent of 

Median 
Household 

Income 

Ratio of Median Sales 
Price and Affordable 
Housing Price at 333 
Percent of Median 
Household Income 

Median Sales Price 
as Percentage of 
Median Income 

Single-
Family 
Home 

All Units 
Single- 
Family 
Home 

All Units 
Single-
Family 
Home 

All 
Units 

2008 $52,443 $490,000 $430,000 $174,635 2.806 2.462 934.35 819.94 

2009 $49,721 $390,000 $335,000 $165,571 2.355 2.023 784.38 673.76 

2010 $50,619 $360,000 $322,000 $168,561 2.136 1.910 711.20 636.12 

2011 $51,524 $380,500 $320,000 $171,575 2.218 1.865 738.49 621.07 

2012 $53,637 $408,000 $340,000 $178,611 2.284 1.904 760.67 633.89 

2013 $50,838 $424,000 $355,000 $169,291 2.505 2.097 834.02 698.30 

2014 $59,388 $450,000 $385,000 $197,762 2.275 1.947 757.73 648.28 

2015 $61,020 $490,000 $425,000 $203,197 2.411 2.092 803.02 696.49 

2016 $62,355 $545,000 $485,000 $207,642 2.625 2.336 874.03 777.80 
“All Units” includes sales labeled as Single Family, Condominium, Townhouse, Duplex, Half-Duplex, Multi-Units, and Mobile 
Homes 
Sources: American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Median Income for Households, via American Fact Finder, 2017; 
Multiple Listing Service (MLS) for Monroe County, 2008-2016 

 

Figure II-2 : Comparison of Median Sales Prices and Prices Affordable to Median Income, 
Monroe County, (2008 – 2016), graphically illustrates the relationship between median 
sales prices of single family homes and all homes in Monroe County, and the price of a 
home that is reasonably affordable to a family with a median household income (333 
percent of median household income). 
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 Sources: American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates: Median Income for Households, via 
American Fact Finder, 2017; Multiple List Service, Monroe County, (2008-2016); Table II-1 

Contrasting income and housing price data assumes that only those residents of Monroe 
County are bidding for housing.  When those that do not reside in Monroe County are 
willing to bid higher, the market responds to these bids, resulting in a significant market 
inconsistency.  Based on a review of the data, this is happening in Monroe County; many 
non-residents bid for and purchase Monroe County housing because of the 
attractiveness and quality of life of the Florida Keys – and they are willing to pay higher 
prices than residents can afford. There is also a cap on the total number of new units 
that can be built. The Rate of Growth Ordinance (ROGO) has been used by Monroe 
County since 1992 to ensure growth in the county does not exceed the ability of 
residents to evacuate in the case of a hurricane or other natural disaster, according to 
the scientific models used when the policy was implemented. A limited number of 
building permits are issued each year which may further limit the market response to 
the demand for housing. 

 

  B. GROWTH IN WAGES  
As is highlighted in the previous section and Section I. Overview and Executive Summary, 
wages for the Monroe County workforce have remained static, when adjusted for inflation, 
while housing costs have increased as the real estate market has recovered from the Great 
Recession.  The data show that even with some employment growth, the Monroe County 
workforce is finding it increasingly difficult to find housing they can reasonably afford in the 
marketplace. This is due in part because a significant portion of employment growth is in the 
accommodation and food service, and retail trade sectors, the two highest growth sectors. 
Growth of these sectors of the economy increases the housing affordability problem 
because of the low wages earned by their employees. This is outlined below in more detail. 
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Monroe County’s local economy can be organized into the general sectors identified in 
Table II-4: Employment by Industry, Monroe County (2016). The largest industry is 
Accommodation and Food Services, making up 33.8 percent of local employment, followed 
by Retail Trade at 15.2 percent.  Both of these components are related to the tourism 
industry. Also see Figure II-3: Employment by Industry, Monroe County (2016). 

 

Table II-4 : Employment by Industry, Monroe County (2016) 

Industry Number of Employees Percent of County 
Employment 

Construction                                                      2,584 6.3 
Durable Goods Manufacturing                                       108 0.3 
Nondurable Goods Manufacturing                                    245 0.6 
Wholesale Trade                                                   582 1.4 
Retail Trade                                                      6,179 15.2 
Finance and Insurance                                             712 1.7 
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing                                1,475 3.6 
Educational Services                                              1,729 4.2 
Health Care and Social Assistance                                 2,524 6.2 
Leisure and Hospitality 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation                               1,319 3.2 
Accommodation and Food Services                                   13,763 33.8 

Public Administration                                             3,016 7.4 
Other   6,536 16.0 
Total, All Industries                                             40,772 100 
Note: The most recent data available was appropriate for this table. Data from part of 2016 was used. Numbers will vary 
from Table III-4 where a full year of data was appropriate and 2015 was used. 
Source: FL Dept. of Economic Opportunity, http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-
information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages 

 
Source: FL Dept. of Economic Opportunity, http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-
information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages; See 
Table II-4 for a further breakdown of the “All Others” category 
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Figure II-3: Employment by Industry, 
Monroe County (2016) 

http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages
http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages
http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages
http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages
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The data show that between 2008 and 2015, while there was some employment growth, 
wages increased very little in relationship to inflation, in part because the number of 
employees in the accommodation and food service, and retail trade sectors increased 
relative to other sectors of the economy. See Table II-5: Growth in Employment and 
Earnings, Monroe County (2008-2015) 
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Table II-5 : Growth by Employment and Earnings, Monroe County (2008-2015) 

  

2008 2015 Change In 

Total Wages Employment Avg.  
Wage Total Wages Employment Avg.  

Wage Total Wages Employment Avg.  
Wage 

Avg Wage  
after 
Inflation 

Total, All Industries                                             $1,347,164,150 36,818 $36,590 $1,582,136,540 40,772 $38,804 $234,972,390 3,954 $2,215 -$6 

Construction                                                      $99,779,086 2,788 $35,789 $104,271,815 2,584 $40,353 $4,492,729 -204 $4,564 $5 

Durable Goods Manufacturing                                       $4,875,571 110 $44,323 $15,426,850 NA 
     Nondurable Goods Manufacturing                                    $4,419,931 143 $30,909 $7,954,066 245 $32,466 $3,534,135 102 $1,557 -$6 

Wholesale Trade                                                   $24,848,930 489 $50,816 $26,513,862 582 $45,556 $1,664,932 93 -$5,259 -$43 

Retail Trade                                                      $151,107,533 5,349 $28,250 $177,550,667 6,179 $28,735 $26,443,134 830 $485 -$9 

Finance and Insurance                                             $64,757,328 1,243 $52,098 $45,275,280 712 $63,589 -$19,482,048 -531 $11,491 $27 

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing                                $45,045,899 1,189 $37,886 $55,473,805 1,475 $37,609 $10,427,906 286 -$276 -$17 

Educational Services                                              $82,079,436 1,955 $41,984 $76,982,596 1,729 $44,524 -$5,096,840 -226 $2,540 -$6 

Health Care and Social Assistance                                 $100,071,378 2,410 $41,523 $124,831,788 2,524 $49,458 $24,760,410 114 7,935 $17 

Leisure and Hospitality                                           
          Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation                               $40,765,606 1,475 $27,638 $42,807,699 1,319 $32,455 $2,042,093 -156 $4,817 $9 

Accommodation and Food Services                                   $272,253,703 10,058 $27,068 $413,347,072 13,763 $30,033 $141,093,369 3,705 $2,965 $2 

Public Administration                                             $156,462,203 2,985 $52,416 $175,466,212 3,016 $58,178 $19,004,009 31 $5,762 $3 
Note: The most recent data available was appropriate for this table. Data from part of 2016 was used. Numbers will vary from Table III-4 where a full year of data was appropriate and 2015 was used. 
Sources: FL Dept. of Economic Opportunity, http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-
employment-and-wages 
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What Table II-5: Growth by Employment and Earnings, Monroe County (2008-2015) 
shows is that the two industries that generated the most growth in employment, 
Accommodation and Food Service, and Retail Trade, had the lowest annual earnings.1 
See also Appendix B: Economic Growth in Monroe County (2007-2016).  

 

  C. SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
Finally, separating out the number of housing sales annually that are affordable to those 
with median household incomes further supports the notion there is a lack of affordable 
workforce housing in Monroe County. Table II-6: Sales of Housing Affordable to the 
Workforce, Monroe County (2008-2016), shows that between 2008 and 2016, few sales 
were affordable to those with a median household income, and in all years the median sale 
price of housing was between one and one-half and two and one-half times higher than 
what the workforce could reasonably afford. That figure increased right after the aftermath 
of the recession occurred—but even then only a small amount of the homes sold (just over 
17 percent) were affordable to median income households. As the economy recovered in 
2012 and 2013, housing prices began to rise, and the percent of housing available to median 
income households began to decrease to very low numbers (only 7.36 percent of sales in 
2016 were affordable to median income households), again demonstrating the seriousness 
of the housing affordability problem in the County.  

 
Table II-6: Sales of Housing Affordable to  the Workforce, Monroe County (2008-2016) 

Year Median Household  
Income 

Affordability 
Limit 

Median 
Selling Price 

Price as 
Percent of 

Limit 

Affordable 
as % of 
Total 

2008 $52,443 $174,635 $430,000 246.2 5.69 
2009 $49,721 $165,571 $335,000 202.3 12.92 
2010 $50,619 $168,561 $322,000 191.0 12.71 
2011 $51,524 $171,575 $320,000 186.5 17.31 
2012 $53,637 $178,611 $340,000 190.4 16.91 
2013 $50,838 $169,291 $355,000 209.7 12.86 
2014 $59,388 $197,762 $385,000 194.7 12.85 
2015 $61,020 $203,197 $425,000 209.2 9.70 
2016 $62,355 $207,642 $485,000 233.6 7.36 

Source: Multiple Listing Service, Monroe County 

Clearly, housing that is affordable to the workforce is a problem in Monroe County. 
  

                                                           
1 Accommodation and food services added the most employees (5,322). It is also the second lowest ranking sector 
in terms of annual earnings, $30,033 a year.  The lowest wage industry, retail trade, added 586 jobs at average 
earnings of $28,735. 
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  III. NEED FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED BY NON-RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

  A. BACKGROUND 
The need to provide affordable housing for the workforce is created by development that 
demands labor (employees). Because non-residential development creates a demand for 
labor (employees), the need for affordable workforce housing it creates is determined in 
this Study. As outlined in Part II: Problem Description, non-residential development includes 
accommodation and food service, retail trade, real estate and rental and leasing, 
construction, finance and insurance, education, and health care employment  among others. 
Non-residential development creates a need for labor (the workforce) in two ways:  

• Employees who construct the building(s); and  

• Employees who work at the building (post construction employees).  

Construction employees construct the non-residential buildings. Different types of 
employees (as noted above), work at the buildings after they are completed, depending on 
the type of business. Because of their wage levels and existing housing prices, the 
construction, expansion or renovation of non-residential development creates a need for 
affordable workforce housing.  The analysis that demonstrates this need is outlined below.  

  B. DEMAND FOR WORKFORCE HOUSING UNITS 
  1. Need for Affordable Workforce Housing for Construction Employees 

The construction, expansion, or renovation of buildings requires the employment of 
contractors and construction workers to do the work.  The method used to assess the 
need for affordable workforce housing created by the construction of non-residential 
development involves the following.  Initially, the amount of construction authorized 
and built in Monroe County from 2012-2015 (measured in square feet) was determined 
from annual property appraiser records. Records show a total of 1,006,217 square feet 
of non-residential floor area was built during that period of time. Next, the number of 
construction employees that were required to build this non-residential development 
was estimated based on construction employment data (ES-202) that show the 
construction required 1,537 construction employee years to build the 1,006,217 square 
feet of non-residential development (this is measured in employee years’ worth of 
work, and not the number of individual construction workers involved).2  This equates 
to 655 square feet of non-residential development constructed for each construction 
employee year (1,006,216/1,537=655). See Table III-1: Non-Residential Construction 
Employment and Housing Need, Monroe County. 

 

 

                                                           
2 There is construction activity in reconstructing or redeveloping non-residential development in Monroe County.  
The redeveloped or reconstructed properties do not appear as new development in Monroe County property 
records, but require construction employees.  Only construction workers employed in the construction of new 
non-residential buildings were used to calculate the ratio of construction workers to floor area added. 
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Table III-1: Non-Residential Construction Employment and Housing Need, Monroe County 

Non-Residential Floor Area Constructed Between 2012-15 1,006,217 
Employee Years Worked to Construct Non-Residential Floor Area 
Between 2012-15 

1,537 

Square Feet of Non-Residential Floor Area Constructed per 
Construction Employee Year of Labor 

655 

Construction Employees Required to Build 1,000 Square Feet of 
Non-Residential Development 

1.527 

Adjusted Construction Employees Required to Build 1,000 Square 
Feet of Non-Residential Development  (Over 40 Year Career) 

0.038 

Employees per Household 1.332 
Construction Employee Housing Needs from Construction of 1,000 
Square Feet of Non-Residential Development (Over 40 year Career 
and With Other Employees in Household) (By Unit) 

0.029 

Percent in Need of Assistance1 69.58 
Housing Units Needed per 1,000 SF 0.020 
Note 
1This number is the percent in need of assistance for a typical household. For the calculation, see 
Table III-10 in the Post-Construction Employee section. 
Sources: Monroe County Property Appraiser, Florida Department of Economic Opportunity 
(http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-
census-ofemployment-and-wages), See also Appendix C 

It is assumed the average construction employee will work many years over their work 
life (career). For purposes of this Study, it is estimated that a construction employee 
works 40 years over their career. Therefore, to ensure the employee need for housing 
created by constructing a certain amount (square feet) of non-residential development 
is proportionate, it is also necessary to divide the employee years it takes to construct a 
square foot of non-residential development by 40 (adjusted employee years). Finally, 
and to account for the fact that many employees in Monroe County reside in a 
household that also includes other wage earning employees, the adjusted employee 
years it takes to build a certain amount of non-residential development is also divided 
by the number of employed persons in an economically active household in Monroe 
County (1.332 employees per household3).4 

                                                           
3 Based on the American Community Survey. See Appendix C: Employment By Household and Income by Industry. 
4 Finally, and as discussed in more detailed in Section III-B.2(p.21), based on the real estate sales data reviewed 
(MLS sales between 2008-2016), it is appropriate and reasonable to expect that some market sales each year will 
be affordable to some construction worker households; in addition to this small percentage (eight percent) of free 
market housing units that will be available and affordable to employees in median income households, there will 
also be free market housing units that are affordable to construction employee households whose incomes are 
substantially above the median (since 50 percent of all construction employee households have incomes higher 
than the median). In determining the need for affordable workforce housing, this must also be considered. As 
shown in Table III-9: Percent of Households Above and Below Affordability Level, this phenomena is accounted for 
and factored into the need determined for each of the land use categories for post construction employee needs 
for housing. 

http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-ofemployment-and-wages
http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-ofemployment-and-wages
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Table III-2: Non-Residential Construction Employment, Monroe County shows the 
number of construction employee years that would be required to construct various 
sized non-residential buildings.   

 
Table III-2: Non-Residential Construction Employment, Monroe County 

Feet Constructed Employee  
Years to Construct 

Adjusted 
Employees to 

Construct (over 40 
Year Career) 

Construction 
Employee Housing 

Needs from 
Construction of 

Different Amounts 
of Non-Residential 
Development (By 

Unit) 
500 0.764 0.019 0.014 
750 1.145 0.029 0.022 

1,000 1.527 0.038 0.029 
1,500 2.291 0.057 0.043 
2,000 3.055 0.076 0.057 
2,500 3.818 0.095 0.072 
3,000 4.582 0.115 0.086 
3,500 5.345 0.134 0.100 
4,000 6.109 0.153 0.115 
4,500 6.873 0.172 0.129 
5,000 7.636 0.191 0.143 

Based on the number of employees in the average construction employee household in 
the County, Tables III-1 and 2 set out the need for construction employee workforce 
housing, for non-residential land uses (without factoring in the employees who 
household incomes are sufficiently high to be able to reasonably afford market units – 
something that is done in Table III-9).  Specifically, Table III-1, shows, for example, that it 
takes 1.527 construction employee worker years to build 1,000 square feet of non-
residential development; and that when factoring in the 40 year career of the employee 
0.038 of an employee year is required. Given there is on average 1.332 employees that 
live in a construction worker household, the construction of 1,000 square feet of office 
or retail space creates a need for 0.029 of an affordable  workforce housing unit. 

  2. Need for Affordable Workforce Housing for Post-Construction Employees 

The employment impacts of non-residential development, once the building is 
constructed, comes from the employees that work at the businesses/land uses that 
occupy the buildings. In determining the need for affordable workforce housing created 
by non-residential development, post-construction, the following analysis was 
conducted:  

First, all non-residential development was categorized into seven land use categories, 
as defined by the Florida Department of Revenue codes. Each of the seven land use 
categories, and the general uses included in the definition of each category are set out 
below. 
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  a. Retail & Restaurant uses includes stores, department stores, supermarkets, 
shopping centers, restaurants, financial institutions, repair service shops, service 
stations, auto sales and repair, parking lots, and wholesale outlets. 

  b. Office uses includes professional and non-professional office buildings, 
professional services buildings, and insurance company offices. 

  c. Industrial uses include light manufacturing, lumber yards, warehousing and 
distribution terminals, equipment and materials storage facilities, and other similar 
uses.   

  d. Tourist/Recreational uses include theatres, auditoriums, nightclubs, bowling 
alleys, tourist attractions, camps, race tracks, golf courses, hotels, and motels.  
While not a land use as such, hotels and motels are broken out as a sub-category 
of Tourist/Recreational uses. 

  e. Institutional uses include churches, private schools, colleges, daycares, privately 
owned hospitals, homes for the aged, orphanages, clubs, cultural organizations, 
and similar uses. 

  f. Governmental uses include military facilities, parks and recreational areas, 
governmental office buildings, public schools, and other publicly owned facilities.   

  g. Other uses include utility, gas, and electric uses, mining, and sewage disposal 
facilities.   

Second, the employment and average household earnings in the County was assigned 
to one of the seven land use categories, by first assigning each industrial sector in 
which employment and household earnings are categorized to one of the seven land 
use categories. This is done because the employment and wage data is categorized into 
the following industrial sectors, which need to be better correlated to land use: Natural 
Resources and Construction; Manufacturing; Wholesale Trade; Retail Trade; Trade, 
Transportation and Utilities; Information (e.g., printing, publishing, TV, etc.); Financial 
Activities; Professional and Business Services; Education and Health Services; Leisure 
and Hospitality; Other Services (which includes operation and maintenance employees); 
and Government.  

The industrial sectors were assigned to the seven land use categories based on the 
description of employment activities related to land uses and related principles found in 
the Standard Industrial Classification Manual (published by the US Government Printing 
Office); the classic Land Use Information Systems (Clawson and Stewart, by Resources 
for the Future,1965); Planner’s Estimating Guide: Projecting Land-Use and Facility Needs 
(A. C. Nelson, Chicago: Planners Press, 2004); and Standard Land Use Coding Manual, 
(Urban Renewal Administration and Bureau of Public Roads, Government Printing 
Office, 1965). The percentage assignment of employment for each industry to the 
corresponding land use categories is set out in Table III-3: Percentage Assignment of 
Industries to Land Use Categories, Monroe County.5  

  

                                                           
5 It should be noted that some employees, like construction workers, do not work at specific locations. These 
employees are assigned to the “No Location” category.  
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Table III-3: Percentage Assignment of Industries to Land Use Categories, Monroe County 

Land Use* Govern- 
mental 

Indus-
trial 

Institu-
tional Office Other 

Retail 
& 

Rest. 

Tourist/ 
Recreational 

No 
Location 

Natural Resource & 
Construction1 

 15.0  10.0 15.0   60.0 

Manufacturing   75.0  15.0 10.0    
Wholesale Trade2  70.0  10.0  20.0   
Retail Trade3      90.0 10.0  
Finance & Insurance  10.0 30.0 50.0  10.0   
Real Estate, Rental & Leasing    100.0     
Trade, Transport & Utilities 15.0 50.0  15.0 10.0 10.0   
Information   35.0  35.0 10.0 10.0  10.0 
Educational Services 30.0  30.0 30.0 10.0    
Prof. & Business Services   15.0 15.0 60.0  5.0  5.0 
Health Care & Social 
Assistance 

30.0  30.0 25.0  15.0   

Leisure & Hospitality     10.0 20.0 70.0  
Other Services    10.0 10.0 10.0  10.0 60.0 
Government  90.0   10.0     
Notes: 
1 For historical data, The Florida Department of Economic Opportunity  
2 Wholesale trade is broken out from the broader category of Trade, Transport & Utilities.  See Appendix C: Employment 

by Household and Income by Industry. 
3 Retail Trade is broken out from the broader category of Trade, Transport & Utilities.  See Appendix C: Employment by 

Household and Income by Industry. 
* 

Third, using the percentage assignments of industry employment to land use categories, the number 
of employees for each industry was translated into employees for each land use category. See Table 
III-4: Estimated Industry Employment by Land Use Categories, Monroe County. Average household 
earnings were then calculated for each land use category by multiplying the number of employees per 
land use times the 2016 estimated household earnings based upon the industry in which the employee 
is working6, and then dividing the product by the number of workers estimated for that land use (See 
Table III-4).  
  

                                                           
6 See Appendix C: Employment by Household and Income by Industry. 
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Table III-4: Estimated Industry Employment by Land Use Categories, Monroe County 

 Governmental Industrial Institutional Office Other 
Retail 

& 
Rest. 

Tourist/ 
Recreational 

No 
Location Total 

Nat'l Resources & 
Construction 0 431 0 287 431 0 0 1,725 2874 

Manufacturing 0 277 0 55 37 0 0 0 369 

Wholesale Trade 0 348 0 50 0 99 0 0 497 

Retail Trade 0 0 0 0 0 5,337 593 0 5930 

Finance & Insurance 0 72 215 358 0 72 0 0 717 

Real Estate and Rental and 
Leasing 0 0 0 1,411 0 0 0 0 1411 

Trade, Transport & Utilities 247 823 0 247 165 165 0 0 1647 

Information 0 153 0 153 44 44 0 44 438 

Educational Services 535 0 535 535 178 0 0 0 1783 

Pro & Bus Services 0 472 472 1,889 0 157 0 157 3147 

Health Care and Social 
Assistance 754 0 754 628 0 377 0 0 2513 

Leisure & Hospitality 0 0 0 0 1,600 3,201 11,203 0 16004 

Other Services 0 0 145 145 145 0 145 871 1451 

Government 2,792 0 0 310 0 0 0 0 3102 

TOTAL 4,328 2,576 2,121 6,068 2,600 9,452 11,941 2,797 41883 

Note: This tablerequires a full year of data for appropriate analysis. 2015 data was used. Totals will vary from tables II-4 and II-5 where 
representative data from a portion of 2016 was used. 
Source: Standard Industrial Classification Manual by the U.S. Government Printing Office.  Land Use Information Systems by Clawson and 
Stewart, published by Resources for the Future in 1964.  Planner’s Estimating Guide: Projecting Land-Use and Facility by A.C. Nelson. 

 

 

 

Fourth, the amount of building space (in square feet) provided, on average, for each  employee, was 
determined for each land use category using data obtained from the Monroe County Property 
Appraiser on the amount of development built (in square feet) within each land use category. The 
aggregate square feet of space in the County for each land use category was determined, from 2013-
2016. This data was then compared over time to the number of employees in each land use category 
(See Table III-4:  Estimated Industry Employment by Land Use Categories, Monroe County) to determine 
the amount of floor area (in square feet) on average, provided for each employee by each land use 
category. This analysis is outlined in Table III-5: Square Feet of Space Provided for Post Construction 
Employees by Land Use Category, Monroe County (2013-2016).  
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Table III-5: Square Feet of Space for Post Construction Employees by Land Use Category, 

 Monroe County (2013-2016) 

 Industry 
Square Feet per Employee Employees per 1,000 Square Feet 

2013 2016 Used 2013 2016 Used 
Governmental 1,090 1,024 1,024.000 0.917 0.976 0.917 
Industrial 1,049 973 972.714 0.953 1.028 0.953 
Institutional 681 630 630.316 1.468 1.587 1.468 
Office 323 306 306.325 3.100 3.265 3.100 
Other 432 371 370.840 2.315 2.697 2.315 
Retail & Restaurant 699 614 613.867 1.431 1.629 1.431 
Tourist/Recreational 485 371 370.779 2.062 2.697 2.062 
Hotel/Motel* 

 
1,046 1,046.000 

 
0.956 0.956 

*Hotel/motel is a subset of Tourist/Recreational but is broken out here due to the importance of those activities. 
Sources: Monroe County Property Appraiser, Tax Parcels 2012-16, Florida Department of Economic  
Opportunity, http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/ statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-
employment-and-wages; Table III-3: Percentage Assignment of Industries to Land Use Categories. 

 

Fifth, and based on the previous analyses, the demand for workforce housing units 
created by a specific amount of floor area of non-residential development (1,000 
square feet) was determined, by land use category. This was done in the following way.  
Initially, the number of employees per 1,000 square feet of space was determined, by 
land use category (see Table III-5: Square Feet of Space Provided Per Post Construction 
Employee by Land Use Category, Monroe County (2013-2016), see “Employees Per 
1,000 Square Feet of Floor Area” column).  Next, and because data indicates each 
economically active household in the County includes 1.332 employees, on average, the 
actual number of affordable housing units needed per 1,000 square feet of non-
residential development, by land use category, and per square foot, was determined -- 
by dividing the number of employees by 1.332 (“Housing Units Needed….” columns in 
Table III-6). This analysis is outlined in Table III- 6: Post-Construction Employees and 
Housing Units Needed Per Square Feet of Non-Residential Development, Monroe 
County. 

  

http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/%20statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages
http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/data-center/%20statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages
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Table III-6 : Post-Construction Employees and Housing Units Needed per Square Foot  

of Non-Residential Development, by Land Use Category 

Land Use 
Employees per 

1000 Square 
Feet 

Average 
Employees 

Per 
Household 

Housing Units 
per 1000 

Square feet 

Housing Units 
Per Square Foot 

Governmental 0.917 1.332 0.688 0.000688 
Industrial 0.953 1.332 0.715 0.000715 
Institutional 1.468 1.332 1.102 0.001102 
Office 3.100 1.332 2.327 0.002327 
Other 2.315 1.332 1.738 0.001738 
Retail & Restaurant 1.431 1.332 1.074 0.001074 
Tourist/Recreational 2.062 1.332 1.548 0.001548 
Hotel/Motel 0.956 1.332 0.718 0.000718 
Source: Table III-1: Non-Residential Construction Employment and Housing Need, Monroe County; Table III-6: 
Square Feet of Space for Post Construction Employees by Land Use Category, Monroe County (2013-2016) 

 

While housing generally is not affordable to most post-construction employee 
households, there are some housing units that have sold at prices that are affordable to 
median income households, and there are some employees earning more than the 
average or median income that can afford market housing.  An analysis of historic 
residential sales shows that there have been 1,990 sales at affordable prices over the 
past nine years (from 2008-2016). This equates to an average of 211 housing units sold 
on an annual basis that are affordable to those with median household incomes. See 
Table III- 7: Sale of Housing Units at or Below Price Affordable to Median Income 
Households, Monroe County (2008-2016). 
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Table III-7: Sale of Housing Units at or Below Price Affordable to  

Median Income Households, Monroe County (2008-2016) 

 Year 
Median 

Household 
Income 

Price at Which 
Housing Unit 
Affordable to 

Median Income 
Households 

Units Sold 
Affordable 

Housing 
Units Sold 
as Percent 

of Total 

Housing Units 
Sold That Were 
Affordable to 
Median Income 
Households 

Total 
Housing 

Units Sold 

2008 $52,443 $174,635 59 1,037 5.69 
2009 $49,721 $165,571 175 1,354 12.92 
2010 $50,619 $168,561 196 1,542 12.71 
2011 $51,524 $171,575 297 1,716 17.31 
2012 $53,637 $178,611 307 1,815 16.91 
2013 $50,838 $169,291 272 2,115 12.86 
2014 $59,388 $197,762 291 2,265 12.85 
2015 $61,020 $203,197 233 2,402 9.70 
2016 $62,355 $207,642 160 2,174 7.36 
Totals 

  
1,990 16,420 12.12 

Source: Multiple Listing Service, Monroe County 

More specifically, Table III-7 shows the number and percentage of all housing unit sales 
that are at or below prices that are affordable to those with median household incomes, 
as well as all sales. Figure III-1: Percent Affordable Residential Sales, Monroe County 
(2008-2016), graphically portrays this data. Not surprisingly, the percentage of units sold 
that are affordable to those with median household incomes was very low at the height 
of the run-up of housing prices before the Great Recession; trended upward after the 
Great Recession, but then began to trend downward again as the real estate market 
recovered.   

Looking toward the future, the expectation is that the number of free market housing 
units available at prices that are affordable to median income households will continue 
to decline both in number and as a percentage of all sales; however, it is unlikely to go 
to zero since many of the sales are of existing homes, which will continue to be resold in 
the future. While it is impossible to know what portion of all future housing sales in the 
County will be at prices that are affordable to median income households, it is 
appropriate and reasonable to expect that some sales will be affordable, even though 
that percentage will be relatively minor.  Over the nine years of sales data evaluated, 
right before the Great Recession, six percent of all sales were affordable to those with 
median household incomes; that figure increased to as high as 17 percent after the 
recession, but in recent years has decreased down to seven percent. Given this historical 
data, and the general conditions of the real estate economy in the County, this analysis 
assumes that eight percent of the future free market housing sales will be affordable to 
those with median household incomes.  
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In addition to this small percentage (eight percent) of free market housing units that will 
be available and affordable to employees in median income households, there will also 
be free market housing units that are affordable to employee households whose 
incomes are substantially above the median (since 50 percent of all employee 
households have incomes higher than the median). In determining the need for 
affordable workforce housing, this must also be considered. Table III-8: Percent of 
Households Above and Below Affordability Level, applies national household income 
distribution patterns to Monroe County.  The median national household income was 
$56,515 in 2016.7 The Monroe County median household income was $62,355, so the 
national distribution pattern was shifted upward to be consistent with the Monroe 
County median. The 2016 median sales price for all dwellings in Monroe County was 
$485,000. A household would need an income of $163,664 for it to be reasonably 
affordable. On the other hand, the selling price of non-single-family homes (duplex, 
triplex, quadraplex, and mobile homes) was $375,000; it would require a household 
income of $112,613 to be reasonably affordable. Applying national income distribution 
norms to the situation in Monroe County indicates that 22.42 percent of the households 
in Monroe County would have household incomes at or above $112,613.8  

  

                                                           
7 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2016 Annual Social and Economic Supplement.   

8 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2016 Annual Social and Economic Supplement.   
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Table III-8: Percent of Post Construction Households Above and  

Below Affordability Level, Monroe County 
 Median Household Income $62,355 
Percent Under Median Household Income 50.00 
Percent Median to Affordable Limit 27.58 
Percent  Above Affordable Limit 22.42 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2016 Annual Social and Economic Supplement. 

 

This suggests that 22.42 percent of households should be able to afford market housing 
in Monroe County. This percentage applies to the typical or median household.  It would 
be expected that some industry groups or land use categories would have a greater 
ability to afford housing than others.  Table III-9: Percent of Post Construction Employee 
Households Able to Afford Market Housing, by Land Use Category, Monroe County, 
shows median household income by land use category, and estimates the expected 
percentage of employee households in the land use category that would have the 
income to afford the median price residential unit.   

 
Table III-9: Percent of Post Construction Employee Households Able to  

Afford Market Housing, by Land Use Category, Monroe County 

 
Median Income 

Percent of Households Able to 
Afford Market Housing 

Typical Household $62,355 22.42 
Median Household Income by Land Use Category 
Governmental $67,246 32.80 
Industrial $61,755 30.12 
Institutional $61,692 30.09 
Office $60,304 29.42 
Other $46,832 22.84 
Retail & Restaurant $44,987 21.94 
Tourist/Recreational $42,020 20.50 

Hotel/Motel $42,020 20.50 

Employees with above median household incomes should be able to acquire market 
housing in the proportions shown above.  Additionally, and as discussed earlier, housing 
sales data show that we should also expect that eight percent of market sales of housing 
units annually will be at or below prices that are affordable to median income 
households .  Adding these two components together results in the estimated portion of 
employee households that should be able to acquire market housing in Monroe County. 
Based on this calculation, the percent of employee households needing assistance can 
be determined. This is summarized in Table III-10: Total Percent of Post Construction 
Employee Households Needing Assistance, by Land Use Category, Monroe County 
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Table III-10: Total Percent of Post Construction Employee Households  
Needing Assistance, by Land Use Category, Monroe County 

  

Median 
Household 

Income 

Percent of 
Households 

With Income 
Levels Able to 
Afford Market 

Housing 

Percent of Sales 
at Prices 

Affordable to 
Median Income 

Households 

Total 
Percent of 
Sales That 

are 
Affordable 

Percent of 
Households 
in  Need of 
Assistance 

Typical 
Household $62,355 22.42 8.00 30.42 69.58 

Median Household Income by Land Use 
  Governmental $67,246 32.80 8.00 40.80 59.20  

Industrial $61,755 30.12 8.00 38.12 61.88 
Institutional $61,692 30.09 8.00 38.09 61.91 
Office $60,304 29.42 8.00 37.42 62.58 
Other $46,832 22.84 8.00 30.84 69.16 
Retail & 
Restaurant $44,987 21.94 8.00 29.94 70.06 
Tourist/ 
Recreational $42,020 20.50 8.00 28.50 71.50 

Hotel/Motel $42,020 20.50 8.00 28.50 71.50 

 

Table III-11: Post Construction Employees Need for Housing, by Land Use Category, Per 
1,000 Square Feet, Monroe County, shows the need for affordable workforce housing 
units (or a portion thereof) created by 1,000 square feet of the different types of non-
residential land use categories, for post construction employees. This is calculated by 
first identifying the amount of post construction employees per 1,000 square feet, for 
each land use category (Table III-6), and dividing that by the average number of 
employees in each household (1.332 employees per household). That number is then 
multiplied by the percent of employees that are estimated to be in need of housing 
assistance to determine the employees in need of housing assistance.  
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 Table III-11: Post Construction Employees Need for Housing,  
by Land Use Category, Per 1,000 Square Feet, Monroe County 

Industry 
Employees 
per 1,000 

Square Feet 

Employee 
Households 

per 1,000 
Square Feet 

Percent of 
Employees in 

Need of Housing 
Assistance 

Need for 
Housing, per 

1,000  
Square Feet  

(by Unit) 
Governmental 0.917 0.688 59.20 0.408 
Industrial 0.953 0.715 61.88 0.443 
Institutional 1.468 1.102 61.91 0.682 
Office 3.100 2.327 62.58 1.457 
Other 2.315 1.738 69.16 1.202 
Retail & Restaurant 1.431 1.074 70.06 0.753 
Tourist/Recreational 2.062 1.548 71.50 1.107 
Hotel/Motel1 0.956 0.718 71.50 0.513 
1Hotel/motel is a subset of Tourist/Recreational but is broken out here due to the importance of those activities. 

Table III-12: Post Construction Employees Need for Housing, by Land Use Category, For Different 
Amounts of Non-Residential Development, shows the need for affordable workforce housing units (or a 
portion thereof) created by different amounts of development for the different types of non-residential 
land use categories (1,000 square feet, 3,000 square feet, 5,000 square feet, 10,000 square feet, and 
20,000 square feet).  

 
Table III-12: Post Construction Employees Need for Housing,  

by Land Use Category, For Different Amounts of Non-Residential Development 
Governmental 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed Percent Needing 
Assistance 

Affordable Workforce Housing Units 
Needed 

1,000 0.688 59.20 0.408 
3,000 2.064 59.20 1.223 
5,000 3.440 59.20 2.038 

10,000 6.880 59.20 4.075 
20,000 13.760 59.20 8.151 

Industrial 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed Percent Needing 
Assistance 

Affordable Workforce Housing Units 
Needed 

1,000 0.332 61.88 0.206 
3,000 0.997 61.88 0.617 
5,000 1.662 61.88 1.028 

10,000 3.324 61.88 2.057 
20,000 6.647 61.88 4.113 
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Table III-12: Post Construction Employees Need for Housing,  
by Land Use Category, For Different Amounts of Non-Residential Development 

Institutional 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed Percent Needing 
Assistance 

Affordable Workforce Housing Units 
Needed 

1,000 0.512 61.91 0.317 
3,000 1.537 61.91 0.951 
5,000 2.561 61.91 1.586 

10,000 5.122 61.91 3.171 
20,000 10.244 61.91 6.342 

Office 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed Percent Needing 
Assistance 

Affordable Workforce Housing Units 
Needed 

1,000 1.094 62.58 0.684 
3,000 3.281 62.58 2.053 
5,000 5.468 62.58 3.422 

10,000 10.935 62.58 6.844 
20,000 21.870 62.58 13.687 

Other 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed Percent Needing 
Assistance 

Affordable Workforce Housing Units 
Needed 

1,000 0.902 69.16 0.624 
3,000 2.707 69.16 1.872 
5,000 4.512 69.16 3.120 

10,000 9.023 69.16 6.240 
20,000 18.047 69.16 12.480 

Retail & Restaurant 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed Percent Needing 
Assistance 

Affordable Workforce Housing Units 
Needed 

1,000 0.565 70.06 0.396 
3,000 1.695 70.06 1.188 
5,000 2.825 70.06 1.979 

10,000 5.650 70.06 3.958 
20,000 13.769 70.06 9.646 

Tourist/Recreational 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed Percent Needing 
Assistance 

Affordable Workforce Housing Units 
Needed 

1,000 0.831 71.50 0.594 
3,000 2.493 71.50 1.783 
5,000 4.155 71.50 2.971 

10,000 8.310 71.50 5.942 
20,000 16.620 71.50 11.884 
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Table III-12: Post Construction Employees Need for Housing,  
by Land Use Category, For Different Amounts of Non-Residential Development 

Hotel/Motel 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed Percent Needing 
Assistance 

Affordable Workforce Housing Units 
Needed 

1,000 0.385 71.50 0.276 
3,000 1.156 71.50 0.827 
5,000 1.927 71.50 1.378 

10,000 3.853 71.50 2.755 
20,000 7.706 71.50 5.510 
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  3. Summary of Needs for Affordable Workforce Housing Created by Non-Residential Development 

Based on the analysis conducted in this Part III, Table III-13: Total Housing Needs for Workforce Housing Created by Non-
Residential Development (By 1,000 Square Feet), summarizes the total need for affordable workforce housing units created by 
non-residential development, for construction and post-construction employees. 

 
Table III-13: Total Housing Needs for Workforce Housing Created by Non-Residential Development (per 1,000 Square Feet) 

 Governmental Industrial Institutional Office Other Retail &  
Restaurant 

Tourist/ 
Recreational Hotel/Motel* 

Employees per 1,000 SF 
Construction 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 
Post Construction 0.917 0.443 0.682 1.457 1.202 0.753 1.107 0.513 
Total 0.955 0.481 0.720 1.495 1.240 0.791 1.145 0.551 

Households per 1,000 SF 
Construction 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 
Post Construction 0.688 0.332 0.512 1.094 0.902 0.565 0.831 0.385 
Subtotal 0.717 0.361 0.541 1.122 0.931 0.594 0.860 0.414 

Percent in Need of Assistance 

Construction 69.58 69.58 69.58 69.58 69.58 69.58 69.58 69.58 

Post Construction 59.20 61.88 61.91 62.58 69.16 70.06 71.50 71.50 

Housing Units Needed 

Construction 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 

Post Construction 0.408 0.206 0.317 0.684 0.624 0.396 0.594 0.276 
Total Housing Need per 1,000 
SF 0.427 0.226 0.337 0.704 0.644 0.416 0.614 0.295 
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Table III-14: Total Employees Need for Housing, 
by Land Use Category, For Different Amounts of Non-Residential Development 

Governmental 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed, 
Construction 

Housing Units Needed, 
Post- Construction 

Affordable Workforce Housing 
Units Needed 

1,000 0.020 0.408 0.427 
3,000 0.060 1.223 1.282 
5,000 0.100 2.038 2.137 

10,000 0.199 4.075 4.275 
20,000 0.399 8.151 8.550 

Industrial 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed, 
Construction 

Housing Units Needed, 
Post- Construction 

Affordable Workforce Housing 
Units Needed 

1,000 0.020 0.206 0.226 
3,000 0.060 0.617 0.677 
5,000 0.100 1.028 1.128 

10,000 0.199 2.057 2.256 
20,000 0.399 4.113 4.512 

Institutional 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed, 
Construction 

Housing Units Needed, 
Post- Construction 

Affordable Workforce Housing 
Units Needed 

1,000 0.020 0.317 0.337 
3,000 0.060 0.951 1.011 
5,000 0.100 1.586 1.685 

10,000 0.199 3.171 3.370 
20,000 0.399 6.342 6.741 

Office 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed, 
Construction 

Housing Units Needed, 
Post- Construction 

Affordable Workforce Housing 
Units Needed 

1,000 0.020 0.684 0.704 
3,000 0.060 2.053 2.113 
5,000 0.100 3.422 3.522 

10,000 0.199 6.844 7.043 
20,000 0.399 13.687 14.086 

Other 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed, 
Construction 

Housing Units Needed, 
Post- Construction 

Affordable Workforce Housing 
Units Needed 

1,000 0.020 0.644 0.664 
3,000 0.060 1.932 1.992 
5,000 0.100 3.220 3.320 

10,000 0.199 6.440 6.639 
20,000 0.399 12.879 13.278 
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Table III-14: Total Employees Need for Housing, 
by Land Use Category, For Different Amounts of Non-Residential Development 

Retail & Restaurant 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed, 
Construction 

Housing Units Needed, 
Post- Construction 

Affordable Workforce Housing 
Units Needed 

1,000 0.020 0.396 0.416 
3,000 0.060 1.188 1.247 
5,000 0.100 1.979 2.079 

10,000 0.199 3.958 4.158 
20,000 0.399 7.917 8.316 

Tourist/Recreational 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed, 
Construction 

Housing Units Needed, 
Post- Construction 

Affordable Workforce Housing 
Units Needed 

1,000 0.020 0.594 0.614 
3,000 0.060 1.783 1.842 
5,000 0.100 2.971 3.071 

10,000 0.199 5.942 6.141 
20,000 0.399 11.884 12.283 

Hotel/Motel 

Square Feet Housing Units Needed, 
Construction 

Housing Units Needed, 
Post- Construction 

Affordable Workforce Housing 
Units Needed 

1,000 0.020 0.295 0.315 
3,000 0.060 0.886 0.946 
5,000 0.100 1.477 1.577 

10,000 0.199 2.955 3.154 
20,000 0.399 5.909 6.308 
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  4. Assistance to Address Affordable Workforce Housing Need 

The last step in evaluating the need for affordable workforce housing created by non-
residential development, is to determine the amount of assistance needed to make the 
workforce housing needs created by non-residential development affordable for the 
employees that construct and serve non-residential development.  In determining the 
assistance needed, it is first necessary to determine the cost of the prototypical housing 
unit that could reasonably be expected to serve workforce housing needs. This was the 
subject of the RRC Memorandum provided to Monroe County. The method and basis for 
determining the type and size of the prototypical housing unit is explained in Appendix 
D: Workforce Housing Prototype Cost Estimates. It also explains how the costs for 
construction and land were calculated to arrive at the average cost for the prototypical 
unit -- $311,712, or $326.40 per square foot.  

Once the cost for a prototypical workforce housing unit is determined, the next step is 
to identify the amount of assistance that an employee household requires to be able to 
reasonably afford a prototypical unit based on their household income.  This requires 
estimating the assistance needed for construction employees and post construction 
employees. 

This analyses is summarized in Table III-15: Assistance Needed for Workforce Housing 
Need Created by Non-Residential Development (Per 1,000 Square Feet). 

 
Table III-15: Assistance Needed for Workforce Housing Need Created  

by Non-Residential Development (Per 1,000 Square Feet) 

 Govern-
mental Industrial Institu-

tional Office Other Retail & 
Restaurant 

Tourist/ 
Recrea-
tional 

Hotel/ 
Motel* 

Household Earnings 
Construction $53,902 $53,902 $53,902 $53,902 $53,902 $53,902 $53,902 $53,902 
Post Construction $67,246 $61,755 $61,692 $60,304 $46,832 $44,987 $42,020 $42,020 
Weighted 
Household 
Income 

$66,713 $61,132 $61,279 $60,140 $47,050 $45,417 $42,416 $42,842 

Affordability Limit $222,154 $203,569 $204,060 $200,266 $156,676 $151,240 $141,245 $142,665 
Cost of Affordable 
Unit $311,712 $311,712 $311,712 $311,712 $311,712 $311,712 $311,712 $311,712 

Shortfall $89,558 $108,143 $107,652 $111,446 $155,036 $160,472 $170,467 $169,047 
Total Housing Need 
per 1,000 FT² 0.427 0.226 0.337 0.704 0.644 0.416 0.614 0.295 

Shortfall per 1,000 
FT² $38,285 $24,397 $36,284 $78,492 $99,838 $66,722 $104,691 $49,947 

 

Initially, the median household income is determined for each land use category, using a 
weighted average of the incomes for the proportionate number of construction 
employees who would have constructed, and post-construction employees that would 
work at 1,000 square feet of the land use (for the Governmental Land Use Category --
$67,713). Next, and based on the weighted household income, the maximum amount 
the household could reasonably afford to spend on housing is determined ($222,154 for 
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the Governmental Land Use Category). Next, the difference between the cost of the 
prototypical workforce housing unit ($311,712) and the maximum housing cost that the 
employees can reasonably afford ($222,154 for the Governmental Land Use Category) is 
determined ($89,558). Finally, and because the housing need created by 1,000 square 
feet of non-residential development does not equal the need for one housing unit, the 
amount of housing needed by 1,000 square feet of development is multiplied times the 
needed assistance to make the costs of the housing unit reasonable (0.427 of a housing 
unit in the Governmental Land Use category). This results in the assistance or in-lieu fee 
needed to make the costs of housing unit reasonably affordable ($38,285 in the 
Governmental land Use category ($89,558 x 0.427 = $38,285)9. 

Table III-16: Assistance Needed for Workforce Housing Need Created by Different 
Amounts of Non-Residential Development, shows the needed assistance (in-lieu fee) for 
affordable workforce housing units) created by different amounts of development for 
the different types of non-residential land use categories (1,000 square feet, 3,000 
square feet, 5,000 square feet, 10,000 square feet, and 20,000 square feet).  

 
Table III-16: Assistance Needed for Workforce Housing Need Created  

by Different Amounts of Non-Residential Development 
Governmental 

Square Feet Assistance Needed per 1,000 
Square Feet Total In Lieu Fee 

1,000 $38,285 $38,285 

3,000 $38,285 $114,854 

5,000 $38,285 $191,424 

10,000 $38,285 $382,847 

20,000 $38,285 $765,695 

Industrial 

Square Feet Assistance Needed per 1,000 
Square Feet Total In Lieu Fee 

1,000 $24,397 $24,397 

3,000 $24,397 $73,190 

5,000 $24,397 $121,984 

10,000 $24,397 $243,967 

20,000 $24,397 $487,935 

Institutional 

Square Feet Assistance Needed per 1,000 
Square Feet Total In Lieu Fee 

1,000 $36,284 $36,284 

3,000 $36,284 $108,851 

5,000 $36,284 $181,418 

10,000 $36,284 $362,837 

20,000 $36,284 $725,673 

                                                           
9 Rounding in the reporting accounts for apparent discrepancy in arithmetic.  



Monroe County  Support Study for Non-Residential Development 

June 2017   Page 36   

Table III-16: Assistance Needed for Workforce Housing Need Created  
by Different Amounts of Non-Residential Development 

Office 

Square Feet Assistance Needed per 1,000 
Square Feet Total In Lieu Fee 

1,000 $78,492 $78,492 

3,000 $78,492 $235,475 

5,000 $78,492 $392,459 

10,000 $78,492 $784,917 

20,000 $78,492 $1,569,835 

Other 

Square Feet Assistance Needed per 1,000 
Square Feet Total In Lieu Fee 

1,000 $99,838 $99,838 

3,000 $99,838 $299,513 

5,000 $99,838 $499,188 

10,000 $99,838 $998,377 

20,000 $99,838 $1,996,753 

Retail & Restaurant 

Square Feet Assistance Needed per 1,000 
Square Feet Total In Lieu Fee 

1,000 $66,722 $66,722 

3,000 $66,722 $200,166 

5,000 $66,722 $333,610 

10,000 $66,722 $667,220 

20,000 $66,722 $1,334,441 

Tourist/Recreational 

Square Feet Assistance Needed per 1,000 
Square Feet Total In Lieu Fee 

1,000 $104,691 $104,691 

3,000 $104,691 $314,074 

5,000 $104,691 $523,456 

10,000 $104,691 $1,046,912 

20,000 $104,691 $2,093,824 

Hotel/Motel 

Square Feet Assistance Needed per 1,000 
Square Feet Total In Lieu Fee 

1,000 $49,947 $49,947 

3,000 $49,947 $149,841 

5,000 $49,947 $249,735 

10,000 $49,947 $499,470 

20,000 $49,947 $998,941 
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APPENDIX A: CALCULATING THE AFFORDABILITY THRESHOLD 
 

The Affordability Threshold Price is defined as annual household costs that are not more than 
30% of annual household income. Housing costs include mortgage payments, mortgage 
insurance, property taxes, and property insurance. In determining what price home a household 
can afford based upon their spending 30% of annual income on housing, one multiplies annual 
income by 3.33. Table A-1: Price to Income Ratio for Affordability Threshold Price, shows this 
relationship. The mathematical equation that demonstrates this relationship follows the table. 

  

Table A-1: Price to Income Ratio for Affordability Threshold Price 

Income Price Mortgage PI* Taxes** Insurance Total 

Percent 
of 

Income 

Price to 
Income 

Ratio 
$50,000 $166,650 $166,650 $11,182  $2,024 $2,000 $15,205 30% 3.333 
$60,000 $199,980 $199,980 $13,418  $2,300 $2,400 $18,118 30% 3.333 
$70,000 $233,310 $233,310 $15,655  $2,576 $2,800 $21,030 30% 3.333 
$80,000 $266,640 $266,640 $17,891  $2,852 $3,200 $23,943 30% 3.333 
$90,000 $299,970 $299,970 $20,127  $3,129 $3,600 $26,856 30% 3.333 

$100,000 $333,300 $333,300 $22,364  $3,405 $4,000 $29,768 30% 3.333 
$110,000 $366,630 $366,630 $24,600  $3,681 $4,400 $32,681 30% 3.333 
$120,000 $399,960 $399,960 $26,837  $3,957 $4,800 $35,593 30% 3.333 
$130,000 $433,290 $433,290 $29,073  $4,233 $5,199 $38,506 30% 3.333 
$140,000 $466,620 $466,620 $31,309  $4,510 $5,599 $41,418 30% 3.333 
$150,000 $499,950 $499,950 $33,546  $4,786 $5,999 $44,331 30% 3.333 
$160,000 $533,280 $533,280 $35,782  $5,062 $6,399 $47,244 30% 3.333 
$170,000 $566,610 $566,610 $38,019  $5,338 $6,799 $50,156 30% 3.333 
$180,000 $599,940 $599,940 $40,255  $5,615 $7,199 $53,069 29% 3.333 
$190,000 $633,270 $633,270 $42,491  $5,891 $7,599 $55,981 29% 3.333 
$200,000 $666,600 $666,600 $44,728  $6,167 $7,999 $58,894 29% 3.333 
$210,000 $699,930 $699,930 $46,964  $6,443 $8,399 $61,806 29% 3.333 
$220,000 $733,260 $733,260 $49,200  $6,719 $8,799 $64,719 29% 3.333 
$230,000 $766,590 $766,590 $51,437  $6,996 $9,199 $67,632 29% 3.333 
$240,000 $799,920 $799,920 $53,673  $7,272 $9,599 $70,544 29% 3.333 
$250,000 $833,250 $833,250 $55,910  $7,548 $9,999 $73,457 29% 3.333 
$260,000 $866,580 $866,580 $58,146  $7,824 $10,399 $76,369 29% 3.333 
$270,000 $899,910 $899,910 $60,382  $8,101 $10,799 $79,282 29% 3.333 
$280,000 $933,240 $933,240 $62,619  $8,377 $11,199 $82,194 29% 3.333 
$290,000 $966,570 $966,570 $64,855  $8,653 $11,599 $85,107 29% 3.333 
$300,000 $999,900 $999,900 $67,092  $8,929 $11,999 $88,020 29% 3.333 
$310,000 $1,033,230 $1,033,230 $69,328  $9,205 $12,399 $90,932 29% 3.333 
$320,000 $1,066,560 $1,066,560 $71,564  $9,482 $12,799 $93,845 29% 3.333 
$330,000 $1,099,890 $1,099,890 $73,801  $9,758 $13,199 $96,757 29% 3.333 
$340,000 $1,133,220 $1,133,220 $76,037  $10,034 $13,599 $99,670 29% 3.333 
$350,000 $1,166,550 $1,166,550 $78,273  $10,310 $13,999 $102,582 29% 3.333 
$360,000 $1,199,880 $1,199,880 $80,510  $10,587 $14,399 $105,495 29% 3.333 
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Table A-1: Price to Income Ratio for Affordability Threshold Price 

Income Price Mortgage PI* Taxes** Insurance Total 

Percent 
of 

Income 

Price to 
Income 

Ratio 
$370,000 $1,233,210 $1,233,210 $82,746  $10,863 $14,799 $108,407 29% 3.333 
$380,000 $1,266,540 $1,266,540 $84,983  $11,139 $15,198 $111,320 29% 3.333 
$390,000 $1,299,870 $1,299,870 $87,219  $11,415 $15,598 $114,233 29% 3.333 
$400,000 $1,333,200 $1,333,200 $89,455  $11,691 $15,998 $117,145 29% 3.333 
$410,000 $1,366,530 $1,366,530 $91,692  $11,968 $16,398 $120,058 29% 3.333 

Notes 
*Includes mortgage insurance 
**Based on unincorporated Monroe County property tax rates 
    (ad valorem and non-ad valorem) 
Assumptions 
     Downpayment of 0% 
     Mortgage Interest Rate of 4.25% 
     Mortgage Insurance Rate of 0.75% 
     Tax Rate 
               Ad Valorem of 0.98% of 85% of the Sales Value 
               Non-Ad Valorem Median of $642.50 
     Insurance Rate of 1.20% (outside of V Zone) 
 

 
 
 
 
Sources 
• Mortgage Rates - Bloomberg.com 
• Ad Valorem Tax Rates - Monroe County 

Property Appraisers, website 
http://www.mcpafl.org/pdf/Millage2016.pdf 

• Non-Ad Valorem Tax Rate - Examination of a 
sampling of individual residential properties on 
Property Appraisers' website 

        
 

The mathematical equations that arrive at this result are as follows: 

 
                Affordability Threshold Price = Household Income /30% 

 Affordability Threshold Price = Household Income / 0.30 
Affordability Threshold Price = Household Income * (1/0.30) 
 
And   (1/.30) = 3.33 
 
Then   Affordability Threshold Price = Household Income * 3.33  
Or  Affordability Threshold Price = Household Income * 333% 

 

http://www.mcpafl.org/pdf/Millage2016.pdf
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APPENDIX B: ECONOMIC GROWTH IN MONROE COUNTY (2007-2016) 
During the period 2007-2016, economic growth in the county fluctuated significantly due to the 
heightened economic boom of the early 2000s and the Great Recession that followed.  
Correspondingly, the difference between 2007 and 2009 employment and wage statistics shows a 
decrease in employment due to the recession, while growth occurred during the early and mid-
2010s.    

The data in Figure B-1: Employment, Monroe County (2007-2016) show that the growth industry10 
in Monroe County is Accommodations and Food Service, or more generally, a part of tourism-
related industries.   It grew at an annual rate of 5.3 percent per year, as contrasted with 1.9 
percent for total employment and 1.2 percent for retail trade.  All other industries grew by only 
0.3 percent per year, showing the increasing reliance on tourism.  

 

 

 
 

                                                           
10 “Accommodation & Food Service” and “Retail Trade” industries are described using their formal name given by 
the North American Standard Industrial Classification Manual. 
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APPENDIX C: EMPLOYMENT BY HOUSEHOLD AND INCOME BY 
INDUSTRY 

Households will have different incomes depending in the employment of the individual and the 
number of employed persons in a household.  Table C-1, Employed Persons per Household, 
Monroe County, shows the number of employed persons in Monroe County economically active 
households.11  These data show that there are 1.332 employed persons in the average 
economically active household.  These data also show that overall household income will be 
greater than the income earned by the subject of this Study by the amount of the other employed 
person in the household. 

                                                                                                     

Table C-1 : Employed Persons per Household, Monroe County 
Total Households 28,910 
Households with Earnings 21,489 
Households without Earnings 7,421 
Labor Force 41,991 
Employed Persons 38,504 
Workers per Household 1.452 
Employed Workers per Household 1.332 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015; American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; 
https://www.factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_15_5YR_DP
03&prodType=table 

 

The average wage in 2016 was $39,294.  The “other” income for the average economically active 
household would be $13,040 ($39,294 * .332).  Table C-2: Employment and Household Earnings by 
Industry, Monroe County (2008-2016) shows individual and housing income by industry for 
Monroe County in 2016.   

 
  

                                                           
11 An economically active household is one with earned income. 
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Table C-2: Employment and Household Earnings by Industry, Monroe County (2008-2016)  

INDUSTRY Employment Avg. Wage 
2008 

Avg. Wage 
2016 

Other's 
Wages 

Household 
Earnings 

2016 
Total, All Industries                                             40,772 $36,590 $39,294 $13,040 $52,334 
Construction                                                      2,584 $35,789 $40,862 $13,040 $53,902 
Manufacturing 245 $30,909 $32,875 $13,040 $45,915 
Wholesale Trade                                                   582 $50,816 $46,131 $13,040 $59,171 
Retail Trade                                                      6,179 $28,250 $29,097 $13,040 $42,137 
Finance and Insurance                                             712 $52,098 $64,391 $13,040 $77,431 
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing                                1,475 $37,886 $38,084 $13,040 $51,124 
Educational Services                                              1,729 $41,984 $45,086 $13,040 $58,126 
Health Care and Social Assistance                                 2,524 $41,523 $50,082 $13,040 $63,122 
Leisure and Hospitality                                           

Arts, Entertainment, and 
Recreation                               1,319 $27,638 $32,864 $13,040 $45,904 
Accommodation and Food 
Services                                   13,763 $27,068 $30,412 $13,040 $43,452 

Public Administration                                             3,016 $52,416 $58,912 $13,040 $71,952 
Source: FL Dept. of Economic Opportunity, http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/ 
data-center/statistical-programs/quarterly-census-of-employment-and-wages 
*Estimated by increasing 2015 wages by the 2015-16 change in the Consumer Price Index 

 

http://www.floridajobs.org/labor-market-information/
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APPENDIX D: WORKFORCE HOUSING PROTOTYPE COST 
ESTIMATES 
Calculation of a prototypical affordable workforce housing unit was the major subject of the RRC 
Memorandum within the Support Study process. The memorandum informs this appendix. 

  A.  NATURE AND SIZE OF PROTOTYPICAL AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING UNIT IN 
MONROE COUNTY 

One of the most important considerations in determining the need for affordable workforce 
housing in the County is to define just what is a prototypical affordable workforce housing 
unit.  In other words, what size and type of affordable workforce housing unit will need to 
be built when need is determined. The prototypical workforce housing unit was determined 
by compiling the data on existing affordable workforce housing units built within the last 
decade, for which the County had information on size (square feet), the number of 
bedrooms, and the costs to build the units. These selected units are reasonably dispersed 
throughout the Keys, and consist of nine different developments of varying size totaling 554 
units.12 The developments include:  

  1. A multi-unit land trust development – Middle Keys; 

  2. A multi-unit modular development  – Upper Keys; 

  3. Meridian West (Harbor Bay Investments) – Lower Keys; 

  4. Tradewinds Hammocks Phase 1 – Upper Keys; 

  5. Blue Water – Upper Keys; 

  6. A multi-unit townhome development – Lower Keys 

  7. A multi-unit apartment  development built in 2016 – Middle Keys; 

  8. A multi-unit senior living apartment development – Upper Keys; and 

  9. A multi-unit apartment development under construction in 2017 – Middle and Lower 
Keys. 

These affordable workforce housing developments include a varying number of bedrooms 
that serve families of different sizes. Not surprisingly, the majority of the units (56 percent) 
are two bedrooms. The nine developments are identified In Table D-1: Affordable 
Workforce Housing Developments, Monroe County, along with the number of units they 
include, the size of the units (in square feet), and the number of bedrooms in each unit. 

  

                                                           
12 There are 824 existing affordable workforce housing units in the County.  
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Table D-1: Affordable Workforce Housing Developments, Monroe County 

  

Number of 
Units 

Square Feet per Unit Total Square Feet in 
Development 3 BR 2 BR 1 BR 

1. Multi-Unit Land Trust Apartments   
 16 1,109   17,744 
2. Multi-Unit Modular Apartments 
  72  1,120  80,640 
  6  750  4,500 
  2 1,364   2,728 
  30 1,364   40,920 
3. Meridian West (Harbor Bay Investments)   
  17   600 10,200 
  68  817  55,556 
  17 1,034   17,578 
4. Tradewinds Hammocks (Phase 1)   
  11   700 7,700 
  35  890  31,150 
  20 1,050   21,000 
5. Blue Water   
  2   660 1,320 
  24  801  19,224 
  10 1,165(4BR)   11,650 
6. Multi-Unit Townhome Development 
 40  1,150  46,000 
 49 1,275   62,475 
7. Multi-Unit Apartment (Built 2016) 
  16   710 11,360 
  27  950  25,650 
  8 1170   9,360 
8. Multi-Unit Senior Living Apartment 
  28 

  
695 19,460 

  14 
 

757 
 

10,598 
  0 0 

  
0 

9. Multi-Unit Apartment (Under Construction 2017) 
   6 

  
710 4,260 

  22 
 

950 
 

20,900 
  14 1170 

  
16,380 

TOTALS 554 
   

548,353 
Source: Monroe County Planning and Environmental Resources Department, and data from individual 
builder/developers of affordable housing developments. 
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To determine the average affordable workforce housing unit from this information, the 
following analysis was conducted. First, the size (in square feet) of the average unit was 
determined by totaling the area (in square feet) of each of the units identified in Table D-1, 
and dividing the total area of the units by the total number of units – resulting in an average 
unit size of 990 square feet. Next, the number of bedrooms for the average unit was 
determined by adding the total number of bedrooms in these units, and dividing the total 
number of bedrooms by the total number of units – resulting in an average bedroom size of 
2.2 bedrooms for the average unit. See Table D-2: Affordable Workforce Housing Average 
Unit Size and Number of Bedrooms, Monroe County. 

 
Table B-2: Affordable Workforce Housing Average Unit Size and  

Number of Bedrooms, Monroe County 
Average Size of Workforce Housing Units 
Total Square Footage Workforce Housing Units Table 1 548,353 

 Total Number of Workforce Housing Units Table 1 554 
Average Size (in square feet) of Workforce Housing Units  990 Sq.Ft. 
Average Number of Bedrooms Per Workforce Housing Unit 
Total Number of Bedrooms Workforce Housing Units Table 1  1204 

 Total Number of Workforce Housing Units Table 1 554 
Average Number of Bedrooms Workforce Housing Unit 

 
2.2 Bedrooms 

per Unit 
Source: Table D-1: Affordable Workforce Housing Developments. Monroe County 

 

Because the prototypical unit should be a complete buildable unit, instead of using the 
average of 2.2 bedrooms per unit and an average size taken from units with different 
numbers of bedrooms, we suggest the prototypical unit should be set at 2 bedrooms per 
unit and calculated specifically from the population of 2 bedroom units identified in Table D-
1 – resulting in a size for the prototypical affordable workforce housing unit of 955 square 
feet. See Table D-3: Size Prototypical Affordable Workforce Housing Unit, Monroe County.  
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Table D-3: Size of Prototypical Affordable Prototypical  
Affordable Workforce Housing Unit, Monroe County 

Development1 
Number of 
2 Bedroom 

Units 

Size of 2 
Bedroom Units 
(Square Feet) 

Total Square 
Footage of 2 

Bedroom Units 
Multi-Unit Modular Apartments    

smaller floorplan  6 750 4,500 
larger floorplan 72 1,120 80,640 

Meridian West (Harbor Bay Investments) 68 817 55,556 
Tradewinds Hammocks (Phase I) 35 890 31,150 
Blue Water 24 801 19,224 
Multi-Unit Townhome Development 40 1,150 46,000 
Multi-Unit Apartment Built 2016 27 950 25,650 
Multi-Unit Senior Living Apartment 14 757 10,598 
Multi-Unit Apartment Under Construction 2017 22 950 20,900 
TOTAL  308 

 
294,218 

  
Average Size of 2 Bedroom Unit (Square Feet)   955   
Source: Table D-1: Affordable Workforce Housing Developments, Monroe County 

In sum, and based on a review of the data on existing affordable workforce housing units 
built within the last decade, for which the County had information on size (square feet), the 
number of bedrooms, and the costs to build the units, the prototypical affordable workforce 
housing unit has 2 bedrooms and is 955 square feet in area. See Table D-4: Prototypical 
Workforce Housing Unit, Monroe County. 

Table D-4: Prototypical Affordable Workforce Housing Unit, Monroe County 
 

Number of Bedrooms 2 
Size of Unit (in square feet) 955 
SOURCE: Analysis in Tables B-1, B-2 and B-3. 

  B. COSTS OF WORKFORCE HOUSING 
The costs of the prototypical unit are based on the square foot costs of building affordable 
workforce housing. The square foot costs are based on six affordable workforce housing 
developments for which development costs information was available through a survey of 
local builders/developers. The total costs of these projects are shown in Table D-5: Costs to 
Construct Affordable Workforce Housing Developments, Monroe County. The total building 
and land cost of the 350 units where data was available was $118,824,593.13 The total 
square footage of the affordable workforce housing units built in these projects was 376,655 
square feet.  

                                                           
13 This number addresses and includes land costs for one project where the land was provided by a land trust, but 
the true costs of a unit will include both building and land costs. 
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Table D-5: Costs to Construct Affordable Workforce Housing Developments, Monroe County  

 

Development  Location Type of 
Construction  

Number 
of Units 

Total 
Project 
Units 

Area (in 
Square 
Feet) 

Total Project Cost  
Project 

Cost per 
Foot Building1 

Building 
Adjusted to 

2017 
Land Total 

Multi-Unit 
Land Trust 
Apartments 
Built 20072 

Middle 
Keys 

Modular 
Attached 16 17,744 $3,918,936 $4,175,944 $1,039,528 $5,215,473 $293.93 

Multi-Unit 
Modular 
Apartments 
Built 2010 

Upper 
Keys 

Modular 
Attached 110 128,788 $24,461,352 $25,374,846 $5,000,000 $30,374,846 $235.85 

Multi-Unit 
Townhome 
Built 2015 

Lower 
Keys 

Modular 
Attached 89 108,475 $31,105,831 $32,231,782 $8,900,000 $41,131,782 $379.18 

Multi-Unit 

Apartment 
Built 20163 

Middle 
Keys 

Conventional 
Attached 51 50,050 $15,265,341 $15,265,341 $2,100,000 $17,365,341 $346.96 

Multi-Unit 
Senior 
Living 
Apartment 
Built 20173 

Upper 
Keys 

Conventional 
Attached 42 30,058 $7,811,110 $7,811,110 $771,668 $8,582,778 $285.54 

Multi-Unit 
Apartment 
Under 
Construction 
2017 

Middle 
and 

Lower 
Keys 

Conventional 
Attached 42 41,540 $13,654,373 $13,654,373 $2,500,000 $16,154,373 $388.89 

TOTALS   350 376,655 $96,216,943 $98,513,396 $20,311,196 $118,824,5934 $326.405 

Source: Data provided by Monroe County affordable housing developers, December 2016 and March 2017. 

NOTES: 1Building costs include the costs of design, engineering, contingencies, site preparation, utilities, and mark-up. 

2The Multi-Unit Land Trust Apartments Built 2007 was built in conjunction with a land trust and had no land costs. Land 
costs this project is included even though the land was provided by a land trust, because land costs are costs that 
should be included in determining the cost to build affordable workforce housing. Land costs for the project was 
estimated by taking the land costs of the Multi-Unit Townhome Built 2015 and the Multi-Unit Modular Apartments 
Built 2010 and dividing the land costs by the total square footage of the other two projects to establish an average 
land costs per square foot. This was then multiplied by the total square footage of the land trust project. 

3These developments were reported with significant communal or office areas. Costs were adjusted to account for the 
proportion of the project in actual residences. 
4 This number addresses and includes land costs for one project where the land was provided by a land trust. See note 2. 
5 The cost per foot is the result of eliminating the high and the low costs per foot of floor area. 

 

Based on the total costs of building 376,655 square feet of affordable workforce housing at 
a cost of $118,824,593, the simple average square foot costs of an affordable workforce 
housing unit is $321.73.   Costs range from a low of $235.80 to a high of $388.89.  Table D-6 
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shows several different ways to look at costs per foot of floor area.  A simple average gives 
great weight to lower or higher values.  A weighted average gives more consideration to 
larger verses smaller projects.  A median is just that, a mid-point between the extremes.   
The last alternative is to drop the highest and lowest costs and then calculate the average of 
the remainder.  Among the various methods, it is recommended that the last, dropping the 
highest and the lowest per square foot costs, be used as the typical costs of a workforce 
housing unit.  Note should be taken that costs are all inclusive; it includes land, site 
preparation, hard buildings costs, soft costs, utility extensions and connections, and a 
reasonable return to the builder/developer. 

 

 

Table D-6: Project Costs per Foot 

Simple Average $321.73 
Median $320.45 
Weighted Average $315.47 
Average, Excluding High and Low Per Square Foot Costs $326.40 
Average Square Foot Costs Used $326.40 
 

Based on a per square foot costs of $326.40, the costs to build a prototypical unit of affordable 
workforce housing is $311,712. See Table D-7: Costs to Build Prototypical Workforce Housing Unit, 
Monroe County. 

Table D-7:  Costs to Build Prototypical Workforce Housing Unit, Monroe County 

Average Cost per Square Foot $326.40 
Size of Unit (in square feet) 955 
TOTAL COST OF UNIT $311,712 
Source: Analysis in Tables D-4, D-5, and D-6 
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INTRODUCTION 

The primary purpose of the 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey was to understand local employment 
patterns and how the availability of affordable housing may affect employers, employees and business 
operations.  The survey was also designed to probe the relationships between employment and 
commercial space (employment generation ratios); these employee generation ratios will be more 
completely evaluated for affordable housing mitigation purposes in a later phase of work for Monroe 
County.  Additionally, the survey also gathered data on a variety of other topics, including expected 
future employment plans, expectations regarding employee retirement, employer opinions and 
activities regarding local workforce housing, and other issues.   

METHODOLOGY 

The survey, fielded in November 2016 and administered by RRC Associates, was mailed to a random 
sample of 3,000 businesses and other employers (e.g. government agencies, nonprofits, etc.) in Monroe 
County, utilizing a business list provided by a commercial list vendor.  Recipients were able to complete 
and return the survey via mail, or complete it online via a password-protected website (only one 
response permitted per business).  Employers who operated more than one business in Monroe County 
were asked to respond for the business located at or nearest to the address where they received the 
survey.   
 

The survey was accompanied by a cover letter signed by the Mayor of Monroe County explaining the 
purpose of the survey and encouraging response.  Additionally, Monroe County issued a press release 
just before the survey was fielded in an effort to build awareness of and participation in the survey.  A 
followup reminder postcard was mailed to the sample of businesses to further encourage response.   
 
Of the 3,000 surveys mailed, 318 were returned as undeliverable, for a net total of 2,682 surveys 
presumed delivered.  A total of 389 usable responses were received, for a 14.5 percent response rate.  
The 95 percent confidence interval for a sample of 389 (within a universe of approximately 4600 
employers) is +/-4.8 percentage points (larger for subgroups of respondents and questions with smaller 
sample sizes).1 
 
Included in the appendices to this report are the survey form and cover letter, verbatim responses to 
the survey’s open-ended questions, and statistical tables summarizing the survey results.   

  

                                                      
1 To illustrate the confidence interval, if a given survey result has a value of 50%, we can be 95 percent confident 
that the true value (if the opinions of all employers were to be captured) would fall between approximately 45.2% 
and 54.8%. 
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SELECTED KEY FINDINGS 

Following are selected notable findings from the research: 
 

 Monroe County jobs context:  By way of background, in 2015, Monroe County had an annual 
average of 40,772 jobs covered by unemployment insurance, with the highest share of jobs in 
the accommodations and food services sector (33.8 percent of jobs) and retail trade sector (15.2 
percent).  Monroe County’s employment exhibits moderate seasonality (driven primarily by 
tourism sectors), with peak employment occurring in the winter (typically March) and the lowest 
employment occurring in summer (typically July and September).  Employment grew by 17.9 
percent from a recessionary low in 2009 to 2015, and has significantly exceeded pre-recession 
levels.   
 

 Selected employer demographics (Employer Survey):   

o Location:  Two-thirds of responding employers were located in the incorporated cities of 
Monroe County, while one-third were located in the unincorporated county.   

o Industry:  The industry mix of responding employers resembled the industry mix of 
employers covered by unemployment insurance generally, with retail trade and 
accommodations/food services encompassing the largest number of employers in both 
data sets.  The cities had a higher concentration of businesses in the bar/restaurant and 
hotel/lodging sectors than the unincorporated county, while the unincorporated county 
had a higher share of businesses in the “other services” sector (personal, day care, auto 
repair, publishing, etc.). 

o Number of employees:  Responding businesses employed an average of 15.7 employees 
and a median of 6 employees.   

o Employee job status:  In both winter and summer, 95 percent of employees are in year-
round positions and 5 percent are in seasonal positions.  Additionally, 85-88 percent of 
workers are full-time employees and 12-15 percent are part-time.   

o Employee commute distances:  Most employees working at employers located in the 
incorporated cities have commute distances of less than five miles, while most 
employees working at businesses located in the unincorporated county have commute 
distances greater than five miles.    

o Gross floor area:  Responding businesses had an average of 3,525 square feet of floor 
area and a median of 1,386 square feet.  Businesses located in the cities had more space 
on average (average 4,441 sqft) than businesses in the unincorporated county (average 
1,866 sqft).     

 

 Employment generation rates:  Employers in Monroe County have a median of 4.0 peak season 
employees per 1,000 square feet of floor space.  Employment generation rates are similar for 
employers located in the incorporated portions of Monroe County (median 4.0 employees / 
1000 sqft) and the unincorporated areas of the county (median 3.8 employees / 1000 sqft).  
Employment generation rates vary significantly by industry sector and type(s) of space occupied.   
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 Employer perceptions of housing issues:  Most responding employers say it is “very difficult” for 
employees in all job categories to find affordable housing – even upper management.  Finding 
affordable housing was perceived as most difficult for seasonal employees (83 percent of 
employers perceive it as “very difficult” for these employees), followed by general labor/service 
(71 percent), retail/service clerks (69 percent), entry level professionals (69 percent), office 
support staff (63 percent), mid-management (62 percent), and upper management (50 percent).  
The opinions of respondents located in the incorporated and unincorporated parts of the county 
are similar.     

 

 Seriousness of the issue of affordable/employee housing for local residents:  Most employers 
feel that affordable/employee housing is a serious issue, with 29 percent rating it as “the most 
critical problem in the Monroe County area,” and 50 percent rating it as “one of the more 
serious problems.”  Smaller shares responded that it is “a problem, but there are others which 
also need attention (15 percent), “one of our lesser problems” (2 percent), and “I don’t believe 
it is a problem” (4 percent).   
 

 Level of priority that should be placed on types of housing for employees:  On a scale where 1 = 
“low priority,” 3 = “moderate priority,” and 5 = “high priority,” employers placed the highest 
priority on rental housing for year-round employees (84 percent responding “5 – high priority” 
or “4”).  Following in priority were entry-level for-sale housing for year-round employees (67 
percent “4” or “5”), move-up for-sale housing for year-round employees (41 percent), and rental 
housing for seasonal employees (32 percent). 
 

 What types of workforce housing assistance do you currently provide, and which would you 
consider providing in the future?  Thirty-eight percent of employers said that they currently 
provide workforce housing assistance of some kind, most commonly assisting employees with 
housing search (21 percent), followed by purchasing/owning units which are rented to 
employees (11 percent), providing to housing to employees as part of compensation (8 percent), 
providing rent subsidies (5 percent), down payment assistance (4 percent), master leasing units 
that are rented to employees (1 percent), and other assistance (6 percent).   
 
A somewhat larger 46 percent of employers said they either currently provide workforce 
housing assistance or would consider providing assistance in the future.  The leading type of 
current or potential assistance are assisting employees with housing search (26 percent), 
purchasing / owning units that are rented to employees (13 percent), and providing housing as 
part of compensation (10 percent).   
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MONROE COUNTY EMPLOYMENT 

Following is an overview of total jobs and businesses in Monroe County, to help set a background 
context against which the survey results can be interpreted.   

Employment and Employers by Industry 

The most current available Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) data can be used as an 
approximate indicator of the number of businesses and jobs in Monroe County by industry.  It should be 
noted that the QCEW employment series excludes businesses not covered by unemployment insurance 
and, therefore, generally excludes sole proprietors and selected other types of workers.  However, the 
data is useful for understanding general patterns of employment.  In calendar year 2015, there was an 
annual average of 40,772 QCEW jobs in Monroe County, at 4,417 QCEW employers, as illustrated in 
Table 1 below.   
 

Table 1 
Monroe County QCEW jobs, establishments, and average jobs per establishment:  by industry, 2015 

 

 
 

Source:  Florida Department of Economic Opportunity – Labor Market Information.   

NAICS Average Jobs Per

Sector Industry Number Percent Number Percent Establishment

72 Accommodation and Food Serv ices 13,763 33.8% 584 13.2% 23.6

44-45 Retail Trade 6,179 15.2% 703 15.9% 8.8

92 Public Administration 3,016 7.4% 59 1.3% 51.1

23 Construction 2,584 6.3% 531 12.0% 4.9

62 Health Care and Social Assistance 2,524 6.2% 240 5.4% 10.5

61 Educational Serv ices 1,729 4.2% 49 1.1% 35.3

56 Administrativ e and Waste Serv ices 1,660 4.1% 260 5.9% 6.4

53 Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 1,475 3.6% 371 8.4% 4.0

81 Other Serv ices, Ex cept Public Administration 1,372 3.4% 369 8.4% 3.7

71 Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 1,319 3.2% 146 3.3% 9.0

54 Professional and Technical Serv ices 1,169 2.9% 474 10.7% 2.5

48-49 Transportation and Warehousing 1,020 2.5% 170 3.8% 6.0

52 Finance and Insurance 712 1.7% 126 2.9% 5.7

42 Wholesale Trade 582 1.4% 111 2.5% 5.2

22 Utilities 572 1.4% 8 0.2% 71.5

51 Information 435 1.1% 54 1.2% 8.1

31-33 Manufacturing 352 0.9% 81 1.8% 4.3

55 Management of Companies and Enterprises 139 0.3% 32 0.7% 4.3

11 Agriculture, Forestry , Fishing and Hunting 138 0.3% 34 0.8% 4.1

21 Mining, Quarry ing, and Oil and Gas Ex traction 25 0.1% 5 0.1% 5.0

99 Unclassified 7 0.0% 10 0.2% 0.7

10 Total, All Industries 40,772 100.0% 4,417 100.0% 9.2

Average Monthly Jobs Establishments
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On a year-round average basis, the largest percentage of QCEW jobs in Monroe County are in the 
accommodation and food services sector (33.8 percent of jobs), followed by retail trade (15.2 percent), 
public administration (7.4 percent), construction (6.3 percent), and health care and social assistance (6.2 
percent).  These five sectors together comprised 68.8 percent of jobs at Monroe County QCEW 
employers in 2015.   
 
The most QCEW business establishments in Monroe County, by contrast, are in retail trade (15.9 
percent), followed by accommodation and food services (13.2 percent), construction (12.0 percent), 
professional/technical services (10.7 percent), and real estate and rental and leasing (8.4 percent), 
together comprising 60.3 percent of employers.   
 
The average number of employees per establishment is approximately 9.2 for Monroe County 
employers as a whole.  Selected industries have much higher averages, including utilities (average 71.5 
jobs per establishment), public administration (51.1), educational services (35.3), and accommodation 
and food services (23.6).   

Seasonality and Growth of Employment 

Monroe County employment exhibits a distinct seasonal pattern, with a notable peak in the winter 
months (typically highest in March), and a trough in the summer (particularly July and September).  As 
an indicator of these patterns, employment fell by 3.9 percent from March 2015 and July 2015, before 
rising 7.1 percent between July 2015 and March 2016 (Figure 1).  Tourism-influenced sectors such as 
accommodations and food services and arts/entertainment/recreation are the primary drivers of this 
seasonal pattern.   
 
Monroe County has also experienced substantial growth in employment since its recessionary low in 
2009.  QCEW jobs fell 6.6 percent (-2,759 jobs) from 2003 to 2009, but rose by 17.9 percent (6,181 jobs) 
from 2009 to 2015, significantly exceeding precession levels (Figure 2).   
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Figure 1 

Monroe County QCEW employment by month, January 2014 – June 2016 

 
Source:  Florida Department of Economic Opportunity – Labor Market Information (January 2014 – March 2016) and U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (April – June 2016). 

 
 

Figure 2 

Monroe County QCEW employment, 2002 – 2015 annual averages 

 
Source:  Florida Department of Economic Opportunity – Labor Market Information. 
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RESULTS OF THE 2016 MONROE COUNTY EMPLOYER SURVEY 

The remainder of this report discusses the results of the 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey.  The 
report examines both the overall survey results and the results for employers located in incorporated vs. 
unincorporated portions of Monroe County.   

Employer Location 

Two-thirds of responding employers (66 percent) were located in the incorporated cities of Monroe 
County, including Key West (40 percent), Marathon (16 percent), Islamorada (9 percent), and Key Colony 
Beach (1 percent). 
 
The remaining one-third (34 percent) of employers were located in unincorporated portions of Monroe 
County, including 19 percent in the Upper Keys, 1 percent in the Middle Keys, and 13 percent in the 
Lower Keys.   
 

Figure 3 

Physical location of business 
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Industry Sector 

Survey respondents were distributed across a broad variety of industry sectors, led by retail trade (16 
percent of respondents), bar/restaurant (11 percent), health care/social assistance (10 percent), 
construction (9 percent), and professional/scientific/technical services (9 percent), with a diverse array 
of other industries represented as well.   
 
As shown in Figure 4 to follow, there were some statistically significant differences in the industry mix of 
respondents from incorporated cities as compared to unincorporated Monroe County.  As highlighted 
by asterisks in the graph, relatively high shares of employers in cities were bars/restaurants (14 percent, 
vs. 6 percent of respondents in the unincorporated county) and hotel/lodging businesses (7 percent vs. 
1 percent).  Conversely, employers in the “other services (personal, daycare, auto repair, 
information/publishing, etc.)” sector comprised a higher share of employers in the unincorporated areas 
(15 percent) than in the cities (6 percent).   
 
The mix of survey respondents by sector generally resembled the mix of all QCEW employers by sector 
in Monroe County in 2015, as illustrated in Figure 5 to follow.  Retail trade, “other” sectors, and 
accommodations and food services were the top three sectors in each data set.  This indicates that the 
survey response was generally representative of all QCEW employers in the county on the basis of 
industry sector.2   

 

                                                      
2 To the extent that there are differences between the survey response and QCEW employers, they could be due to 
variations in survey response by sector, and/or other factors such as variability in how survey respondents 
classified themselves by industry; differences in the types of establishments included in the respective datasets 
(e.g. self-employed proprietors were included in the survey database but excluded in the QCEW database); and 
perhaps other factors.  
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Figure 4 

Survey response by industry sector:  Overall, and by location in Monroe County 

 
Source:  2016 Monroe County Employer Survey. 

Note:  Statistically significant differences (at a 95% confidence level) between respondents located in incorporated vs. 
unincorporated areas of Monroe County are flagged with asterisks. 



 

Monroe County Employer Survey 2016  Final Results 
 

RRC Associates  10 

Figure 5 

Survey response by industry, vs. 2015 Monroe County QCEW establishments by industry 

 

 
Source: 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey; Florida Department of Economic Opportunity – Labor Market Information 

(QCEW data). 
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Employment by Job Status and Distance from Work 

Employers were asked to report their total number of year-round full-time, year-round part-time, 
seasonal full-time, and seasonal part-time employees, in both the summer season (June – September) 
and winter season (November – April).  Following is a summary of the major findings.   

 

 Full-time / part-time job status:  Most employees hired by responding employers are full-time 
workers (32 or more hours per week), while a minority are part-time (under 32 hours/week).  
Specifically, 85 percent of total summer employees at responding employers are full-time, as are 
88 percent of total winter employees.  The remaining 15 – 12 percent of employees in each 
season respectively are part-time employees.     

 

 Year-round vs. seasonal job status:  At responding employers, fully 95 percent of employees are 
year-round employees in both summer and winter, while 5 percent of employees are seasonal 
in each season.   

 

 Differences in employment status by work location:  Employees working in Monroe County’s 
cities as a whole are more likely than those working in the unincorporated county to be year-
round full-time (85 percent vs. 73 percent, in summer).  Conversely, employees working in the 
unincorporated areas are more likely than those working in the cities to be seasonal full-time (9 
percent vs. 1 percent, in summer).      

 
 

Figure 6 

Share of employment by job status:  Summer (June – September) 
 

 
 
Source: 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey. 
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Figure 7 

Share of employment by job status:  Winter (November – April) 

 

 
 

Source: 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey. 

 
 
 

 To the best of your knowledge, where do your employees live, relative to the location of your 
business?  Overall, employers indicated that half (50 percent) of their employees live within 4.9 
road miles or less of work, while 19 percent live within 5.0 – 9.9 miles, 14 percent live 10.0 – 
19.9 miles, and 17 percent live 20 or more miles from work.  In many cases, long commutes can 
be associated with difficulties of employees in finding affordable housing.   

 
Employers located in the incorporated cities collectively indicated that their employees lived 
closer to work than employers located in the unincorporated county.  In particular, employers 
located within cities drew 60 percent of their workers from less than five miles away, as 
compared to 28 percent of employers located in unincorporated areas.  By contrast, employers 
located in unincorporated areas were more likely than those in cities to draw their employees 
from 5 – 9.9 miles away (25 percent vs. 16 percent), 10 – 19.9 miles away (21 percent vs. 11 
percent), and 20 or more miles away (26 percent vs. 13 percent).  
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Figure 8 

To the best of your knowledge, where do your employees live (in your peak season), relative to the 
location of your business? 

 

Employer Size (number of employees) 

 Number of employees:  Most responding businesses (63 percent) employed 1 – 9 workers 
during their peak employment season, while progressively smaller shares employed 10 – 24 
workers (23 percent), 25 – 49 workers (8 percent), 50 – 99 workers (4 percent), and 100+ 
workers (2 percent).  Employers in the unincorporated areas as a group were more likely than 
those in the cities to employ 1-9 workers (71 percent, vs. 59 percent of employers in cities).   

 
Altogether, responding businesses employed an average of 15.7 workers in their peak season, 
and a median of 6 workers.  In aggregate terms, responding businesses employed a total of 
5,799 workers in their peak season, equivalent to roughly 13.6 percent of peak QCEW 
employment in Monroe County.3   

 

                                                      
3 Monroe County had 42,656 QCEW jobs in March 2016.  Note that employees at survey respondents included 
both QCEW and non-QCEW employees.   
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Figure 9 

Share of employers by number of workers employed: 
Seasonal maximum (winter or summer, whichever is greater)

 
Source: 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey. 

 
 

 How many unfilled job openings do you have at the present time?  Currently, 28 percent of 
employers have unfilled full-time jobs, and 17 percent have unfilled part-time jobs.  Combined, 
these unfilled positions are equivalent to 6.2 percent of total peak season employment at 
responding employers.  (Stated another way, staffing at responding employers is currently about 
6.2 percent short of their full needs.)    

 
  

Overall

Within 

incorp. cities

Unincorp. 

Monroe Co.

Mean employees 15.7 17.8 11.6

Median employees 6.0 7.0 5.0
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Employer Space Characteristics 

 Single-tenant vs. multi-tenant buildings:  Equal shares of businesses in both incorporated and 
unincorporated areas were in single-tenant buildings (50 percent) and multi-tenant buildings (50 
percent).   

 
Figure 10 

Is your business located in:  

 
Source: 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey. 

 
 

 Gross square feet of floor area:  Responding businesses reported occupying an average of 3,525 
square feet of floor area and a median of 1,386 square feet.  Roughly equal shares of employers 
occupy less than 1,000 square feet (35 percent), 1,000 – 2,499 square feet (34 percent), and 
2,500 or more square feet (31 percent).   
 
Employers in incorporated cities occupy more space, on average, than employers located in the 
unincorporated county (average 4,441 square feet vs. 1,866 square feet).  Relatedly, employers 
in the unincorporated county are comparatively likely to occupy 999 square feet of space or less 
(43 percent, vs. 31 percent of employers in the cities), while employers in the cities are 
comparatively likely to occupy 10,000 or more square feet (9 percent vs. 1 percent).   
 
It should be noted that businesses occupying space in a multi-tenant building were likely to 
report leasable space, a “net” figure (generally exclusive of common areas such as hallways, 
lobbies and bathrooms).  Businesses occupying a single-tenant building, by contrast, are likely to 
have reported “gross” square footage (inclusive of such areas).   
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Figure 11 

Gross square footage of building floor area occupied by your business 

 
 
Source: 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey. 
Note:  The survey asked businesses to exclude space in garages used exclusively for parking, exterior/outdoor spaces, 

unenclosed spaces, boats, and any other vehicles or vessels.  The questionnaire also noted that “If your business is renting 
space in a multi-tenant building, your gross square footage will likely be equivalent to your leased square feet of interior 
space.” 

 
 

 Type(s) of space occupied:  The largest shares of respondents occupied retail/merchandising 
space (26 percent) and office space (25 percent).  Lesser shares used space best categorized as 
restaurant/food service/bar (13 percent), home office (11 percent), warehouse (7 percent), and 
various other types of space (6 percent or less each).  On average, respondents reported using 
an average of 1.24 different types of space, with most employers using just one type of space, 
and others using a mix of space types.   

 

Overall

Within 

incorp. cities

Unincorp. 

Monroe Co.

Mean sqft 3,525 4,441 1,866

Median sqft 1,386 1,500 1,000 * 
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Figure 12 

Which of the following best describes the type(s) of space your business occupies? 

 
Source: 2016 Monroe County Employer Survey.  Multiple responses permitted (thus, sums can exceed 100%).   
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Job Generation Rates 

An important objective of the survey research was to document the intensity of employment among 
different types of industries and building types in Monroe County, by calculating the ratio of 
employment to floor space.  This results in estimates of job generation rates, expressed as the number 
of total jobs (full-time/part-time and year-round/seasonal combined) per 1,000 square feet of space.  
The results can be used to help plan for the number of employees that are likely to be generated when 
new commercial space is built.   
 
The following method was used to calculate the number of jobs generated per 1,000 square feet of 
interior floor space: 

 
1. For each employer, an employment generation rate was calculated as the ratio of total peak 

season employment (full- and part-time, year-round and seasonal jobs combined) to gross 
square footage of floor area, multiplied by 1,000.   
 

2. Within a given analysis category (e.g. type of space occupied, industry sector, etc.), survey 
respondents were arrayed lowest to highest by their employment generation rate.  The median 
employment generation rate – that is, the rate relative to which half of employers were higher 
and half were lower – has been summarized in Table 2 on the following page. 

 
The composite results show that employers in Monroe County have a median of 4.0 peak season 
employees per 1,000 square feet of floor space.  Measured at the median, employers have similar 
employment generation rates in the incorporated portions of Monroe County (median 4.0 employees / 
1000 sqft) and the unincorporated areas of the county (median 3.8 employees / 1000 sqft).   
 
The employment generation rates show significant variations by type(s) of space occupied and industry 
sector.  For example, businesses occupying space classified as “restaurant / food service / bar” have 
significantly higher employment generation rates (median 7.5 employees / 1000 sqft) than businesses 
occupying retail / merchandising space (median 2.9 employees / 1000 sqft).  Additionally, employers 
classifying themselves as a bar/restaurant business (median 8.8 employees / 1000 sqft) have higher 
employment generation rates than employers classifying themselves as retail trade businesses (median 
2.4 employees / 1000 sqft).    
 
It should be noted that sample sizes are small for several types of space and industry sectors, 
necessitating caution.  Additionally, there are many nuances in how employment generation rates can 
be calculated to best meet planning and regulatory objectives.  As such, it is anticipated that the later 
phases of work may possibly utilize somewhat different categories or approaches in estimating 
employment generation rates than are described here.      
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Table 2 
Job generation rates (Employees per 1000 square feet of floor space) 

 

  

Median job generation 
rate (peak season 

employees per 1,000 
sqft of floor space) 

Number 
of survey 

responses 
TOTAL - ALL SURVEY RESPONDENTS 4.0 306 

    

Location of business   

 Within incorporated cities 4.0 203 
 Unincorporated Monroe County 3.8 98 
    

Which of the following best describes the type(s) of building space your business occupies? (multiple responses permitted) 
 Home office / business is located in my home 7.0 30 

 Retail / merchandising 2.9 87 
 Restaurant / food service / bar 7.5 41 
 Office - government 11.3 9 
 Office - private (excluding medical office) 4.3 76 
 Medical (hospital/clinic, nursing home, vet clinic, etc., including medical offices) 2.7 18 
 Industrial (incl. light/heavy industrial, manufacturing, utilities, etc.) 5.0 11 
 Warehouse 4.0 27 
 Hotel / lodging 0.9 10 
 Recreational (theater, athletic club, recreation center, etc.) 11.7 5 
 Services (bank, hair salon, gas station, automobile care, etc.) 3.3 17 
 Institutional (school/college, church, museum, day care, etc.) 1.4 14 
 Docking / marine / port facilities 8.8 9 
 Other 3.9 14 
       

Which of the following best describes your type of business?   

 Agriculture / mining / oil & gas 2.0 1 
 Construction 8.0 29 

  Manufacturing 4.1 2 
  Transportation / warehousing / utilities 14.0 6 
  Wholesale trade 2.2 3 
  Bar/restaurant 8.8 34 
  Retail trade (grocery, sporting goods, etc.) 2.4 58 
  Educational services (schools, training programs, etc.) 8.0 1 
  Finance/banking/insurance 3.9 12 
  Health care/social assist. (medical, dental, ambulatory, psychiatric, shelters, etc.) 3.4 34 
  Professional, scientific, technical services (legal, accounting, architecture, etc.) 3.7 28 
  Marina 6.1 4 
  Amusement, arts, entertainment, recreation 4.7 17 
  Hotel / lodging 0.8 9 
  Real estate / property management 3.3 19 
  Other services (personal, daycare, auto repair, information/publishing, etc.) 2.4 24 
  Government (excluding public schools) 8.6 8 
  Other 3.5 17 

 

Source:  2016 Monroe County Employer Survey; RRC Associates. 
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Employer Perceptions of Housing Issues 

A portion of the employer survey was dedicated to understanding employer problems and perceptions 
related to employee housing issues.  This section summarizes employer responses to these questions.   
 

 How difficult is it for your employees to find affordable housing in Monroe County?  On a scale 
where 1 = “not at all difficult,” 3 = “moderately difficult,” and 5 = “very difficult,” at least half of 
employers said it was “5 - very difficult” for employees in all job categories to find affordable 
housing – even upper management – suggesting a very challenging market.  Finding affordable 
housing was perceived as most difficult for seasonal employees (83 percent “very difficult”), 
followed by general labor/service (71 percent), retail/service clerks (69 percent), entry level 
professionals (69 percent), office support staff (63 percent), mid-management (62 percent), and 
upper management (50 percent).  The opinions of respondents located in the incorporated and 
unincorporated parts of the county were statistically similar.   

 
Figure 13 

How difficult is it for your employees to find affordable housing in Monroe County? 
Overall results, 2016 

 
 

 How, if at all, has the availability of affordable housing in Monroe County affected the work 
performance of your employees?  Most employers (70 percent) believed that housing affected 
employee performance in some manner.  Most commonly cited was displeasure with wage 
rates due to high housing costs (47 percent), followed by high turnover (38 percent), tardiness 
from long commutes (17 percent), high absentee rates (8 percent), and other issues (8 percent, 
e.g. difficulty recruiting/finding workers, difficulty affording workers, scheduling conflicts due to 
multiple jobholding, etc.).  Employers located in the unincorporated county are more likely than 
those in the cities to cite tardiness from long commutes, consistent with the greater commute 
distances for employees of these businesses (noted earlier).   
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Figure 14 

How, if at all, has the availability of affordable housing in Monroe County affected the work 
performance of your employees? 

 
 

 How many people, in your estimation, were not hired or left your employment in the past 12 
months because they lacked affordable housing?  Fully 55 percent of employers said there were 
people they had not hired or who had left their employment in the past 12 months because 
they lacked housing.  At this group of impacted employers, an average of 5.2 employees were 
not hired or left employment due to housing, which is equivalent to 24 percent of peak season 
employees at these impacted businesses, and 17 percent of peak season employees at all 
businesses.   

 

 Seriousness of the issue of affordable/employee housing for local residents:  Most employers 
feel that affordable/employee housing is a serious issue, with 29 percent rating it as “the most 
critical problem in the Monroe County area,” and 50 percent rating it as “one of the more 
serious problems.”  Smaller shares responded that it is “a problem, but there are others which 
also need attention (15 percent), “one of our lesser problems” (2 percent), and “I don’t believe 
it is a problem” (4 percent).  Respondents located in the unincorporated county were somewhat 
more likely than those in the cities to describe housing as a lesser problem or not a problem (12 
percent vs. 3 percent), albeit still representing a small fraction of opinion.    
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Figure 15 

Do you feel affordable/employee housing for local residents is: 

 
 

Anticipated Future Changes in Employment 

 Anticipated change in employees during the next five years:  Over the next five years, a majority 
of employers expect their employment to remain about the same (55 percent).  Of the 
remainder, more employers plan to increase (26 percent) than reduce (2 percent) their number 
of employees, while 17 percent don’t know.  Results for employers in incorporated vs. 
unincorporated areas were virtually identical.   

 
Among employers planning to increase their employment, future employment within five years 
is projected to increase by an aggregate of 32 percent relative to existing peak-season 
employment at those respective businesses.   
 
Taking into account expected increases and decreases in employment, employment is projected 
to increase by a net of 7.3 percent across all respondents in the next five years.   
 

 Anticipated employee retirement in the next five years:  Forty-four percent of responding 
employers anticipate having one or more employees retire over the next five years.  Employers 
anticipate that retiring employees will be equivalent in number to about 7 percent of their total 
peak-season employees.  To the extent that retiring employees remain in the county and 
continue to occupy their existing housing units, the amount of housing available for 
replacement workers could become correspondingly tighter without a commensurate increase 
in supply.   
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Figure 16 

During the next five years, do you plan to: 

 
 

 

Employer Actions and Opinions Regarding Workforce Housing Assistance 

 What types of workforce housing assistance do you currently provide, and which would you 
consider providing in the future?  Thirty-eight percent of employers said that they currently 
provide workforce housing assistance of some kind (Figure 17 to follow).  The most prevalent 
type of assistance provided is assisting employees with housing search (21 percent), followed by 
purchasing/owning units which are rented to employees (11 percent), providing to housing to 
employees as part of compensation (8 percent), providing rent subsidies (5 percent), down 
payment assistance (4 percent), master leasing units that are rented to employees (1 percent), 
and other assistance (6 percent).   
 
A somewhat larger 46 percent of employers said they either currently provide workforce 
housing assistance or would consider providing assistance in the future.  The leading type of 
current or potential assistance are assisting employees with housing search (26 percent), 
purchasing / owning units that are rented to employees (13 percent), and providing housing as 
part of compensation (10 percent) (Figure 18).  Employers located in incorporated cities were 
somewhat more likely than those in unincorporated areas to say they would consider providing 
“other” assistance (11 percent vs. 4 percent respectively).   
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Figure 17 

What type(s) of workforce housing assistance do you currently provide? 

 
 

Figure 18 

What type(s) of workforce housing assistance do you currently provide or  
would consider providing in the future? 
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 Level of priority that should be placed on types of housing for employees:  On a scale where 1 = 
“low priority,” 3 = “moderate priority,” and 5 = “high priority,” employers placed the highest 
priority on rental housing for year-round employees (84 percent responding “5 – high priority” 
or “4”).  Following in priority were entry-level for-sale housing for year-round employees (67 
percent “4” or “5”), move-up for-sale housing for year-round employees (41 percent), and rental 
housing for seasonal employees (32 percent). 

 
 

Figure 19 

Please rate the level of priority that should be placed on creating the following types of housing for 
employees:  Overall results 

 

 
 

 

 Additional comments about employees:  Employers were asked to share any additional 
comments with regard to employees.  These comments are provided in the appendix to this 
report and provide additional information on some of the issues, problems and perceptions of 
employers with respect to the availability (or lack thereof) of workforce housing.   

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX: 
QUESTIONNAIRE, TABLES & COMMENTS 





MONROE COUNTY EMPLOYER SURVEY  

If you operate more than one business in Monroe County, please respond for the business located at/nearest to the address at which you received this 
survey.   
 
 

ABOUT YOUR BUSINESS      
 

1. Please describe your type of business: 

01)  Agriculture / commercial fishing / forestry / mining 
02)  Construction 
03)  Manufacturing 

04)  Transportation / warehousing / utilities 
05)  Wholesale trade 

06)  Bar/restaurant 
07)  Retail trade (grocery, sporting goods, etc.) 

08)  Educational services (schools, training programs, etc.) 
09)  Finance/banking/insurance 
10)  Health care/social assistance (medical, dental, ambulatory, 

psychiatric, shelters, etc.) 
11)  Professional, scientific, technical services (legal, accounting, 

architecture, etc.) 
12)  Marina  
13)  Amusement, arts, entertainment, recreation (including  

 recreational fishing) 

14)  Hotel / lodging  How many lodging units do you have?  
 _____ units (If you have suites, please count each  
  bedroom/bathroom combination as 1 unit.) 

15)  Real estate / property management  
16)  Other services (personal, daycare, auto repair, information/ 

publishing, etc.) 
17)  Government (excluding public schools) 

18)  Other: ______________________ 
 

2. (PROPERTY MANAGEMENT BUSINESSES ONLY)  Which of the 
following services do you provide?  

  Commercial property management  

  Residential property management   
  2a. How many residential units do you manage? _____ total units   

  2b. Of the units you manage, how many are: 
   ____ Short-term rental units 
   ____ Long-term rental units 
   ____ Other units 
 

3. (HOTEL/MOTEL & OTHER LODGING BUSINESSES ONLY)  
Approximately how much gross square footage (GSF) of floor 
area does your property(ies) have in the following categories?  
(ENTER 0 IF NONE) 

 ____________ GSF of floor area in individual lodging rooms/units  

 ____________ GSF of floor area in restaurants 

 ____________ GSF of floor area in retail shops 

 ____________ GSF of floor area in meeting spaces, spas, 
       lobbies, and other guest service areas of property 
 
4. Physical location of business:  

  Within city limits of Islamorada  
  Within city limits of Key Colony Beach  
  Within city limits of Key West  

  Within city limits of Layton  
  Within city limits of Marathon  

  Unincorporated Monroe County – Upper Keys 
   Unincorporated Monroe County – Middle Keys 

  Unincorporated Monroe County – Lower Keys 
 

 

 
 

4. How many employees do you have in summer and in winter 
(including yourself)? (Include contract labor; if sole proprietor, 
insert “1”) 

 Employees in 
summer (Jun-Sep) 

Employees in 
winter (Nov-Apr) 

Year-round, full-time (32+ hrs/wk)   

Year-round, part-time (<32 hrs/wk)   

Seasonal, full-time (32+ hrs/week)   

Seasonal, part-time (<32 hrs/wk)   

TOTAL EMPLOYEES   

 

5. To the best of your knowledge, where do your employees live, 
relative to the location of your business? Please enter the 
approximate number or percentage (not both) of employees in 
your peak season that reside in each location. (ENTER 0 IF NONE) 

#_______ OR  ______% Within 4.9 road miles of business 

#_______ OR  ______% Within 5.0-9.9 road miles of business 

#_______ OR  ______% Within 10-19.9 road miles of business 

#_______ OR  ______% 20 or more road miles from business 

#_______ in total   OR 100% 
 

6. How many unfilled job openings do you have at the present 
time?    

 ______ Full-time        ______ Part-time 
 

7. Is your business located in:   

  A building shared with other tenants 
  A building occupied exclusively by my business 
 

8. What is the approximate gross square footage of building floor 
area your business occupies?  Please estimate your building 
space as accurately as possible. 

 _______________ Gross square feet of floor area 

 Note:  Please exclude garages used exclusively for parking, 
exterior/outdoor spaces, unenclosed spaces, boats, and any other vehicles 
or vessels.  If your business is renting space in a multi-tenant building, your 
gross square footage will likely be equivalent to your leased square feet of 
interior space.  

 

9. Which of the following best describes the type(s) of building 
space your business occupies?  (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)   

01)  Home office/business is located in my home 
02)  Retail/merchandising 

03)  Restaurant/food service/bar 
04)  Office – government 

05)  Office – private (excluding medical office) 
06)  Medical (hospital/clinic, nursing home, vet clinic, etc., incl. medical 

office) 
07)  Industrial (incl. light/heavy industrial, manufacturing, utilities, etc.) 

08)  Warehouse 
09)  Hotel/lodging 

10)  Recreational (theater, athletic club, recreation center, etc.) 
11)  Services (bank, hair salon, gas station, automobile care, etc.) 

12)  Institutional (school/college, church, museum, day care, etc.) 

13)  Docking / marine / port facilities    

14)  Other: _____________________________ 
  



10. During the next five years, do you plan to: 

  Increase your number of employees: By how many?  #_____ 
  Reduce your number of employees: By how many?  #_____ 
  Stay about the same 

  Don’t know 
 
11. Approximately how many of your employees will be retiring in 

the next five years?   # employees 
 
HOUSING      
 

12. How difficult is it for your employees to find affordable housing 
in Monroe County? 
 NOT AT ALL  MODERATELY  VERY NOT  
 DIFFICULT  DIFFICULT  DIFFICULT APPLICABLE 

Seasonal employees 1 2 3 4 5 x 
Retail/service clerks 1 2 3 4 5 x 
General labor/service 1 2 3 4 5 x 
Office support staff 1 2 3 4 5 x 
Entry level professionals 1 2 3 4 5 x 
Mid-management 1 2 3 4 5 x 
Upper management 1 2 3 4 5 x 
Other: _______________ 1 2 3 4 5 x 

 
13. How, if at all, has the availability of affordable housing in Monroe 

County affected the work performance of your employees?  
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

  High turnover 
  High absentee rate 

  Tardiness from long commutes 
  Displeasure with wage rates due to high housing costs 

  Other: ________________________________ 
OR  I don’t believe housing has affected employee performance 
 
14. How many people, in your estimation, were not hired or left 

your employment in the past 12 months because they lacked 
affordable housing?   ________ persons 

 
15. Do you feel affordable/employee housing for local residents is:   
  One of our lesser problems 

  A problem, but there are others which also need attention 
  One of the more serious problems 

  The most critical problem in the Monroe County area 
OR   I don't believe it is a problem 
 
16. Please indicate the types of workforce housing assistance you 

provide or would consider providing in the future.   
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 
CURRENTLY 

PROVIDE 
WOULD 

CONSIDER 

Purchase/own units that you rent to employees   
Master lease units that you rent to employees   
Provide housing to employees as part of 

compensation 
  

Down payment assistance   
Provide rent subsidies   
Assist employees with housing search   
Other assistance:________________________   
None of the above   

 

17. Please rate the level of priority that should be placed on 
creating the following types of housing for employees. 

   

   LOW MODERATE HIGH 
   PRIORITY PRIORITY PRIORITY 

Rental housing for year-round employees 1 2 3 4 5 
Rental housing for seasonal employees 1 2 3 4 5 
Entry-level for-sale housing for  

year-round employees 1 2 3 4 5 
Move-up for-sale housing for year-round employees  

(for current homeowners needing more space –  
e.g. increasing family size, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 

Other (please describe:______________ 1 2 3 4 5 

________________________ 
 

18. Do you have any other comments or suggestions regarding 
affordable housing for employees in Monroe County? 

 ______________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________ 
 
19. Name of business (confidential and optional – for tracking 

survey completions only): 
 
 _____________________________________________________ 
 
That’s all!  Thank you very much for your time and input.  Please 
return the survey to RRC Associates, the company assisting 
Monroe County, by one of the following methods: 

 Enclosed postage-paid envelope 

 FAX:  (303) 449-6587 (please remember to fax both sides) 

 Email:  david@rrcassociates.com  

mailto:david@rrcassociates.com


Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Which of the following best 
describes your type of 
business?

Agriculture / mining / oil & gas

Construction

Manufacturing

Transportation / warehousing / utilities

Wholesale trade

Bar/restaurant

Retail trade (grocery, sporting goods, etc.)

Educational services (schools, training programs, etc.)

Finance/banking/insurance

Health care/social assistance (medical, dental, ambulatory, psychiatric, shelters, etc.)

Professional, scientific, technical services (legal, accounting, architecture, etc.)

Marina

Amusement, arts, entertainment, recreation

Hotel / lodging

Real estate / property management

Other services (personal, daycare, auto repair, information/publishing, etc.)

Government (excluding public schools)

Other:

     TOTAL
n =

(If hotel/lodging) How many 
lodging units do you have?

1-25

26-50

51-74

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

1% 0% 2%

9% 8% 13%

1% 0% 1%

2% 1% 2%

1% 0% 2%

11% 14% 6%

16% 18% 13%

0% 1%

3% 3% 5%

10% 10% 11%

9% 11% 6%

2% 2% 2%

6% 6% 5%

5% 7% 1%

6% 5% 9%

9% 6% 15%

3% 3% 2%

7% 5% 7%

100% 100% 100%

385 248 127

47% 50%

33% 29% 100%

7% 7%

13% 14%

100% 100% 100%

61.7 62.9 45.0

15 14 1
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Property management businesses only OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

(Property management 
businesses) Which of the 
following property management 
services do you provide?

Commercial property management

Residential property management

     TOTAL
n =

(If residential property 
management) How many total 
rooms/units do you manage?

1-25

26-50

51-75

76-99

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Of the residential units you 
manage, how many are:  short-
term rental units

0

1-25

26-50

51-75

76-99

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Of the residential units you 
manage, how many are:  long-
term rental units

1-25

26-50

51-75

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Of the residential units you 
manage, how many are:  other 
units

0

51-75

76-99

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

17% 33%

96% 92% 100%

113% 125% 100%

23 12 11

32% 56% 10%

11% 20%

16% 22% 10%

5% 10%

37% 22% 50%

100% 100% 100%

130.5 138.3 123.4

19 9 10

44% 86% 11%

13% 22%

13% 22%

13% 22%

6% 14%

13% 22%

100% 100% 100%

41.8 13.4 63.8

16 7 9

69% 71% 67%

6% 11%

13% 14% 11%

13% 14% 11%

100% 100% 100%

33.9 36.3 32.0

16 7 9

81% 100% 67%

6% 11%

13% 22%

100% 100% 100%

14.7 .0 26.1

16 7 9
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates

Page 2



Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Physical location of business:

Within city limits of Islamorada

Within city limits of Key Colony Beach

Within city limits of Key West

Within city limits of Marathon

Unincorporated Monroe County – Upper Keys

Unincorporated Monroe County – Middle Keys

Unincorporated Monroe County – Lower Keys

     TOTAL
n =

9% 14%

1% 1%

40% 60%

16% 25%

19% 57%

1% 4%

13% 39%

100% 100% 100%

375 248 127
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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How many employees do you have
in summer (Jun-Sep), including yourself? OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Year-round, full-time (32+ 
hrs/wk)

0

1-9

10-24

25-49

50-99

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Year-round, part-time

0

1-9

10-24

25-49

50-99

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

6% 6% 6%

64% 60% 73%

19% 21% 15%

7% 7% 4%

3% 4% 2%

1% 1%

100% 100% 100%

11.9 14.3 6.9

365 242 116

60% 62% 57%

35% 33% 41%

3% 4% 3%

1% 1%

0% 0%

100% 100% 100%

1.9 2.2 1.3

365 242 116
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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How many employees do you have
in summer (Jun-Sep), including yourself? OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Seasonal, full-time (32+ 
hrs/wk)

0

1-9

10-24

25-49

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Seasonal, part-time

0

1-9

10-24

25-49

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Total employees in summer

1-9

10-24

25-49

50-99

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     Median

     n =

95% 95% 95%

4% 4% 3%

1% 1%

1% 3%

100% 100% 100%

.4 .2 .8

365 242 116

95% 95% 97%

4% 5% 2%

1% 1% 1%

0% 1%

100% 100% 100%

.3 .2 .5

365 242 116

64% 60% 72%

23% 25% 20%

8% 8% 6%

4% 5% 3%

2% 2%

100% 100% 100%

14.6 17.1 9.5

6.0 7.0 5.0

369 244 117
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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How many employees do you have
in winter (Nov-Apr), including yourself? OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Year-round, full-time (32+ 
hrs/wk)

0

1-9

10-24

25-49

50-99

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Year-round, part-time

0

1-9

10-24

25-49

50-99

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

7% 6% 7%

63% 60% 71%

19% 22% 15%

7% 7% 5%

3% 4% 1%

1% 1% 1%

100% 100% 100%

12.5 14.3 8.8

359 238 114

60% 62% 56%

35% 32% 41%

3% 4% 2%

1% 1% 1%

0% 0%

100% 100% 100%

1.5 1.5 1.5

359 238 114
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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How many employees do you have
in winter (Nov-Apr), including yourself? OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Seasonal, full-time (32+ 
hrs/wk)

0

1-9

10-24

25-49

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Seasonal, part-time

0

1-9

10-24

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Total employees in winter

1-9

10-24

25-49

50-99

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     Median

     n =

94% 94% 95%

4% 5% 3%

1% 1% 1%

1% 2%

100% 100% 100%

.4 .3 .8

359 238 114

93% 92% 95%

6% 8% 4%

1% 1% 1%

100% 100% 100%

.2 .3 .2

359 238 114

64% 60% 70%

23% 24% 20%

8% 9% 6%

4% 4% 3%

2% 3% 1%

100% 100% 100%

15.3 17.4 11.3

6.0 7.0 5.0

363 240 115
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Maximum total employees 
during year (greater of summer 
or winter seasons; FT and PT 
employees counted equally)

1-9

10-24

25-49

50-99

100+

     TOTAL

     Average

     Median

     n =

63% 59% 71%

23% 25% 20%

8% 9% 6%

4% 5% 3%

2% 2% 1%

100% 100% 100%

15.7 17.8 11.6

6.0 7.0 5.0

369 244 117
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Place of residence of employees OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Share of employees living 
within 4.9 road miles of work

Average

n =

Share of employees living 
within 5.0 - 9.9 road miles of 
work

Average

n =

Share of employees living 
within 10.0 - 19.9 road miles 
of work

Average

n =

Share of employees living 20 
or more road miles of work

Average

n =

50.5% 59.6% 27.6%

342 228 107

18.7% 16.2% 25.5%

342 228 107

13.9% 11.3% 21.0%

342 228 107

17.0% 12.9% 25.9%

342 228 107
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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How many unfilled job openings do you have at 
the present time? OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Unfilled full-time jobs

0

1

2

3

4

6

8

10+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Unfilled part-time jobs

0

1

2

3

4

5

9

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

72% 72% 70%

12% 12% 13%

9% 9% 10%

5% 4% 6%

1% 1% 1%

0% 0%

0% 0%

1% 1%

100% 100% 100%

.7 .7 .5

349 225 114

83% 81% 84%

11% 12% 10%

5% 4% 5%

1% 1%

0% 0%

0% 1%

1% 1%

100% 100% 100%

.3 .3 .2

349 225 114
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Is your business located in: 
A building shared with other tenants

A building occupied exclusively by my business

     TOTAL
n =

What is the approximate gross 
square footage of floor area 
your business occupies?

0-999 sq ft.

1,000-2,499 sq ft.

2,500-4,999 sq ft.

5,000-9,999 sq ft.

10,000+ sq ft.

     TOTAL

     Average

     Median

     n =

50% 50% 50%

50% 50% 50%

100% 100% 100%

363 238 117

35% 31% 43%

34% 34% 32%

13% 12% 14%

12% 14% 9%

6% 9% 2%

100% 100% 100%

3525.2 4440.6 1866.1

1386.0 1500.0 1000.0

319 206 107
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

Hotels/lodging: Gross square footage by category OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Gross square footage of floor 
area in individual lodging 
rooms/units

0-999 sq ft.

2,500-4,999 sq ft.

5,000-9,999 sq ft.

10,000+ sq ft.

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Gross square footage of floor 
area in restaurants

0-999 sq ft.

1,000-2,499 sq ft.

10,000+ sq ft.

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Gross square footage of floor 
area in retail shops

0-999 sq ft.

1,000-2,499 sq ft.

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Gross square footage of floor 
area in meeting spaces, 
spas, lobbies, and other 
guest service areas of 
property

0-999 sq ft.

1,000-2,499 sq ft.

10,000+ sq ft.

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

44% 38% 100%

22% 25%

11% 13%

22% 25%

100% 100% 100%

5627.2 6330.0 5.0

9 8 1

67% 63% 100%

22% 25%

11% 13%

100% 100% 100%

2611.1 2937.5 .0

9 8 1

78% 75% 100%

22% 25%

100% 100% 100%

400.0 450.0 .0

9 8 1

78% 75% 100%

11% 13%

11% 13%

100% 100% 100%

3666.7 4125.0 .0

9 8 1
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Which of the following best 
describes the type(s) of 
building space your business 
occupies?

Retail / merchandising

Office - private (excluding medical office)

Restaurant / food service / bar

Home office / business is located in my home

Warehouse

Services (bank, hair salon, gas station, automobile care, etc.)

Other

Medical (hospital/clinic, nursing home, vet clinic, etc., including medical offices)

Hotel / lodging

Docking / marine / port facilities

Institutional (school/college, church, museum, day care, etc.)

Industrial (incl. light/heavy industrial, manufacturing, utilities, etc.)

Office - government

Recreational (theater, athletic club, recreation center, etc.)

     TOTAL
n =

During the next five years, do 
you plan to:

Increase your number of employees

Reduce your number of employees

Stay about the same

Don’t know

     TOTAL
n =

26% 31% 18%

25% 24% 25%

13% 17% 7%

11% 7% 18%

7% 6% 10%

6% 3% 13%

6% 5% 8%

6% 5% 7%

6% 8% 2%

5% 5% 6%

4% 5% 2%

3% 3% 5%

3% 3% 2%

2% 2% 2%

124% 124% 124%

376 240 126

26% 25% 27%

2% 3% 2%

55% 55% 56%

17% 17% 15%

100% 100% 100%

375 241 124
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

(If expect to add employees) 
How many employees do you 
expect to add over the next five 
years?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

10+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

(If expect to reduce employees) 
By how many employees do 
you expect to reduce your 
workforce over the next five 
years?

1

2

3

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Approximately how many of 
your employees will be retiring 
in the next five years?

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

8

10+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

21% 20% 21%

26% 28% 24%

10% 10% 12%

4% 5% 3%

16% 16% 15%

6% 3% 12%

2% 3%

1% 2%

14% 13% 15%

100% 100% 100%

4.5 4.5 4.6

96 61 34

33% 20% 100%

50% 60%

17% 20%

100% 100% 100%

1.8 2.0 1.0

6 5 1

56% 56% 59%

20% 20% 20%

15% 16% 14%

3% 4% 3%

1% 1% 1%

2% 3% 2%

1% 0% 1%

0% 0%

1% 0% 1%

100% 100% 100%

1.0 1.0 .9

347 223 116
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

How difficult is it for your employees
in the following groups to find
affordable housing in Monroe County? OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Seasonal employees

1=Not at all difficult

2

3=Moderately difficult

4

5=Very difficult

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Retail/service clerks

1=Not at all difficult

2

3=Moderately difficult

4

5=Very difficult

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

General labor/service

1=Not at all difficult

2

3=Moderately difficult

4

5=Very difficult

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

5% 3% 7%

2% 1% 5%

3% 3% 2%

8% 7% 9%

83% 85% 77%

100% 100% 100%

4.6 4.7 4.5

132 87 44

5% 5% 6%

3% 3% 2%

10% 8% 15%

14% 16% 8%

69% 69% 69%

100% 100% 100%

4.4 4.4 4.3

155 105 48

5% 3% 8%

3% 2% 5%

10% 13% 6%

11% 13% 8%

71% 69% 73%

100% 100% 100%

4.4 4.4 4.3

193 127 64
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

How difficult is it for your employees
in the following groups to find
affordable housing in Monroe County? OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Office support staff

1=Not at all difficult

2

3=Moderately difficult

4

5=Very difficult

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Entry level professionals

1=Not at all difficult

2

3=Moderately difficult

4

5=Very difficult

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Mid-management

1=Not at all difficult

2

3=Moderately difficult

4

5=Very difficult

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

4% 3% 7%

5% 6% 3%

13% 16% 9%

14% 18% 9%

63% 57% 72%

100% 100% 100%

4.3 4.2 4.4

205 131 69

1% 1% 2%

4% 7%

13% 11% 19%

13% 13% 13%

69% 69% 67%

100% 100% 100%

4.4 4.4 4.4

160 104 54

4% 5% 2%

6% 7% 6%

17% 19% 15%

12% 8% 19%

62% 62% 59%

100% 100% 100%

4.2 4.2 4.3

165 107 54
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

How difficult is it for your employees
in the following groups to find
affordable housing in Monroe County? OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Upper management

1=Not at all difficult

2

3=Moderately difficult

4

5=Very difficult

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Other

1=Not at all difficult

2

3=Moderately difficult

4

5=Very difficult

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

11% 13% 9%

11% 14% 5%

16% 15% 20%

11% 10% 14%

50% 48% 52%

100% 100% 100%

3.8 3.7 3.9

174 114 56

17% 14% 29%

3% 5%

13% 14% 14%

13% 18%

53% 50% 57%

100% 100% 100%

3.8 3.9 3.6

30 22 7
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

How, if at all, has the 
availability of affordable 
housing in Monroe County 
affected the work performance 
of your employees?

High turnover

High absentee rate

Tardiness from long commutes

Displeasure with wage rates due to high housing costs

Other

I don't believe housing has affected employee performance

     TOTAL
n =

How many people, in your 
estimation, were not hired or 
left your employment in the 
past 12 months because they 
lacked affordable housing?

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

10+

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Do you feel 
affordable/employee housing 
for local residents is: 

One of our lesser problems

A problem, but there are others which also need attention

One of the more serious problems

The most critical problem in the Monroe County area

I don't believe it is a problem

     TOTAL
n =

38% 38% 36%

8% 8% 9%

17% 14% 24%

47% 49% 44%

8% 9% 7%

30% 27% 36%

148% 145% 156%

355 232 116

45% 40% 55%

10% 10% 9%

14% 15% 11%

9% 10% 7%

7% 8% 4%

4% 3% 5%

3% 4% 1%

1% 1%

1% 0% 1%

8% 9% 7%

100% 100% 100%

2.8 3.2 2.1

347 225 115

2% 1% 4%

15% 16% 15%

50% 51% 47%

29% 30% 26%

4% 2% 8%

100% 100% 100%

365 235 121
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

What type(s) of housing 
assistance, if any, do you 
currently provide for your 
employees?

Purchase/own units that you rent to employees

Master lease units that you rent to employees

Provide housing to employees as part of compensation

Down payment assistance

Provide rent subsidies

Assist employees with housing search

Other assistance

None of the above

     TOTAL
n =

What type(s) of housing 
assistance, if any, would you 
consider providing to your 
employees in the future?

Purchase/own units that you rent to employees

Master lease units that you rent to employees

Provide housing to employees as part of compensation

Down payment assistance

Provide rent subsidies

Assist employees with housing search

Other assistance

None of the above

     TOTAL
n =

What type(s) of housing 
assistance, if any, do you 
currently provide or would you 
consider providing to your 
employees?

Purchase/own units that you rent to employees

Master lease units that you rent to employees

Provide housing to employees as part of compensation

Down payment assistance

Provide rent subsidies

Assist employees with housing search

Other assistance

None of the above

     TOTAL
n =

11% 12% 10%

1% 1% 1%

8% 8% 8%

4% 4% 4%

5% 7% 2%

21% 22% 20%

6% 8% 4%

62% 58% 67%

118% 120% 116%

296 188 101

4% 3% 5%

2% 2% 4%

3% 4% 1%

0% 1%

3% 3% 4%

7% 9% 4%

4% 6% 1%

82% 79% 84%

105% 106% 104%

206 124 75

13% 14% 14%

3% 2% 4%

10% 11% 9%

4% 5% 4%

7% 9% 5%

26% 28% 23%

8% 11% 4%

54% 49% 60%

126% 128% 123%

298 190 101
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

Please rate the level of priority that
should be placed on creating the
following types of housing for employees. OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Rental housing for year-
round employees

1=Low priority

2

3=Moderate priority

4

5=High priority

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Rental housing for seasonal 
employees

1=Low priority

2

3=Moderate priority

4

5=High priority

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Entry-level for-sale housing 
for year-round employees

1=Low priority

2

3=Moderate priority

4

5=High priority

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

5% 4% 7%

2% 3% 1%

9% 8% 11%

18% 17% 21%

66% 68% 60%

100% 100% 100%

4.4 4.4 4.3

347 229 113

21% 21% 21%

14% 16% 9%

33% 35% 31%

16% 15% 17%

16% 13% 22%

100% 100% 100%

2.9 2.8 3.1

295 197 94

8% 6% 11%

4% 3% 7%

21% 21% 22%

19% 20% 18%

47% 49% 43%

100% 100% 100%

3.9 4.0 3.8

314 207 102
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County 2016 Employer Survey

Please rate the level of priority that
should be placed on creating the
following types of housing for employees. OVERALL

Physical location of business
Within 

incorporated 
cities

Unincorporated 
Monroe County

Move-up for-sale housing for 
year-round employees (for 
current homeowners needing 
more space, e.g. increasing 
family size, etc.)

1=Low priority

2

3=Moderate priority

4

5=High priority

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

Other type(s) of housing

1=Low priority

3=Moderate priority

4

5=High priority

     TOTAL

     Average

     n =

14% 12% 19%

12% 12% 13%

32% 33% 31%

18% 20% 16%

23% 24% 20%

100% 100% 100%

3.2 3.3 3.0

274 181 89

32% 29% 40%

32% 36% 20%

16% 14% 20%

21% 21% 20%

100% 100% 100%

2.9 3.0 2.8

19 14 5
06 Jan 17
Source: RRC Associates
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Monroe County Employer Survey 2016 
 

RRC Associates 1 

Please describe your type of business: (other) 

Type of Business (other) 

Beauty Salon 

Boat yard 

Chamber of Commerce 

Church 

Church/religious facility 

Fabrication of marine products 

Internet Services 

Kitchen cabinetry, design and sales 

Marine mammal research & education facility 

Media and marketing 

Museum 

Museum 

Museum/Not for profit 

Non profit animal shelter 

nonprofit 

Non-profit 

Non-profit 

Non-profit 

Non-profit affordable housing 

Not for profit 

Not-for-Profit 

Prison 

Private Golf Course & Clubhouse 

Process server 

Recycling 

Religious 

 

Which of the following best describes the type(s) of building space your business 

occupies? (other) 

Type of Building Space Occupied (other) 

Airport 

Animal housing 

Boat sales 

Condo 

Condominium 

Greenhouse 

Historic buildings 

House type building on commercial property 

Mobile 
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RRC Associates 2 

Type of Building Space Occupied (other) 

Mobile 

Mobile 

Mobile service/cleaning 

Non-profit 

Prison 

Private Golf Course & Clubhouse 

Professional, legal 

Property manager\'s housing and meeting area 

Psychology practice 

Residential condominium 

Ship 

Strip center, 5 tenants, 5 units 

Visitor Center 

Workshops with homeless 

 

How difficult is it for your employees to find affordable housing in Monroe County? 

(other employee type) 

Difficult to Find Housing (other employees) 

Bartenders 

Both self-employed 

Business owners 

CEO 

Chef 

Day care teachers 

delivery driver 

Licensed electricians 

Maintenance 

Owner 

Pastor 

Professionals 

real estate sales 

Realtors 

Sales Agents 
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RRC Associates 3 

How, if at all, has the availability of affordable housing in Monroe County affected 

the work performance of your employees? (other) 

Housing Availability Effects on Work Performance (other) 

Business barely sustains housing 

Callouts due to working 2 jobs 

Can't find affordable 

Can't live close 

Cannot afford employees 

Cannot find employees 

Cranky employees 

Difficult to attract out of market candidates 

Difficult to find great affordable help 

Difficult to recruit people 

Distracting because of high price 

Good group of employees now.  Used to have high turnover rate due to high housing cots in keys and had to 
commute from Homestead. 

High stress, low productivity 

High turnover of clients! 

I don't believe we need more subsidized housing. 

Limited workforce 

Many don't last long 

Nearly bankrupts us 

No employees 

No one can afford Monroe's 'affordable housing' 

Recruiting workers 

Tardiness due to holding multiple jobs to pay for housing 

They struggle 

Unable to afford to buy 

Unhappy with high cost of housing 

unprofessional and low skilled 

We assist our employees when needed 

We pay well but housing is an issue 

 

Please indicate the types of workforce housing assistance you provide or would 

consider providing in the future. (other) 

Housing Assistance Provided or Considered (other) 

Affordable home ownership 

Bunk room available while on duty 

Co-sign 

equitable salaries 

Fair salaries 
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RRC Associates 4 

Housing Assistance Provided or Considered (other) 

First last & security loans 

Gas money 

Higher wages 

Higher wages to accommodate higher housing expenses 

I manage apartments 

Increase base salary 

Loans 

Offer reduced rate, dockage 

Pay higher than average wages 

possibility of a loan 

Possibly purchasing a mobile home at Stadium and only charge the lot rent to the employee. 

Provide housing 

Provide median income homes for sale 

Rehab and ownership 

Small loans from F/L/S 

We have given loans in the past 

We house the homeless 

We pay living wage- $42.50/hr plus benefits 

 

Please rate the level of priority that should be placed on creating the following types 

of housing for employees. (other) 

Priority for Employee Housing (other) 

1 bedroom 1 bath rentals 

Homeless shelter 

I don't know, you figure it out. 

Parsonage provide to pastor not compensation 

Possible efficiency units where you could build many in a small footprint.  Allow homeowners to rent out 
accessory units as rental units for a restricted rent amount. 

We need higher wages- this would do away with the housing problem 
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RRC Associates 5 

Do you feel affordable/employee housing for local residents is 1) one of our lesser 

problems; 2) a problem among others; 3) one of the more serious problems; 4) the 

most serious problem in Monroe County; or 5) not a problem? 

Do you have any other comments or suggestions regarding affordable housing for 

employees in Monroe County? 

Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

1 Drinking alcohol; drug use; lack of skill and lack of vocation; painkillers 
prescribed by doctors- these are problems.  This affects ALL of the 
workforce. 

1 People accept Key West for other reasons.  If you can't afford it 'it is what 
it is.' 

1 Tax incentives or rental or work force housing, don't raise taxes on people 
renting to long term 

1 The Upper Keys is fine with workers coming in from homestead 

2 Enforce laws with regard to illegal rentals 

2 I believe many money people would like The Key before the wealthy, no 
labors or trades people.  What they don't seem to realize is the great 
increase of services (cost). 

2 I don't feel it's the most important issue. We live on an island.  It's 
expensive.  My main problem with retaining employees is they move away 
disenchanted with lots of things here.  Not just rent. 

2 I feel housing should be close to place of employment.  It should not be up 
the keys. 

2 Increasing density for affordable workforce housing brings many impacts 
to neighbors and should be discouraged.  No affordable housing should be 
given fractional ROGO/BPAS as all potentially contribute to emergency 
evacuation traffic stream. 

2 It seems that the current economic environment is driving rent rates very 
high.  This is probably a cyclical issue due to strong local economy and low 
home ownership.  Capitalization rates for investors is creating a situation 
where too much affordable rentals are being built.  During the next 
downturn in our economy, for profit landlords will do whatever they need 
in order to generate rents.  Having high density projects with subsidized 
rent will not be a good situation for our community.  Please focus efforts 
on building homes that can be purchased by middle income workers and 
professionals that make up the fabric and strength of our communities.  
Then they will be able to stay as long term residents. Thanks! 

2 none -our situation is not typical as we have a small professional group 

2 Property taxes must decrease before affordable housing can even be 
seriously addressed 

2 Should be more discounted housing for employees. 
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RRC Associates 6 

Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

2 Tax paying dollars should not be used on housing for profit making 
businesses. It's understandable for government, teacher, fire, police, etc. 
We should be subsidizing rent for bartenders so that private 
individuals/businesses can still turn a profit.  This survey is for only one 
part of our business.  The biggest struggle of our entire agency is recruiting 
and maintaining the specialized staff needed for the local services we 
provide.  It's frustrating that we struggle with staffing for a state mandated 
program, etc. I know of two people who have affordable housing.  One 
moved here to be a hairdresser, which is needed but not essential.  The 
other works part-time as a club DJ, and had a list of arrests. 

2 The definition of affordable needs to be modified based on wages 
available to be earned in the Florida Keys transient workforce.  Finding 
qualified, educated, employees who are willing to work, are honest, not 
alcoholics or drug addicted is very difficult.  If you do find someone who 
meets employment and background checks, being able to pay them so 
they can live here becomes the issue.  When such a person is found, you 
do your best to be able to pay them efficiently so they can afford to live 
here. 

2 The employers in this county are for the most part pathetic.  You have no 
job security, they don't pay decent wages, given the cost of living down 
here, they think that just because you live here ('in paradise') that's their 
'license' to pay you welfare type wages .  I've lived here since 1969 and it's 
gotten worse, it's sad. 

2 What happens to legitimate concerns re hurricane evacuation?  Too many 
workforce housing units which REALLY are NOT affordable for the average 
employee!! 

3 Affordable housing is a myth.  If you want to live here you have to pay the 
price - there plenty of other places in the US that are more affordable. 

3 Affordable housing is a priority but I don't think it should be available in 
high dollar like Old Town. 

3 Affordable housing should not be $2500 a month.  That's not affordable. 

3 Affordable housing should not be placed in Old Town Key West.  The city 
can get higher taxes for second homes which will not impact our schools 
and other services.  Clean up Stock Island and put affordable housing 
there. 

3 Allow more downtown enclosures; reduce short term rentals that are 
illegal; need more affordable 'affordable' housing 

3 Anyone can see, affordable housing is a huge issue. I am personally on the 
waiting list, and have not moved 10 positions (out of 191) in 9 months. 
This indicates the demand is critical! 

3 Apartment buildings like the rest of the United States 

3 Biggest reason for lack of GOOD potential employees. 
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RRC Associates 7 

Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

3 Create educational opportunities to further careers of all working citizens.  
EMT, teachers, firemen, police- teach them to be frugal. State mandates to 
be paid for by the state or Feds. 

3 Developers of new commercial floor space in Monroe County should also 
develop workforce housing.  The county should require this. 

3 Employers need affordable housing too!  I wish I could pay my employees 
more but I can barely afford my own rent and bills. 

3 Focus priority on smaller spaces/efficiency apartments for 1-2 people that 
they can afford and promote saving money. 

3 High business rents make it difficult to pay employees 

3 Hopefully firm can help reduce the criminal insurance rates which would 
correct the housing for owners.  Increased enforcement with increased 
work requirements in public housing. 

3 Housing within Monroe Co. has been critical for years, and with larger 
developers showing interest, becoming more so.  It's edging labor out of 
the area. 

3 I believe that the large employers who have many low wage employees 
should bear their share of the cost of housing for their employees. They 
gain the most from tourism and should therefore shoulder more of the 
burden than the average worker or county taxpayer. Perhaps a special tax 
on employers with more than X number of lower wage employees that 
goes straight to an affordable housing fund. 

3 I can tell you this subject is one of the main reasons we can't fully staff our 
stores and in the number one reason I lose good employees.  Employees 
talk about it everyday. 

3 I give up 

3 I think housing could be more affordable if rental laws were enforced. 

3 Ideas for employers:  Offer low interest financing $/or tax incentives for 
purchasing employee only housing.  Property investors aren't going to be 
interested in renting space for less than their mortgage payments. 

3 If apartments were allowed upstairs houses that would be affordable and 
create low rent. 

3 if we don't get some reasonable housing there won't be anyone here to 
service the tourist. 

3 In the past year there are two of us leaving due to cost of living regarding 
housing.  We can no longer afford to live here.  One of us after 12 years in 
the Keys.  Friends outside this business (5-6) have left; some after 25 years 
of being here. 

3 Increase density restrictions and raise building height to promote 
inexpensive building techniques 

3 It is a disparaging situation that I cannot find qualified employees that 
have housing because the wages do not match the living expenses in this 
area. I do not know of a solution. I have lost a great employee and a well 
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Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

qualified employee due to housing problems. Because of a lack of 
affordable and quality housing, I am forced to hire less than desirable 
employees.  Employees living in substandard housing or in conditions not 
meant to be lived in is a concern, and I know that this is an overwhelming 
problem in Monroe County. I do not believe a minimum wage or more 
government housing is a solution. This appears to be a longstanding 
problem that has not been solved and I do not see it solved in the near 
future. Having employees riding a bus for hours each day is not a solution. 
Passing out cost of living vouchers has the potential to create slum lords 
and will still contribute to over priced housing. Monroe County and tourist 
rely upon the services that small business and employees provide. 

3 It's a problem- I'm happy to see this outreach to local business owners.  It's 
nearly impossible for me to hire experienced professional talent out of 
market- but we do make it happen. 

3 It's important to have/provide affordable housing available to Monroe 
County citizens so out of area people don't take the local jobs keep earned 
$$ in the keys. 

3 Many employees living together and/or with others together in order to 
afford living in Key West 

3 Most of our employees are having to work two jobs to make it.  We pay 
well enough that it shouldn't be the case but prices for what's available are 
crazy. 

3 Most our employees are long term - most make over 16-18/hr. 

3 Much of this does not apply to my mobile service.  No employees at this 
time. 

3 My staff has not had high turnover.  One left 2 years ago for a better 
paying job.  However, with no C-O-L-A- it is getting very hard to all of us to 
stay.  Prices go up but wages do not. 

3 Need good staff that can afford it here.  I pay $18/hr and that is still not 
enough. 

3 no 

3 No 

3 none 

3 Obviously we are limited by space, so housing in other areas of the Keys 
and a transportation system that is Keys based in addition to the one 
currently running would work 

3 One of our biggest problems is cracking down on the illegal transient 
rentals.  I think quite a bit of headway has been done but more can be 
done.  The fines are often waived for first offenders making it a no risk 
scenario to rent short term until you get caught the first time.  Fines need 
to be charged on the first offense to help support a strong program to 
investigate and prosecute transient rental violations. 
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Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

3 Provide property tax breaks to companies for property purchased for 
employee housing. 

3 QUIT FEEING US TO DEATH! LOWER TAXES! MAKE IT AFFORDABLE TO 
ENJOY DOWNTOWN WITHOUT HAVING PAY $20 TO $30 TO PARK! SHRINK 
GOVERNMENT! ALLOW PEOPLE TO ENCLOSE A PORTION OF THEIR STILT 
HOMES FOR INCOME AND LOWER RENT. PROBLEM SOLVED! 

3 Raise minimum wage. Place regulations on predatory builders and 
landlords. 

3 Rate of growth is the cause of all this!!!  Stop the madness.  Give permits 
and the market will solve the problem.  No more government 
interference!! 

3 Regarding affecting work performance: Housing issues do not influence job 
performance.  But when existing lease not renewed, they have not been 
able to find a comparable replacement and have moved away.   Housing as 
part of compensation is too much like serfdom. 

3 Rentals are way too high! 

3 Stop deed restrictions on affordable housing above commercial.  Provide 
tax incentives for development of apartments on top of commercial. 

3 Subsidized housing- should be short term only, max 3 years, annual re-
verification to qualify.  Too much fraud. 

3 The cost of doing business here is crazy!! 

3 The high rent in this community has chased away what would be great 
potential employees.  They cannot afford the rent prices despite the fact I 
pay way above minimum wage. 

3 The overall cost of living here in Monroe County causes companies to 
loose good employees to areas with better cost of living.  Not only is 
housing cost very high, but it is hard to find. 

3 This is an important issue for the whole county.  Our business is family run 
and does not really fit the norm for this survey. 

3 Very difficult to find affordable rent/own for year round; difficulty 
recruiting good people; place a priority for full time workers OVER 
seasonal renters 

3 We are very fortunate to have an established local workforce, who for the 
most part, have housing.  Our problem is with hard to fill positions that we 
have to recruit from out of town.  Finding adequate housing is very 
difficult for those who are re-locating. 

3 We seem to have more median income housing than we need and nothing 
much for those in a lower income bracket 

3 Why doesn't Key West build high density buildings like AIDS Help did at 
Poinciana? 

3 Yes, we need it.  We turn people away at our office multiple times per 
week needing affordable rentals, in the Lower Keys it's a huge issue!  
Please consider building some or allow it to happen. 
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Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

4 1) Need dedicated source of local funding to implement A.H. policies. 2) 
Lobby State of FL to fund Sadowski Housing Trust Fund 100% every year. 3) 
Resurrect Housing Finance Authority for Monroe County. 

4 Affordable does not mean $2,000.  Why does government allowed 
unmarried couple to live in government subsidy housing when boyfriend 
makes way over $ for housing? 

4 Affordable housing cannot be for people making $20-$20K a year.  Try the 
lower end, hard working under $20K.  Rates currently too high for realistic 
affordable housing. 

4 Build it now!! Before it is too late.  It might be too late now!!!  Re: Q10- 
may sell business because of lack of good employees. 

4 Definition of 'affordable housing' needs to be more realistic- $1500 for a 1 
bedroom?  Also needs more pet friendly units. 

4 HELP! 

4 Housing is nearly affordable to most workers unless it's a crappy ill-
maintained house or mobile.  Income doesn't allow any single living - must 
share with others that are non-family. 

4 I think there needs to be a funding source: tax increase or toll booth! 

4 If there were more long term mobile home parks and small multi-unit 
rentals this would improve housing.  No one wants to live in large 
apartment communities. Not when they can work and live in Miami for 
better wages and housing. Quality- nice housing is needed! Large apt 
communities won't help. no one wants to live there and they have a 
choice- not working down here. Duplexes or 3-4 units are what should be 
built. OR create subsidies that allow mobile/manufactured home 
purchases where employers can co-sign. Credit isn't something most retail, 
hotel, and restaurant employees have in the positive. If you build large apt 
communities and make the paperwork too complicated it WON'T HELP. 

4 In general, 8 out of 10 perspective job candidates turn down job offers due 
to ability to find affordable QUALITY housing.  At times, housing (rentals) 
are not affordable. 

4 It is a critical issue.  There are rental assistance programs in place in 
Martha's Vineyard that is successful and in place because they have same 
issues. 

4 It is a Legislative issue - need height and density increases for workforce 
housing.  Government and private partnership. 

4 It is easy to say.  But  affordable is $600 a month.  Make dormitory style 
facility, shared common areas. 

4 It is essential that the County (in general) cease growth initiatives until 
low, very low, and extremely low affordable housing can be caught up with 
demand. 

4 It is illogical and irresponsible for elected officials to enact laws requiring 
employers to raise minimum wages, without, at the same time, enacting 
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Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

laws limiting the ability of landlords to increase commercial and residential 
rents. 

4 It is near to impossible to afford to live here when you own the business 
not just the employees.  Everyone is being priced out. 

4 It's a critical issue. 

4 It's ridiculous that rich people are buying homes with affordable rental 
units and turning them into single family dwellings that are used as 
vacation rentals or that sit empty for all but 2 weeks each year!  This is a 
very serious problem and not fair that people can't find a DECENT place to 
live for a reasonable amount of money! 

4 Let's stop talking about it and do something that is truly affordable.  $2300 
for 2/1 is 'not affordable' Tarpon Harbour. 

4 My wife and I, like most, have to supplement our business income buy 
working other jobs to cover the cost of living in the Keys. 

4 Not applicable to my business 

4 Please do something practical for the work force in Monroe county.  This is 
a very old issue that has never really been solved. 

4 Please do what you can for locals. We lose too many due to high cost of 
living. We train them and they all leave because of the current cost and we 
lose money because of it. 

4 Please provide affordable housing for work force 

4 Please provide more affordable rental housing for local employees 

4 Process in future based on real need.  Most occupants of affordable 
housing misstate income, rent the dwelling, or report exaggerated bills.  
How does affordable house tenants drive Mercedes and BMW's? 

4 Quit giving money away.  Provide low interest loans for buyers/employers 
to buy and provide housing for employees. 

4 Renovate the old Harris School, build micro apartments for the Key West 
single labor force. 

4 Rescind the ban on downstairs enclosures 

4 Skilled workers are very hard to obtain due to high cost of living. 

4 Stop Illegal Short term rentals under 28 days! 

4 The cost of rent in Monroe County is ridiculous and it creates a vacuum for 
young professionals attempting to live, work, and raise a family here.  
There is no way to save to purchase homes while paying rent. Business 
owners are struggling to find qualified employees due to the fact that even 
good salaries are many times no match for the cost of living.  This results in 
high turnover. 

4 The county really needs to do something about it. It is an awful mess and 
they just take money from developers who promise affordable housing but 
never deliver and the county never punishes them. The county 
commissioners are getting rich from their pockets being padded by 
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Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

developpers and they flat out do not care about the workers who make 
this island what it is 

4 The vacation rental market is destroying the few affordable units that 
were in existence. 

4 There are no homes to rent for 12 months in Marathon.  All houses are 
being rented by the week to tourists.  Workers can't find a house in town. 

4 There is NO affordable housing. 

4 There just is no such thing in Monroe County anymore.  RV lot rates are 
$1500 or more.  We need to allow the use of downstairs enclosures.  Ease 
building permits for employee housing. 

4 This is a critical issue and the cost of training new employees is a burden.  
Level of service suffers and guests do not get value! 

4 This is the number one reason for employees leaving. 

4 This issue MUST be addressed due to the growth of Monroe County 

4 This survey will be just another waste of time unless something is done 
immediately to create housing.  It's an emergency!! 

4 We are closing our building here because we can't afford it at the moment. 

4 We definitely need places for lower income families 1500 to 2000 a month 
is not affordable to many making 600 a week 

4 We must re-visit our wetlands designations and allow housing to be built 
in heavily impacted impounded wetland areas 

4 We need affordable housing!!!  My employee of 7 years just left because 
of housing and I have not replaced her yet. 

4 We need affordable housing.  Affordable isn't $2500. 

5 Bus employees in from Homestead.  Have buses that are punctual and 
clean; let employers or employees pay for it so the taxpayers isn't 
burdened. 

5 Either employers should pay more to keep local employees (higher wages) 
or employee can get lower housing in Homestead, 30 minute drive or bus. 
Free or affordable housing will bring freeloaders to our community causing 
a rise in crime and threaten safety. We paid enormous prices for our 
homes (housing) for peace of mind and security.  Residents should pay 
their own way or seek another town. 

5 FYI I manage many year round rentals. Large and small. Many sit vacant 
month after month. I do not believe there is an issue with housing. I've 
been a landlord for 45 years here in the Upper Keys. 

5 Give tax breaks to the owners of the properties if they keep them year-
round rentals for workers in the County. 

5 Gov't should not be in the landlord business. 

5 I do not believe housing is a problem.  Our rental rates are in par with 
other parts of Florida.  I rent in other areas and I pay more in other parts of 
Florida. 
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Problem of Affordable Housing 
(1=Lesser problem, 4=Most 

critical problem, 5=not a 
problem) 

Comments 

5 There is plenty of affordable housing. People should further their 
education, move, or get another job if they are struggling. There are 
opportunities for people to purchase houses too, but it seems as though 
people want handouts/subsidies which are not fair for people who have 
worked hard to live in paradise. 

5 When trailer parks sold out to developers there went affordable housing 

 Allow more units per property.  Major incentives for builders to develop.  
Control rent on additional affordable units. 

 My business is family only and we all own our homes in the same block of 
business. 

 Reduce impediments caused by zoning laws, building dept, planning, 
density limits, height limits, environmental restrictions, etc and problem 
will solve itself 

 We need housing for people who live here and work.  When you build the 
needed houses that is needed, make sure that the rich people don't buy 
them and after a few years they jack the rent payment up high as they 
have done, like at the Truman, housing that was supposed to be for low 
income. 

 I do not meet your requirements for affordable housing.  I do not make 
enough to apply and I own a business here.  I own my home I purchased 27 
years ago for less than $70,000.  If I came here within the last 10 years, I 
would never have made it.  I only hire sub-contractors who own their own 
homes. 

 Ours is a satellite law office, therefore, most of the questions do not apply 
to us. 

 The problem is not with housing, but with low wages!  We need a min. 
wage for Monroe County.  Many cities, etc. are smart enough to pass a 
min. wage law!  These large hotels are making tons of money but not 
passing it on to the workers.  They don't even pay them full time so they 
can afford paying health insurance.  It is also the stores.  People working 2 
and 3 jobs. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Mayté Santamaria, Senior Director, Planning and Environmental Resources, Monroe County, FL 

FROM: RRC Associates (David Becher) and Jim Nicholas  

DATE: May 30, 2017 

RE: Proposed Prototypical Housing Unit for Monroe County Workforce Housing Support Study 
 

A. Nature and Size of Prototypical Affordable Workforce Housing Unit in 

Monroe County 

One of the most important considerations in determining the need for affordable workforce housing in 

the County is to define just what is a prototypical affordable workforce housing unit.  In other words, 

what size and type of affordable workforce housing unit will need to be built when need is determined. 

The prototypical workforce housing unit was determined by compiling the data on existing affordable 

workforce housing units built within the last decade, for which the County had information on size 

(square feet), the number of bedrooms, and the costs to build the units. These selected units are 

reasonably dispersed throughout the Keys, and consist of nine different developments of varying size 

totaling 554 units.1 The developments include:  

 A multi-unit land trust development – Middle Keys; 

 A multi-unit modular development  – Upper Keys; 

 Meridian West (Harbor Bay Investments) – Lower Keys; 

 Tradewinds Hammocks Phase 1 – Upper Keys; 

 Blue Water – Upper Keys; 

 A multi-unit townhome development – Lower Keys; 

 A multi-unit apartment  development built in 2016 – Middle Keys; 

 A multi-unit senior living apartment development – Upper Keys; and 

 A multi-unit apartment development under construction in 2017 – Middle and Lower Keys. 

These affordable workforce housing developments include a varying number of bedrooms that serve 

families of different sizes. Not surprisingly, the majority of the units (56%) are two bedrooms. The nine 

developments are identified In Table 1: Affordable Workforce Housing Developments, Monroe County, 

along with the number of units they include, the size of the units (in square feet), and the number of 

bedrooms in each unit. 

                                                           
1 There are 824 existing affordable workforce housing units in the County.  
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TABLE 1: AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS, MONROE COUNTY 

  

Number of 
Units 

Square Feet per Unit Total Square Feet in 
Development 3 BR 2 BR 1 BR 

Multi-Unit Land Trust Apartments   

 16 1,109   17,744 

Multi-Unit Modular Apartments 

  72   1,120   80,640 

  6   750   4,500 

  2 1,364     2,728 

  30 1,364     40,920 

Meridian West (Harbor Bay Investments)   

  17     600 10,200 

  68   817   55,556 

  17 1,034     17,578 

Tradewinds Hammocks Ph 1   

  11     700 7,700 

  35   890   31,150 

  20 1,050     21,000 

Blue Water   

  2     660 1,320 

  24   801   19,224 

  10 1,165(4BR)     11,650 

Multi-Unit Townhome Development 

 40  1,150  46,000 

 49 1,275   62,475 

Multi-Unit Apartment (Built 2016) 

  16     710 11,360 

  27   950   25,650 

  8 1170     9,360 

Multi-Unit Senior Living Apartment 

  28      695 19,460 

  14   757   10,598 

  0 0     0 

Multi-Unit Apartment (Under Construction 2017)  

  6     710 4,260 

  22   950   20,900 

  14 1170     16,380 

TOTALS 554       548,353 

SOURCE: Monroe County Planning and Environmental Resources Department, and data from 
individual builder/developers of affordable housing developments. 
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To determine the average affordable workforce housing unit from this information, the following 

analysis was conducted. First, the size (in square feet) of the average unit was determined by totaling 

the area (in square feet) of each of the units identified in Table 1, and dividing the total area of the units 

by the total number of units – resulting in an average unit size of 990 square feet. Next, the number of 

bedrooms for the average unit was determined by adding the total number of bedrooms in these units, 

and dividing the total number of bedrooms by the total number of units – resulting in an average 

bedroom size of 2.2 bedrooms for the average unit. See Table 2: Affordable Workforce Housing Average 

Unit Size and Number of Bedrooms, Monroe County. 

 

TABLE 2: AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING AVERAGE UNIT  
SIZE AND NUMBER OF BEDROOMS, MONROE COUNTY 

Average Size of Workforce Housing Units 

Total Square Footage Workforce Housing Units Table 1 548,353   

Total Number of Workforce Housing Units Table 1 554 

Average Size (in square feet) of Workforce Housing Units  990 Sq.Ft. 

Average Number of Bedrooms Per Workforce Housing Unit 

Total Number of Bedrooms Workforce Housing Units Table 1  1204  

Total Number of Workforce Housing Units Table 1 554 

Average Number of Bedrooms Workforce Housing Unit  2.2 Bedrooms 
per Unit 

SOURCE: Table 1: Affordable Workforce Housing Developments. Monroe County 

 

Because the prototypical unit should be a complete buildable unit, instead of using the average of 2.2 

bedrooms per unit and an average size taken from units with different numbers of bedrooms, we 

suggest the prototypical unit should be set at 2 bedrooms per unit and calculated specifically from the 

population of 2 bedroom units identified in Table 1 – resulting in a size for the prototypical affordable 

workforce housing unit of 955 square feet. See Table 3: Size Prototypical Affordable Workforce Housing 

Unit, Monroe County.  
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TABLE 3: SIZE OF PROTOTYPICAL AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING UNIT, MONROE COUNTY 

Development1 

Number 
of 2 

Bedroom 
Units 

Size of 2 
Bedroom 

Units 
(Square 

Feet) 

Total 
Square 

Footage of 
2 Bedroom 

Units 

Multi-Unit Modular Apartments    

smaller floorplan  6 750 4,500 

larger floorplan 72 1,120 80,640 

Meridian West (Harbor Bay Investments) 68 817 55,556 

Tradewinds Hammocks (Phase I) 35 890 31,150 

Blue Water 24 801 19,224 

Multi-Unit Townhome Development 40 1,150 46,000 

Multi-Unit Apartment Built 2016 27 950 25,650 

Multi-Unit Senior Living Apartment 14 757 10,598 

Multi-Unit Apartment Under Construction 2017 22 950 20,900 

TOTAL  308   294,218 

  

Average Size of 2 Bedroom Unit (Square Feet)   955   

SOURCE: Table 1: Affordable Workforce Housing Developments. Monroe County 

 

In sum, and based on a review of the data on existing affordable workforce housing units built within the 

last decade, for which the County had information on size (square feet), the number of bedrooms, and 

the costs to build the units, the prototypical affordable workforce housing unit has 2 bedrooms and is 

955 square feet in area. See Table 4: Prototypical Workforce Housing Unit, Monroe County. 

 

TABLE 4: PROTOTYPICAL AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE HOUSING UNIT, MONROE COUNTY 
 

Number of Bedrooms 2 

Size of Unit (in square feet) 955 

SOURCE: Analysis in Tables 1, 2 and 3. 

  



Proposed Prototypical Housing Unit for Workforce Housing Support Study May 30, 2017 

RRC Associates and Jim Nicholas  5 

B. Costs of Workforce Housing 

The costs of the prototypical unit are based on the square foot costs of building affordable workforce 

housing. The square foot costs are based on six affordable workforce housing developments for which 

development costs information was available through a survey of local builders/developers. The total 

costs of these projects are shown in Table 5: Costs to Construct Affordable Workforce Housing 

Developments, Monroe County. The total building and land cost of the 350 units where data was 

available was $118,824,593.2 The total square footage of the affordable workforce housing units built in 

these projects was 376,655 square feet.  

 

TABLE 5: COSTS TO CONSTRUCT AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE  

HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS, MONROE COUNTY 

  

Development  Location 
Type of 

Construction  
Number 
of Units 

Total 
Project 
Units 

Area (in 
Square 
Feet) 

Total Project Cost  
Project 

Cost per 
Foot Building1 

Building 
Adjusted to 

2017 
Land Total 

Multi-Unit 
Land Trust 
Apartments 
Built 20072 

Middle 
Keys 

Modular 
Attached 

16 17,744 $3,918,936  $4,175,944  $1,039,528  $5,215,473  $293.93  

Multi-Unit 
Modular 
Apartments 
Built 2010 

Upper 
Keys 

Modular 
Attached 

110 128,788 $24,461,352  $25,374,846  $5,000,000  $30,374,846  $235.85  

Multi-Unit 
Townhome 
Built 2015 

Lower 
Keys 

Modular 
Attached 

89 108,475 $31,105,831  $32,231,782  $8,900,000  $41,131,782  $379.18  

Multi-Unit 

Apartment 
Built 20163 

Middle 
Keys 

Conventional 
Attached 

51 50,050 $15,265,341 $15,265,341 $2,100,000 $17,365,341 $346.96  

Multi-Unit 
Senior 
Living 
Apartment 
Built 20173 

Upper 
Keys 

Conventional 
Attached 

42 30,058 $7,811,110 $7,811,110 $771,668 $8,582,778 $285.54  

Multi-Unit 
Apartment 
Under 
Construction 
2017 

Middle 
and 

Lower 
Keys 

Conventional 
Attached 

42 41,540 $13,654,373 $13,654,373 $2,500,000 $16,154,373 $388.89  

TOTALS   350 376,655 $96,216,943  $98,513,396  $20,311,196  $118,824,5934  $326.405  

SOURCE: Data provided by Monroe County affordable housing developers, December 2016 and March 2017. 

                                                           
2 This number addresses and includes land costs for one project where the land was provided by a land trust, but 
the true costs of a unit will include both building and land costs. 
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TABLE 5: COSTS TO CONSTRUCT AFFORDABLE WORKFORCE  

HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS, MONROE COUNTY 

  

Development  Location 
Type of 

Construction  
Number 
of Units 

Total 
Project 
Units 

Area (in 
Square 
Feet) 

Total Project Cost  
Project 

Cost per 
Foot Building1 

Building 
Adjusted to 

2017 
Land Total 

NOTES: 1Building costs include the costs of design, engineering, contingencies, site preparation, utilities, and mark-up. 

2The Multi-Unit Land Trust Apartments Built 2007 was built in conjunction with a land trust and had no land costs. Land 
costs this project is included even though the land was provided by a land trust, because land costs are costs that 
should be included in determining the cost to build affordable workforce housing. Land costs for the project was 
estimated by taking the land costs of the Multi-Unit Townhome Built 2015 and the Multi-Unit Modular Apartments 
Built 2010 and dividing the land costs by the total square footage of the other two projects to establish an average 
land costs per square foot. This was then multiplied by the total square footage of the land trust project. 

3These developments were reported with significant communal or office areas. Costs were adjusted to account for the 
proportion of the project in actual residences. 
4 This number addresses and includes land costs for one project where the land was provided by a land trust. See note 2. 

5 The cost per foot is the result of eliminating the high and the low costs per foot of floor area. 

 

Based on the total costs of building 376,655 square feet of affordable workforce housing at a cost of 

$118,824,593, the simple average square foot costs of an affordable workforce housing unit is $321.73.   

Costs range from a low of $235.80 to a high of $388.89.  Table 6 shows several different ways to look at 

costs per foot of floor area.  A simple average gives great weight to lower or higher values.  A weighted 

average gives more consideration to larger verses smaller projects.  A median is just that, a mid-point 

between the extremes.   The last alternative is to drop the highest and lowest costs and then calculate 

the average of the remainder.  Among the various methods, it is recommended that the last, dropping 

the highest and the lowest per square foot costs, be used as the typical costs of a workforce housing 

unit.  Note should be taken that costs are all inclusive; the costs include land, site preparation, hard 

buildings costs, soft costs, utility extensions and connections, and a reasonable return to the 

builder/developer. 

TABLE 6: PROJECT COSTS PER FOOT 

Simple Average $321.73 

Median $320.45 

Weighted Average $315.47 

Average, Excluding High and Low Per Square Foot Costs $326.40 

Average Square Foot Costs Used $326.40 

 

Based on a per square foot costs of $326.40, the costs to build a prototypical unit of affordable 

workforce housing is $311,712. See Table 7: Costs to Build Prototypical Workforce Housing Unit, Monroe 

County. 
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TABLE 7:  COSTS TO BUILD PROTOTYPICAL WORKFORCE HOUSING UNIT, MONROE COUNTY 
 

Average Cost per Square Foot $326.40 

Size of Unit (in square feet) 955 

TOTAL COST OF UNIT $311,712 

SOURCE: Analysis in Tables 4, 5, and 6 
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1. Introduction and Summary of Key Findings 
The Rental Market Study is prepared for Florida Housing Finance Corporation by the 
Shimberg Center for Housing Studies at the University of Florida. The report focuses on the 
housing needs of renter households that are low-income (with incomes at or below 60 
percent of area median income, or AMI) and cost burdened (paying at least 40 percent of 
income toward gross rent). 

The report begins with an overview of statewide trends. It then provides 2019 estimates of 
low-income, cost burdened renter households by county, with additional detail about 
household size and householder age; a comparison of the number of low-income 
households with the rental units that are affordable and available to them; sections on the 
housing needs of persons with special needs, farmworkers, commercial fishing workers, 
and homeless persons; and an assessment of tenant characteristics and preservation needs 
in Florida’s assisted rental housing developments. 

Additional data are available on the website of the Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse 
(http://flhousingdata.shimberg.ufl.edu), including datasets on household demographics, 
population projections, home construction and sales, and the assisted housing inventory.  

Key Findings 
Statewide Trends: Florida’s Renters  

• The number of renters in Florida increased from 1,816,452 to 2,594,967 households 
between 2000 and 2017. 

• The number of owners fell by 272,834 households (2007-2012), but then rebounded 
by 277,167 households (2012-2017). 

• Because of the steady growth in renter households, Florida’s homeownership rate fell 
from 70 percent in 2000 to 65 percent in 2017. 

• Florida’s 2000-2017 growth was made up of age 55+ owners (889,831 added 
households) and renters (362,825 households), and under-55 renters (415,690 
households). Under-55 owners fell by 326,140 households.  

• The number of cost burdened renters increased by nearly half a million households 
between 2000 and 2019. Renters with incomes at or below 60 percent of AMI made 
up most of the growth (350,893 households). 

• Renters at all income levels participate in the workforce. Seventy-six percent of 
renter households include at least one person employed outside the home. Most of 
the rest are elder or disabled households. Lower-paying service jobs are the most 
common occupations. 

County and Regional Rental Housing Needs 

• Florida has 795,605 low-income, cost burdened renter households. 
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• 61 percent of the cost burdened renter households live in large counties, 36 percent 
in medium counties, and three percent in small counties. 

• Most cost burdened renter households are small; 63 percent have just one or two 
household members.  

• One-third of low-income, cost burdened households are headed by someone age 55 
or older. 

• Statewide, 33 percent of 60.01-80 percent of AMI renters and 11 percent of 80.01-120 
percent of AMI renters are cost burdened, compared to 69 percent of renters with 
incomes below 60 percent of AMI. Cost burdened renters with incomes above 60 
percent of AMI are heavily concentrated in a few high cost counties, mostly in 
southeast Florida. 

Affordable and Available Rental Units 

• An affordable and available rental unit is any market rate, subsidized, or public 
housing unit for which 1) a household below a certain income level (e.g. 60 percent 
of AMI) would pay no more than 30 percent of income for gross rent and 2) the unit is 
not already occupied by a higher income household; i.e., it is occupied by a 
household below the income level or is vacant.  

• At the 0-30 percent through 0-60 percent of AMI levels, there are more renter 
households than affordable units. At the 0-80 percent of AMI levels, there are more 
affordable units than renter households, but still a shortage of affordable and 
available units, since many affordable units are rented by households with higher 
incomes.  

• Florida has only 23 affordable and available rental units for every 100 households 
with incomes of 0-30 percent of AMI, a deficit of 356,808 units. 

Homeless Families and Individuals 

• An estimated 28,378 individuals are homeless in Florida. This includes 21,443 
sheltered and unsheltered individuals and 6,935 unaccompanied youth doubled up 
with others and in hotels and motels.  

• An estimated 43,592 families with children are homeless. This includes 2,757 
sheltered and unsheltered families and 40,835 families doubled up with others and in 
hotels and motels. 

• Homeless students in Florida increased from 73,212 in the 2014-2015 school year to 
95,873 in the 2017-2018 school year. In 2017-2018, 19,721 students cited hurricanes 
as the cause of their homelessness. Most were students moving from Puerto Rico to 
Florida after Hurricane Maria. 

Special Needs Households 

• An estimated 104,273 cost burdened renter households receive disability-related 
Social Security, SSI, and veterans’ benefits statewide. 



3 
 

• Based on service use, an estimated 7,836 survivors of domestic violence and 2,574 
youth exiting foster care are in need of affordable housing. 

Farmworkers 

• Florida has an estimated 113,354 farmworkers in 100,810 households, including 65,442 
unaccompanied workers and 35,367 family households with at least one accompanied 
worker. 

• Miami-Dade, Hillsborough, Palm Beach, Manatee, and Polk Counties have the largest 
concentrations of farmworker housing need. 

Fishing Workers 

• Florida has an estimated 1,185 low-income households with at least one commercial 
fishing worker. 

Public and Assisted Housing 

• Florida’s public and assisted housing stock provides 286,335 units of affordable rental 
housing—approximately one in ten rental units in the state. 

• 61 percent of Florida’s public and assisted housing units are located in large counties, 
including 20 percent in Miami-Dade County alone. 

• Average income for households in Florida Housing-sponsored units is $24,971, 
compared to $51,383 for all Florida renters. 

• Average gross rent for Florida Housing units is $744 per month, compared to $1,208 for 
all Florida renters. 

• Statewide, 268 developments with 27,659 units are at risk of losing affordability due to 
subsidy expiration by the end of 2030. This includes 88 Florida Housing-sponsored 
developments with 15,735 affordable units. 

• Aging assisted units may also be at risk of physical deterioration. Statewide, 743 public 
and assisted housing developments with 67,759 units are at least 30 years old and 707 
developments with 82,683 units are 15-29 years old. 

• Florida Housing has invested in the preservation of 211 federally subsidized properties 
with 22,655 assisted housing units. These units have far lower tenant incomes and rents 
than Florida Housing’s new construction portfolio, and they are more likely to serve 
elderly tenants. 

A Note on the 2017-2018 Hurricanes 
The U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) is the key data source 
underlying estimates of affordable rental housing needs. The most recent available ACS 
data come from the 2017 survey. Because ACS data is collected throughout the year, the 
2017 ACS does not fully account for housing losses generated by Hurricane Irma in 
September 2017, and the survey does not account for any of the losses sustained under 
Hurricane Michael in October 2018.  
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The storms had a devastating effect on rental housing in Florida:  

• FEMA inspections found moderate to major damage to 39,951 rental units in 49 Florida 
counties from Hurricane Irma, including 10,982 units in Miami-Dade and Monroe 
Counties alone. 

• For Hurricane Michael, FEMA inspections found moderate to major damage to 11,426 
rental units in 12 Panhandle counties. Most of the damage was in Bay County (9,188 
units).1 

• Bay District Schools reported approximately 4,700 homeless students in the 2017-2018 
school year, more than triple the number in the previous year.2 

• Zillow reported that median rent in the Panama City metropolitan area was $1,457 in 
March 2019, a 13.4 percent increase over the previous year. No other metropolitan area 
in the state experienced a double-digit percentage increase.3 

While these emerging sources of information help describe the effects of the hurricanes on 
the rental housing stock, they do not provide sufficient information to adjust the ACS data for 
this study. 

Florida’s affordable rental housing gap was also affected by migration to the state from 
Puerto Rico after Hurricane Maria in 2017. University of Florida’s Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research (BEBR) estimates that 30,000 to 50,000 people moved from Puerto Rico to 
Florida following Hurricane Maria.4 The 2017 ACS data only incorporates a small portion of 
the additional renter households from this migration; a full accounting will not be available 
until the 2019 survey is completed. Therefore, these households generally are not 
incorporated into the county rental housing needs assessment, although homeless students 
arriving during the 2017-2018 school year are accounted for in the estimates of homeless 
families. 

To incorporate future ACS data from surveys performed after the hurricanes, the Shimberg 
Center will produce updated county estimates following the release of annual updates to the 
ACS. ACS data releases are typically scheduled 10-12 months after the close of the survey 
year.  

                                                      
1 OpenFEMA Dataset: Housing Assistance Data Renters - V1. https://www.fema.gov/openfema-dataset-housing-
assistance-data-renters-v1 (Retrieved April 23, 2019). Disclaimer: FEMA and the Federal Government cannot 
vouch for the data or analyses derived from these data after the data have been retrieved from the Agency's 
website(s) and/or Data.gov. 

2 Linda Jacobson, “Principals Who Lost Schools in Hurricane Michael Assume New Roles in Devastated District,” 
Education Dive, March 14, 2019. https://www.educationdive.com/news/principals-who-lost-schools-in-hurricane-
michael-assume-new-roles-in-devast/550132 (Retrieved April 23, 2019). 

3 Zillow Real Estate Research, Zillow Rent Index. https://www.zillow.com/research/data (Retrieved April 23, 
2019). 

4 Stefan Rayer, Estimating the Migration of Puerto Ricans to Florida Using Flight Passenger Data, October 3, 2018. 
https://www.bebr.ufl.edu/sites/default/files/Research%20Reports/puerto_rican_migration.pdf (Retrieved April 
25, 2019). 

https://www.fema.gov/openfema-dataset-housing-assistance-data-renters-v1
https://www.fema.gov/openfema-dataset-housing-assistance-data-renters-v1
https://www.educationdive.com/news/principals-who-lost-schools-in-hurricane-michael-assume-new-roles-in-devast/550132
https://www.educationdive.com/news/principals-who-lost-schools-in-hurricane-michael-assume-new-roles-in-devast/550132
https://www.zillow.com/research/data
https://www.bebr.ufl.edu/sites/default/files/Research%20Reports/puerto_rican_migration.pdf
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2. Statewide Trends: Florida’s Renters 
This section of the Rental Market Study traces recent demographic and affordability trends 
among renters in Florida. As in other sections, income is expressed as a percentage of the 
area median income (AMI), adjusted for household size. A housing unit is considered 
“affordable” if gross rent (rent + utilities) costs no more than 40 percent of household 
income. Households paying more than that amount are considered to be cost burdened. 
Student-headed, non-family households are excluded. 

Unless otherwise noted, data come from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2000 Census and 2007, 
2012 and 2017 American Community Survey.  The discussion of renter income and cost 
burden is updated to 2019 estimates to match the discussion in the “County and Regional 
Rental Housing Needs” section.  

The number of renters has grown continually since 2000. Owner households are 
back on the rise following a drop during the recession. 
Florida added 778,515 renter households between 2000 and 2017. The most growth took 
place during 2007-2012, as owners shifted to renting during the post-housing boom 
recession. As the economy improved after 2012, the state continued to add renters. 

Owner households have fluctuated more in the state’s volatile home buying market. Florida 
gained 559,358 owner households during the 2000-2007 housing boom; lost half of this 
growth (272,834 households) between 2007 and 2012; then made up these losses from 2012 
to 2017 (277,167 households added).  As a result, the number of homeowners in the state has 
recovered to its 2007 level. 

Even with the recent increase in owners, steady growth in renters continues to hold Florida’s 
homeownership rate below peak levels. In 2007, 71 percent of Floridians owned their 
homes. In 2017, the ownership rate was 65 percent.  
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Figure 2.1. Households by Tenure, Florida, 2000-2017 

 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and 2000/2012/2017 American 
Community Survey 

Florida’s growth since 2000 has been made up of renters of all ages and 
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among households headed by someone age 55 or older, both owners (889,831 added 
households) and renters (362,825 households).  

Renter households under age 55 also increased by 415,690 households, but the number of 
under-55 owners declined by 326,140 households. As a result, the homeownership rate for 
under-55 households fell from 62 percent in 2000 to 51 percent in 2017.
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Figure 2.2. Households by Householder Age and Tenure, Florida, 2000 & 2017 

 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and 2017 American Community Survey
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Florida added hundreds of thousands of rental units between 2000 and 2017, but 
lost units renting for $1,000 or less (in 2017 dollars).  
Florida’s rental stock increased from 1,806,544 units in 2000 to 2,480,754 units in 2017. In 
2000, more than half of the state’s units rented for the equivalent of $1,000 or less in 2017 
dollars (Figure 3). By 2017, the number of under-$1,000 units had fallen slightly, while units 
renting for more than $1,000 nearly doubled. As a result, only 39 percent of units rented for 
$1,000 or less in 2017. 

Figure 2.3. Units by Gross Rent Above/Below $1,000 (2017 $), Florida, 2000 & 2017 

 

Notes: Year 2000 counts show units above and below $705 gross rent in nominal dollars, the equivalent of $1,000 
in 2017 according to the Consumer Price Index. Excludes units with no cash rent. 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and 2017 American Community Survey 
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Figure 2.4. Renter Households by Income (% AMI), 2000 and 2019 

 

Sources: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and 2013-2017 5-Year American 
Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population 
Projections 
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Table 2.1. Cost Burdened Renter Households by Income (AMI), 2000 and 2019 

Income 

# of Cost Burdened Renters 

% of Renters in 
Income Group Cost 

Burdened 

% of State's Cost 
Burdened Renters in 

Income Group 

2000 2019 
2000-2019 
Change 2000 2019 2000 2019 

30% AMI or Less 243,617 345,482 101,865 65% 70% 49% 35% 

30.01 to 60% AMI 201,095 450,123 249,028 46% 68% 41% 45% 

60.01 to 80% AMI 31,265 120,701 89,436 12% 33% 6% 12% 

80.01 to 120% AMI 14,817 60,762 45,945 4% 11% 3% 6% 

Over 120% AMI 4,592 17,099 12,507 1% 2% 1% 2% 

Total 495,386 994,167 498,781 25% 36% 100% 100% 

Sources: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and 2013-2017 5-Year American 
Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population 
Projections 

Renters at all income levels participate in the workforce. Most renter households not 
in the workforce are made up of older adults or persons with disabilities. 
The term “workforce housing” is often used to describe housing units that are priced for 
households in a moderate or middle income range. A broader look at renter employment, 
however, shows that renters at all income levels participate in the workforce, including a 
majority of renters with incomes between 30 and 60 percent of AMI. Most renter households 
without employment are those in which all adults are elderly or disabled. 

Figure 2.4 shows the breakdown of renter households along these two dimensions. The first 
dimension is work status, where “employed” means that at least one person in the 
household works full or part time, versus households where all adults are unemployed or 
out of the labor force. The second dimension is age and disability status, where “working 
age” means that at least one adult in the household is age 16-64 and not disabled, versus the 
“all adults elderly or disabled” category where all adults in the home either are age 65 or 
older, report a disability, or both.  

As Figure 2.5 shows, 76 percent of renter households are working. Most renters (72 percent) 
are working age and employed, and an additional four percent of renters are elderly or 
disabled and employed.  Most of the remaining households (19 percent) are elder or 
disabled households that are not working. Only nine percent of renters are non-elderly, 
non-disabled households without employment. 
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Figure 2.5. Renter Households by Age/Disability and Work Status, 2017 

 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 
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Figure 2.6. Renter Households by Age/Disability, Work Status and Income (% AMI), 2017 

 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 
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One difference between lower and higher income renter households is the typical number 
of workers in the household. For employed renters at 0-80 percent of AMI, the median 
household has one working adult. For households at 80 percent of AMI and higher, the 
median household has two workers.  

Service jobs are the most common occupations for Florida’s renters.  
Table 2.2 shows the ten most common occupations of household heads for 0-60 percent of 
AMI renters and for all renters.  These are largely lower-paying service jobs. Most of the top 
occupations for the two groups overlap.   

Table 2.2. Top Ten Occupations for 0-60 Percent of AMI Renters and All Renters, Florida, 2017 

  
Median hourly 

wage 

Top Ten Occupation  

0-60% AMI Renters All Renters 

Maids and housekeeping cleaners $10.33 x x 

Cashiers $9.36 x x 

Waiters and waitresses $10.15 x x 

Janitors and building cleaners $10.69 x x 

Cooks $9.81-12.53 x   
Nursing, psychiatric, and home health 
aides $10.97-12.07 x x 

Retail salespersons $10.53 x x 

Customer service representatives $14.34 x x 

Construction laborers $13.79 x   
Driver/sales workers and truck 
drivers $10.07-18.39 x x 

Supervisors of retail sales workers $19.21   x 

Managers $45.18   x 

Notes: “Top Ten Occupation” refers to ten most prevalent occupational categories in the American Community 
Survey for employed heads of household in the respective group (0-60 percent of AMI renters and all renters).  

Sources: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey and Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity, 2017 Occupational Employment Statistics and Wages 
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3. County and Regional Rental Housing Needs 
This section of the Rental Market Study provides county-level estimates of renter households 
by income, cost burden and household size. It also includes regional estimates of cost 
burdened households by age. The estimates are based on extrapolations from the 2013-2017 
American Community Survey and population projections released in 2017 by the University 
of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research. See “Notes on Methodology” at the 
end of the chapter for additional details about the methodology for household estimates. 

A household is classified as “low-income” if its income is at or below 60 percent of the area 
median income (AMI), adjusted for household size. A household is “cost burdened” if it pays 
more than 40 percent of income for gross rent, including utility costs.  Student-headed, non-
family households are excluded from the analysis.  

Cost Burdened Households by County 
Of the nearly 2.8 million renter households in Florida, 795,605 households are low-income, 
cost burdened renters. Table 3.1 and Figures 3.1 and 3.2 show the distribution of cost 
burdened households by county and county size for 2019. Detailed tables at the end of the 
chapter track cost burdened households in more detail and for higher income levels. Those 
tables include counts of all renters and cost burden share for households at 0-30, 30.01-60, 
60.01-80, 80.01-120, and 120.01-140 percent of AMI.  
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Table 3.1.  Low-Income (≤60% AMI), Cost Burdened (>40%) Renter Households by County in Florida, 
2019 

  
All Renter 

Households 

 Low-Income 
(<=60% AMI), 
Cost Burdened 
(>40%) Renters  

Low-Income/ 
Cost Burdened 
Renters as % of 

All Renters in the 
County 

Low-Income/ 
Cost Burdened 
Renters as % of 

State Total 

Large         
Broward  260,777   80,940  31% 10.17% 
Duval  151,180   41,741  28% 5.25% 
Hillsborough  223,410   60,755  27% 7.64% 
Miami-Dade  451,763   134,723  30% 16.93% 
Orange  223,433   67,432  30% 8.48% 
Palm Beach  176,970   56,727  32% 7.13% 
Pinellas  147,098   40,942  28% 5.15% 

Large Total 1,634,631   483,260  30% 60.74% 
Medium         

Alachua  38,275   12,375  32% 1.56% 
Bay  27,643  6,941  25% 0.87% 
Brevard  67,309   18,890  28% 2.37% 
Charlotte  16,352  4,546  28% 0.57% 
Citrus  11,462  3,400  30% 0.43% 
Clay  18,974  4,377  23% 0.55% 
Collier  42,803   11,079  26% 1.39% 
Escambia  44,215   10,916  25% 1.37% 
Flagler  10,863  3,049  28% 0.38% 
Hernando  15,471  4,848  31% 0.61% 
Highlands  10,201  2,822  28% 0.35% 
Indian River  17,586  5,302  30% 0.67% 
Lake  33,965  9,246  27% 1.16% 
Lee  91,189   23,702  26% 2.98% 
Leon  42,957   12,619  29% 1.59% 
Manatee  47,431   14,106  30% 1.77% 
Marion  35,052  9,086  26% 1.14% 
Martin  16,022  3,852  24% 0.48% 
Okaloosa  28,168  7,659  27% 0.96% 
Osceola  46,286   15,639  34% 1.97% 
Pasco  50,129   14,303  29% 1.80% 
Polk  78,539   20,305  26% 2.55% 
Santa Rosa  16,459  3,919  24% 0.49% 
Sarasota  48,900   13,016  27% 1.64% 
Seminole  63,192   15,583  25% 1.96% 
St. Johns  23,957  6,508  27% 0.82% 
St. Lucie  31,780   10,268  32% 1.29% 
Sumter 5,734  1,561  27% 0.20% 
Volusia  64,336   18,057  28% 2.27% 

Medium Total 1,045,250   287,974  28% 36.20% 
Small         

Baker 1,999   442  22% 0.06% 
Bradford 2,403   536  22% 0.07% 
Calhoun 1,222   275  23% 0.03% 
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All Renter 

Households 

 Low-Income 
(<=60% AMI), 
Cost Burdened 
(>40%) Renters  

Low-Income/ 
Cost Burdened 
Renters as % of 

All Renters in the 
County 

Low-Income/ 
Cost Burdened 
Renters as % of 

State Total 
Columbia 7,012  1,563  22% 0.20% 
DeSoto 3,263   903  28% 0.11% 
Dixie 1,095   244  22% 0.03% 
Franklin 1,104   248  22% 0.03% 
Gadsden 4,805  1,081  22% 0.14% 
Gilchrist 1,029   229  22% 0.03% 
Glades 1,015   242  24% 0.03% 
Gulf 1,454   327  22% 0.04% 
Hamilton 1,228   255  21% 0.03% 
Hardee 2,579   713  28% 0.09% 
Hendry 3,804   907  24% 0.11% 
Holmes 1,646   413  25% 0.05% 
Jackson 4,903  1,103  22% 0.14% 
Jefferson 1,298   292  22% 0.04% 
Lafayette  604   125  21% 0.02% 
Levy 3,365   750  22% 0.09% 
Liberty  652   147  23% 0.02% 
Madison 1,782   370  21% 0.05% 
Monroe  14,219  4,240  30% 0.53% 
Nassau 7,301  1,615  22% 0.20% 
Okeechobee 3,931   937  24% 0.12% 
Putnam 7,050  1,915  27% 0.24% 
Suwannee 4,325   898  21% 0.11% 
Taylor 1,820   378  21% 0.05% 
Union 1,083   241  22% 0.03% 
Wakulla 2,226   501  23% 0.06% 
Walton 7,896  1,983  25% 0.25% 
Washington 1,975   496  25% 0.06% 

Small Total  100,088   24,369  24% 3.06% 
State Total 2,779,969   795,603  29% 100.00% 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population Projections 
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Figure 3.1. Number of Low-Income (≤60% AMI), Cost Burdened (>40%) Renter Households by 
County in Florida, 2019 

 

 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population Projections 
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Figure 3.2. Low-Income (≤60% AMI), Cost Burdened (>40%) Renter Households by County Size in 
Florida, 2019 

 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population Projections 

Sixty-one percent of low-income, cost burdened renter households are located in large 
counties:  Broward, Duval, Hillsborough, Miami-Dade, Orange, Palm Beach, and Pinellas. 
Miami-Dade County has the largest share of the state’s low-income, cost burdened renters, 
at 17 percent. 

The medium size counties contain 36 percent of the low-income, cost burdened households, 
with 287,974 households. The medium size counties with the most low-income cost 
burdened renters are Lee (23,702 households), Polk (20,305), Brevard (18,236) and Volusia 
(18,057). 

The remaining 24,639 low-income, cost burdened households (three percent) are located in 
small counties. Monroe County has the largest share, with 4,240 households. The other small 
counties with more than 1,000 low-income, cost burdened renters are Walton, Putnam, 
Nassau, Columbia, Jackson and Gadsden.  
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Low-Income, Cost Burdened Renters by Household Size and Age 
Household Size: Most low-income, cost burdened renter households are small. Statewide, 
63 percent of low-income, cost burdened households consist of 1-2 household members; 27 
percent have 3-4 members; and 10 percent have five or more members. Table 3.2 shows the 
size of low-income, cost burdened households by county.  

Table 3.2. Low-Income (≤60% AMI), Cost Burdened (>40%) Renter Households by Household Size, 
2019 

  

Low-Income, Cost Burdened Renter Households 

1-2 
Person 

% 1-2 
Person 

3-4 
Person 

% 3-4 
Person 

5 or 
More 

Person 

% 5 or 
More 

Person 

Large 

Broward 49,931 61.7% 23,204 28.7% 7,805 9.6% 

Duval 27,031 64.8% 11,060 26.5% 3,650 8.7% 

Hillsborough 38,466 63.3% 16,123 26.5% 6,167 10.2% 

Miami-Dade 81,834 60.7% 41,122 30.5% 11,767 8.7% 

Orange 38,901 57.7% 20,801 30.8% 7,730 11.5% 

Palm Beach 35,681 62.9% 15,598 27.5% 5,448 9.6% 

Pinellas 30,728 75.1% 7,878 19.2% 2,337 5.7% 

Large Total 302,572 62.6% 135,786 28.1% 44,904 9.3% 

Medium 

Alachua 9,117 73.7% 2,508 20.3% 751 6.1% 

Bay 4,457 64.2% 1,518 21.9% 965 13.9% 

Brevard 13,060 69.1% 4,391 23.2% 1,438 7.6% 

Charlotte 3,138 69.0% 1,103 24.3% (X) (X) 

Citrus 2,366 69.6% 647 19.0% (X) (X) 

Clay 2,422 55.3% 1,378 31.5% (X) (X) 

Collier 6,591 59.5% 2,985 26.9% 1,503 13.6% 

Escambia 7,934 72.7% 2,425 22.2% (X) (X) 

Flagler 1,999 65.6% 805 26.4% 245 8.0% 

Hernando 3,641 75.1% 782 16.1% (X) (X) 

Highlands 1,350 47.9% 796 28.2% 675 23.9% 

Indian River 3,651 68.9% 1,061 20.0% (X) (X) 

Lake 6,362 68.8% 2,075 22.4% 810 8.8% 

Lee 15,599 65.8% 5,888 24.8% 2,216 9.3% 

Leon 8,352 66.2% 3,623 28.7% 644 5.1% 

Manatee 9,309 66.0% 3,222 22.8% 1,574 11.2% 

Marion 5,857 64.5% 2,366 26.0% 864 9.5% 

Martin 2,749 71.4% 794 20.6% (X) (X) 

Okaloosa 5,003 65.3% 2,171 28.3% (X) (X) 

Osceola 7,215 46.1% 5,141 32.9% 3,282 21.0% 

Pasco 9,591 67.1% 3,493 24.4% 1,220 8.5% 
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Low-Income, Cost Burdened Renter Households 

1-2 
Person 

% 1-2 
Person 

3-4 
Person 

% 3-4 
Person 

5 or 
More 

Person 

% 5 or 
More 

Person 

Polk 11,727 57.8% 6,035 29.7% 2,543 12.5% 

Santa Rosa 2,237 57.1% 1,128 28.8% (X) (X) 

Sarasota 10,317 79.3% 1,923 14.8% 776 6.0% 

Seminole 10,099 64.8% 4,228 27.1% 1,256 8.1% 

St. Johns 4,444 68.3% 1,393 21.4% 671 10.3% 

St. Lucie 5,872 57.2% 2,606 25.4% 1,791 17.4% 

Sumter 1,074 68.8% 350 22.4% 137 8.8% 

Volusia 11,840 65.6% 4,767 26.4% 1,450 8.0% 

Medium Total 187,373 65.1% 71,602 24.9% 29,000 10.1% 

Small 

Baker 241 54.5% (X) (X) (X) (X) 

Bradford 326 60.9% 173 32.3% (X) (X) 

Calhoun 145 52.7% 99 36.0% (X) (X) 

Columbia 951 60.8% 506 32.4% (X) (X) 

DeSoto 432 47.8% 255 28.2% (X) (X) 

Dixie 149 60.8% 79 32.2% (X) (X) 

Franklin 131 52.8% 89 35.9% (X) (X) 

Gadsden 571 52.8% 388 35.9% (X) (X) 

Gilchrist 140 60.9% 74 32.2% (X) (X) 

Glades 129 53.3% 78 32.2% (X) (X) 

Gulf 173 52.7% 118 36.0% (X) (X) 

Hamilton 137 53.5% 108 42.2% (X) (X) 

Hardee 341 47.8% 201 28.2% 171 24.0% 

Hendry 483 53.3% 293 32.3% (X) (X) 

Holmes 265 64.3% 90 21.8% 57 13.8% 

Jackson 583 52.9% 396 35.9% (X) (X) 

Jefferson 154 52.7% 105 36.0% (X) (X) 

Lafayette 67 53.6% 53 42.4% (X) (X) 

Levy 456 60.8% 243 32.4% (X) (X) 

Liberty 78 52.7% 53 35.8% (X) (X) 

Madison 198 53.5% 156 42.2% (X) (X) 

Monroe 2,576 60.8% 1,294 30.5% 370 8.7% 

Nassau 882 54.6% (X) (X) (X) (X) 

Okeechobee 499 53.3% 302 32.3% (X) (X) 

Putnam 1,308 68.3% 410 21.4% 198 10.3% 

Suwannee 481 53.6% 378 42.1% (X) (X) 

Taylor 202 53.6% 159 42.2% (X) (X) 

Union 147 61.0% 78 32.4% (X) (X) 
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Low-Income, Cost Burdened Renter Households 

1-2 
Person 

% 1-2 
Person 

3-4 
Person 

% 3-4 
Person 

5 or 
More 

Person 

% 5 or 
More 

Person 

Wakulla 265 52.9% 180 35.9% (X) (X) 

Walton 1,273 64.2% 434 21.9% 276 13.9% 

Washington 318 64.2% 108 21.8% 69 13.9% 

Small Total 14,101 57.9% 7,439 30.5% 2,828 11.6% 

State Total 504,046 63.4% 214,827 27.0% 76,732 9.6% 

Notes: County totals differ slightly from totals in Table 3.1 because of rounding in household size categories. (X) 
indicates results that are suppressed because estimates are not statistically significantly different from zero. 
Where possible, missing values are included in data aggregated to a higher level, such as state totals. Therefore, 
totals for columns and rows with missing values will be higher than the sum of the numeric values that do appear. 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population Projections 

Age: To provide more detail about the ages of households eligible for age-restricted 
housing (55 and older), the analysis of cost burdened households by age of householder 
includes four age categories: 15-54, 55-74, 75-84, and 85 and older. The sample size of the 
ACS limits the statistical significance of a county-by-county breakdown of cost burdened 
households by age. Instead, we provide households by age for the small, medium and large 
county groups and for the Planning and Service Areas (PSAs) defined by Florida’s 
Department of Elder Affairs.5 

Table 3.3. Low-Income (≤60% AMI), Cost Burdened (>40%) Renter Households by Age and County 
Size, 2019 

County 
Size 

Age of Low-Income, Cost Burdened Householder 

Total 15-54 % 15-54 55-74 % 55-74 75-84 % 75-84 
85 and 
Older 

% 85 
and 

Older 

Large 322,379 67% 119,420 25% 24,737 5% 16,724 3% 483,260 

Medium 183,947 64% 74,757 26% 17,485 6% 11,786 4% 287,974 

Small 16,904 69% 6,321 26% 786 3% (X) (X) 24,369 

State Total 523,204 66% 200,499 25% 43,021 5% 28,879 4% 795,603 

Notes: (X) indicates results that are suppressed because estimates are not statistically significantly different from 
zero. Where possible, missing values are included in data aggregated to a higher level, such as state totals of 
data from county-size categories. Therefore, totals for columns and rows with missing values will be higher than 
the sum of the numeric values that do appear. 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population Projections 

Statewide, 34 percent of low-income, cost burdened renter households are headed by 
persons age 55 and older. Nine percent of all householders are age 75 and older, including 
4 percent who are age 85 and older.  

                                                      
5 In several cases, PSA county groupings are modified from the boundaries used by Department of Elder Affairs 
due to ACS data limitations. Table 3.4 lists the counties included in each modified PSA. 
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As Table 3.4 shows, concentrations of older low-income, cost burdened renters vary 
regionally. At the highest, 42 percent of low-income, cost burdened households are headed 
by persons age 55 and older in the Pasco/Pinellas region and a multi-county region 
combining the southwest coast from Sarasota to Collier Counties with several inland 
counties. At the lowest, 23-29 percent of low-income, cost burdened households in the two 
main Panhandle regions are headed by persons age 55 and over.  

Table 3.4. Low-Income (≤60% AMI), Cost Burdened (>40%) Renter Households by Age of 
Households and Region, 2019 

Planning and Service Area 

Age of Householder 

15-54 
% 

15-54 55-74 
% 

55-74 75-84 

% 
75-
84 

85 or 
Older 

% 85 
or 

Older Total 
1) Escambia, Okaloosa, 
Santa Rosa 15,966 71% 4,864 22% 1,089 5% (X) (X) 22,497 
2) Bay, Calhoun, Franklin, 
Gadsden, Gulf, Jackson, 
Jefferson, Holmes, Leon, 
Liberty, Wakulla, Walton, 
Washington 19,863 75% 5,400 20% 759 3% (X) (X) 26,401 
3) Alachua, Bradford, 
Citrus, Columbia, Dixie, 
Gilchrist, Hamilton, 
Hernando, Lafayette, Lake, 
Levy, Madison, Marion, 
Sumter, Suwannee, Taylor, 
Union 29,297 64% 12,908 28% 2,433 5% 1,393 3% 46,030 
4) Baker, Clay, Duval, 
Flagler, Nassau, Putnam, St. 
Johns, Volusia 51,642 67% 20,231 26% 3,454 4% 2,408 3% 77,741 

5) Pasco, Pinellas 31,830 58% 16,556 30% 3,744 7% 3,197 6% 55,305 
6) Desoto, Hardee, 
Hillsborough, Highlands 
(part), Manatee, Polk 66,114 68% 22,922 24% 4,654 5% 3,095 3% 96,796 
7) Brevard, Orange, 
Osceola, Seminole 84,507 72% 25,568 22% 4,771 4% 2,638 2% 117,517 
8) Charlotte, Collier, 
Glades, Hendry, Highlands 
(part), Lee, Okeechobee, 
Sarasota 33,172 58% 15,746 28% 4,459 8% 3,769 7% 57,118 
9) Indian River, Martin, 
Palm Beach, St. Lucie 48,117 63% 19,011 25% 4,655 6% 4,452 6% 76,215 

10) Broward 55,501 69% 19,203 24% 3,362 4% 2,894 4% 80,968 

11) Miami, Monroe 87,196 63% 38,092 27% 9,641 7% 4,093 3% 139,014 

State Total 523,204 66% 200,499 25% 43,021 5% 28,879 4%   795,603  

Notes: (X) indicates results that are suppressed because estimates are not statistically significantly different from 
zero. Where possible, missing values are included in state totals. Therefore, totals for columns and rows with 
missing values will be higher than the sum of the numeric values that do appear. 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population Projections 
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Cost Burden Among 60-120 Percent of AMI Households 
Most cost burdened renters in Florida have incomes below 60 percent of AMI, but some 
renters with higher incomes also experience cost burden. Statewide, 33 percent of renters 
at 60.01-80 percent of AMI and 11 percent at 80.01-120 percent of AMI are cost burdened, 
compared to 69 percent of renters with incomes below 60 percent of AMI. Cost burden 
among renters above 60 percent of AMI is heavily geographically concentrated in high cost 
counties, mostly in southeast Florida.  

Statewide, 120,701 renters at 60.01-80 percent of AMI are cost burdened. Only six counties 
have 40 percent or more of renters cost burdened at this income level: Miami-Dade and 
Monroe (62 percent of renters in the income category), St. Lucie (44 percent), Broward 
(43%), Seminole (42 percent), and Martin (40 percent).  

At the 80.01-120 percent of AMI income level, a total of 60,762 renter households are cost 
burdened. These households are even more geographically concentrated. In Miami-Dade 
and Monroe County, thirty percent of renters at 80.0-120 percent of AMI are cost burdened. 
No other county has a percentage higher than 15 percent, and estimates are not statistically 
significant for most medium and small counties.  

See Tables 3.5 and 3.6 for county-level tables showing cost burdened renters by detailed 
income categories, including 60.01-80 and 80.01-120 percent of AMI. Figures 3.3 and 3.4 are 
county maps of cost burdened households at the 60.01-80 and 80.01-120 percent of AMI 
levels..
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Detailed Data Tables 
Table 3.5 Renter Households by Detailed Income and Cost Burden by County, Florida, 2019, Part I (0-30% AMI, 30.01-60% AMI, 60.01-80% 
AMI) 

 0-30% AMI 30.01-60% AMI 60.01-80% AMI 

  

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

Large 
Broward 44,069 33,182 75% 59,711 47,758 80% 35,999 15,459 43% 
Duval 30,577 20,838 68% 36,085 20,904 58% 22,844 3,904 17% 
Hillsborough 40,566 29,030 72% 48,914 31,725 65% 28,130 6,716 24% 
Miami-Dade 85,696 52,959 62% 102,126 81,764 80% 54,462 33,620 62% 
Orange 34,914 27,297 78% 54,546 40,136 74% 30,484 9,764 32% 
Palm Beach 33,963 25,866 76% 44,426 30,861 69% 21,784 6,865 32% 
Pinellas 25,551 17,668 69% 35,189 23,273 66% 18,828 4,928 26% 

Large Total 295,336 206,840 70% 380,997 276,421 73% 212,531 81,256 38% 
Medium 

Alachua 9,644 6,917 72% 8,612 5,459 63% 4,889 908 19% 
Bay 4,885 3,276 67% 6,503 3,665 56% 3,464 993 29% 
Brevard 12,734 8,794 69% 16,950 10,095 60% 8,867 1,871 21% 
Charlotte 2,235 1,692 76% 4,415 2,854 65% 2,292 762 33% 
Citrus 2,180 1,471 67% 2,947 1,930 65% 1,532 (X) (X) 
Clay 2,630 1,829 70% 4,273 2,548 60% 2,741 (X) (X) 
Collier 6,265 4,866 78% 10,397 6,212 60% 6,384 1,720 27% 
Escambia 6,970 4,590 66% 11,390 6,327 56% 7,111 1,448 20% 
Flagler 1,784 1,116 63% 2,689 1,933 72% 1,625 526 32% 
Hernando 3,054 2,131 70% 4,738 2,717 57% 2,154 (X) (X) 
Highlands 1,533 1,015 66% 2,859 1,807 63% 1,471 (X) (X) 
Indian River 2,683 2,182 81% 5,059 3,120 62% 2,645 781 30% 
Lake 5,739 4,159 72% 8,913 5,087 57% 5,126 1,000 20% 
Lee 15,243 10,938 72% 20,288 12,764 63% 12,470 3,325 27% 
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 0-30% AMI 30.01-60% AMI 60.01-80% AMI 

  

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

Leon 9,117 6,666 73% 12,149 5,953 49% 5,776 643 11% 
Manatee 8,312 6,024 72% 13,292 8,082 61% 6,246 1,698 27% 
Marion 6,159 4,209 68% 7,690 4,877 63% 5,237 1,249 24% 
Martin 2,383 1,678 70% 3,567 2,174 61% 2,273 906 40% 
Okaloosa 4,528 3,395 75% 7,144 4,265 60% 4,033 (X) (X) 
Osceola 9,133 7,044 77% 11,521 8,595 75% 6,447 1,840 29% 
Pasco 8,795 6,145 70% 13,101 8,158 62% 6,799 1,087 16% 
Polk 13,406 9,168 68% 18,151 11,136 61% 10,949 2,695 25% 
Santa Rosa 3,125 2,227 71% 3,452 1,693 49% 2,148 (X) (X) 
Sarasota 7,372 5,606 76% 11,382 7,410 65% 5,866 1,537 26% 
Seminole 8,187 5,192 63% 13,267 10,391 78% 8,558 3,595 42% 
St. Johns 5,193 3,444 66% 5,740 3,064 53% 3,030 661 22% 
St. Lucie 5,444 3,934 72% 7,999 6,333 79% 4,261 1,883 44% 
Sumter 969 702 72% 1,505 859 57% 865 169 20% 
Volusia 10,563 6,608 63% 15,924 11,449 72% 9,627 3,117 32% 

Medium Total 180,265 127,018 70% 255,917 160,957 63% 144,886 36,437 25% 
Small                   

Baker 387 200 52% 584 242 41% 328 (X) (X) 
Bradford 464 267 58% 580 268 46% 272 (X) (X) 
Calhoun 329 153 47% 330 122 37% 152 (X) (X) 
Columbia 1,354 780 58% 1,694 782 46% 794 (X) (X) 
DeSoto 491 325 66% 915 578 63% 470 (X) (X) 
Dixie 212 122 58% 265 122 46% 124 (X) (X) 
Franklin 297 138 46% 298 110 37% 137 (X) (X) 
Gadsden 1,294 602 47% 1,298 479 37% 599 (X) (X) 
Gilchrist 199 115 58% 249 115 46% 117 (X) (X) 
Glades 162 105 65% 237 137 58% 167 (X) (X) 
Gulf 392 182 46% 393 145 37% 182 (X) (X) 
Hamilton 348 147 42% 291 108 37% 129 (X) (X) 
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 0-30% AMI 30.01-60% AMI 60.01-80% AMI 

  

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

All 
Renters in 

Income 
Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

Hardee 388 257 66% 723 457 63% 372 (X) (X) 
Hendry 609 394 65% 887 512 58% 627 (X) (X) 
Holmes 291 195 67% 387 218 56% 206 59 29% 
Jackson 1,320 614 47% 1,324 489 37% 612 (X) (X) 
Jefferson 350 163 47% 351 130 37% 162 (X) (X) 
Lafayette 171 72 42% 143 53 37% 64 (X) (X) 
Levy 651 375 58% 814 376 46% 381 (X) (X) 
Liberty 176 82 47% 176 65 37% 81 (X) (X) 
Madison 504 213 42% 422 157 37% 187 (X) (X) 
Monroe 2,697 1,667 62% 3,214 2,573 80% 1,714 1,058 62% 
Nassau 1,416 731 52% 2,131 884 41% 1,198 (X) (X) 
Okeechobee 629 407 65% 916 529 58% 647 (X) (X) 
Putnam 1,528 1,013 66% 1,689 902 53% 892 195 22% 
Suwannee 1,225 517 42% 1,024 380 37% 455 (X) (X) 
Taylor 516 218 42% 431 160 37% 192 (X) (X) 
Union 210 121 58% 262 121 46% 123 (X) (X) 
Wakulla 600 279 47% 601 222 37% 278 (X) (X) 
Walton 1,396 936 67% 1,858 1,047 56% 990 284 29% 
Washington 349 234 67% 465 262 56% 248 71 29% 

Small Total 20,955 11,624 55% 24,952 12,745 51% 12,900 3,008 23% 
State Total 496,556 345,482 70% 661,866 450,123 68% 370,317 120,701 33% 

Notes: (X) indicates results that are suppressed because estimates are not statistically significantly different from zero. Where possible, missing values are 
included in data aggregated to a higher level, such as state totals of data from county-size categories. Therefore, totals for columns and rows with missing 
values will be higher than the sum of the numeric values that do appear. 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 2017 
Population Projections 
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Table 3.6 Renter Households by Detailed Income and Cost Burden by County, Florida, 2019, Part II (80.01-120% AMI, 120.01-140% AMI) 

  80.01-120% AMI 120.01-140% AMI 

  

All Renters in 
Income 

Category 

 Cost Burdened 
(>40%) Renters 

in Category  
% Cost 

Burdened 

All Renters in 
Income 

Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

Large 
Broward 51,299 7,789 15% 18,910 1,177 6% 
Duval 28,345 949 3% 8,656 (X) (X) 
Hillsborough 44,061 3,065 7% 14,875 (X) (X) 
Miami-Dade 79,184 23,753 30% 27,653 3,281 12% 
Orange 45,079 3,640 8% 15,505 (X) (X) 
Palm Beach 33,461 4,352 13% 11,055 (X) (X) 
Pinellas 29,149 2,004 7% 9,392 (X) (X) 

Large Total 310,578 45,552 15% 106,046           5,822  5% 
Medium 

Alachua 7,384 (X) (X) 2,237 (X) (X) 
Bay 5,206 (X) (X) 2,043 (X) (X) 
Brevard 12,925 840 6% 3,787 (X) (X) 
Charlotte 3,206 (X) (X) 1,223 (X) (X) 
Citrus 2,243 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Clay 4,852 (X) (X) 1,112 (X) (X) 
Collier 9,321 892 10% 2,607 (X) (X) 
Escambia 9,661 (X) (X) 3,100 (X) (X) 
Flagler 2,072 185 9% 677 (X) (X) 
Hernando 3,191 (X) (X) 714 (X) (X) 
Highlands 1,758 (X) (X) 479 (X) (X) 
Indian River 3,640 (X) (X) 720 (X) (X) 
Lake 6,791 642 9% 1,933 (X) (X) 
Lee 19,600 1,616 8% 6,687 (X) (X) 
Leon 8,835 (X) (X) 1,972 (X) (X) 
Manatee 9,693 (X) (X) 2,596 (X) (X) 
Marion 7,381 (X) (X) 2,167 (X) (X) 
Martin 3,057 (X) (X) 1,161 (X) (X) 
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  80.01-120% AMI 120.01-140% AMI 

  

All Renters in 
Income 

Category 

 Cost Burdened 
(>40%) Renters 

in Category  
% Cost 

Burdened 

All Renters in 
Income 

Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

Okaloosa 5,766 (X) (X) 1,833 (X) (X) 
Osceola 9,898 (X) (X) 2,751 (X) (X) 
Pasco 9,764 (X) (X) 3,459 (X) (X) 
Polk 16,478 1,362 8% 6,137 (X) (X) 
Santa Rosa 3,102 (X) (X) 1,336 (X) (X) 
Sarasota 10,763 995 9% 2,829 (X) (X) 
Seminole 12,173 (X) (X) 5,468 (X) (X) 
St. Johns 4,282 (X) (X) 1,370 (X) (X) 
St. Lucie 6,658 753 11% 2,012 (X) (X) 
Sumter 1,146 108 9% 327 (X) (X) 
Volusia 12,275 1,098 9% 4,012 (X) (X) 

Medium Total 213,121 8,491 4% 67,246 1,717 3% 
Small  

Baker 326 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Bradford 522 (X) (X) 151 (X) (X) 
Calhoun 223 (X) (X) 42 (X) (X) 
Columbia 1,522 (X) (X) 442 (X) (X) 
DeSoto 563 (X) (X) 153 (X) (X) 
Dixie 238 (X) (X) 69 (X) (X) 
Franklin 202 (X) (X) 38 (X) (X) 
Gadsden 875 (X) (X) 167 (X) (X) 
Gilchrist 223 (X) (X) 65 (X) (X) 
Glades 198 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Gulf 265 (X) (X) 51 (X) (X) 
Hamilton 202 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Hardee 444 (X) (X) 121 (X) (X) 
Hendry 745 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Holmes 310 (X) (X) 122 (X) (X) 
Jackson 893 (X) (X) 171 (X) (X) 
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  80.01-120% AMI 120.01-140% AMI 

  

All Renters in 
Income 

Category 

 Cost Burdened 
(>40%) Renters 

in Category  
% Cost 

Burdened 

All Renters in 
Income 

Category 

 Cost 
Burdened 

(>40%) 
Renters in 
Category  

% Cost 
Burdened 

Jefferson 237 (X) (X) 45 (X) (X) 
Lafayette 100 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Levy 731 (X) (X) 212 (X) (X) 
Liberty 119 (X) (X) 23 (X) (X) 
Madison 294 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Monroe 2,493 748 30% 870 103 12% 
Nassau 1,189 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Okeechobee 769 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Putnam 1,260 (X) (X) 403 (X) (X) 
Suwannee 713 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Taylor 300 (X) (X)   (X) (X) 
Union 235 (X) (X) 68 (X) (X) 
Wakulla 405 (X) (X) 77 (X) (X) 
Walton 1,487 (X) (X) 583 (X) (X) 
Washington 372 (X) (X) 146 (X) (X) 

Small Total 18,455 748 4% 5,455 (X) (X) 
State Total 542,154 60,762 11% 178,747 7,647 4% 

Notes: (X) indicates results that are suppressed because estimates are not statistically significantly different from zero. Where possible, missing values are 
included in data aggregated to a higher level, such as state totals of data from county-size categories. Therefore, totals for columns and rows with missing 
values will be higher than the sum of the numeric values that do appear. 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 2017 
Population Projections 
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Figure 3.3. 60.01-80% AMI, Cost Burdened (>40%) Renter Households by County in Florida, 2019 

 

 

Notes: Counties with “suppressed” counts have estimated household counts that are not statistically significantly 
different from zero. 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population Projections 
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Figure 3.4. 80.01-120% AMI, Cost Burdened (>40%) Renter Households by County in Florida, 2019 

 

 

 

Notes: Counties with “suppressed” counts have estimated household counts that are not statistically significantly 
different from zero. 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey; University of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, 2017 Population Projections 
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Notes on Methodology: 2019 Household Estimates 
All household estimates in Chapter 3 are based on 2013-2017 American Community Survey 
(ACS) data.  Three steps are required to create the county-level household estimates for cost 
burden, income and size and the regional estimates for households by age: 

1.  Produce a 2019 estimate of households by tenure using 2020 county population estimates 
and 2017 place-level population estimates from University of Florida Bureau of Economic 
and Business Research and methods from the Shimberg Center’s Affordable Housing Needs 
Assessment. 

2.  Construct complex cross-tabulations of household characteristics at appropriate levels of 
geography from the 2013-2017 ACS. These include households by tenure, cost burden, 
income, household size, and student-headed status at the county level, and households by 
these variables plus age of householder for the Small/Medium/Large county size categories 
and modified versions of the Department of Elder Affairs’ multi-county Planning and Service 
Areas. 

3.  Combine the 2019 estimate of households by tenure from step (1) with the 2013-2017 ACS 
cross-tabulations.   

A limitation of the PUMS dataset is its geographic coding scheme, which is based on areas 
that include 100,000 persons or more.  Some Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMA) contain 
several less populous counties, while more populous counties contain numerous Public Use 
Microdata Areas or PUMAs. To create county-level estimates for the more populous 
counties, we aggregated PUMAs contained in a single county together. To create county-
level estimates for the smaller counties that are grouped together in a single PUMA, we used 
basic household by tenure estimates that are available at the county level and extrapolated 
detailed household characteristics from the PUMA-level analysis.  
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4. Affordable and Available Rental Units  
This analysis compares the number of renter households at various income levels to the 
supply of units that are affordable and available to them. An affordable and available unit at 
a particular income threshold is: 1) affordable at that income threshold and 2) either vacant 
or occupied by a household with an income at or below the threshold. 

For the affordable/available analysis, a unit is defined as “affordable” if it costs no more 
than 30 percent of income at the top of the income threshold, adjusted for unit size. This is 
the first time that the 30 percent threshold has been used for the affordable/available 
analysis in a Rental Market Study. Therefore, affordable/available results are not 
comparable to previous years’ reports. This is a different affordability threshold than is 
used to define a “cost burdened” household in the geographic and demographic needs 
analyses elsewhere in the report. For those sections, a cost burdened household is one that 
pays more than 40 percent of income for housing. See “Why Use a 30 Percent Affordability 
Threshold?” below for the rationale for using different thresholds. 

Data come from the 2013-2017 ACS Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS). Information is 
provided at the state and regional level. The regional analysis is organized by modified 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) and non-metropolitan county groupings. Some MSA 
county groupings do not follow the Census Bureau’s MSA definitions because of data 
limitations. Student-headed, nonfamily households and units are removed from the data. A 
small number of substandard units are also removed from the unit counts.6 

Affordable/Available Definition 
An “affordable” unit is any market rate, subsidized, or public housing unit for which a 
household at a given income limit, expressed as a percentage of AMI, would pay no more 
than 30 percent of income for gross rent.7  Units include apartments, condominiums for rent, 
and single family homes for rent. Gross rent includes rent to the landlord plus utility costs.  

However, many “affordable” units are unavailable to low-income households because they 
are already occupied by higher income households. The affordable/available analysis 
accounts for this by removing units occupied by higher income households from unit counts.  

In the analysis that follows, we compare affordable/available housing supply to renter 
households for six income groups: 0-30, 0-40, 0-50, 0-60, 0-80, and 0-120 percent of AMI. 
Each category is inclusive of those that come before it. For example, all households and 
units in the 0-30 percent of AMI group also appear in all of the other groups.  

                                                      
6 The ACS offers limited data on substandard conditions. Units were removed from the analysis if they lacked 
complete kitchens, plumbing, or heating. Statewide, 102,275 units (four percent) were removed. Renters in these 
units are included in household counts, since they still need affordable/available units in sound condition. 

7 Household median incomes are computed from ACS data and adjusted for household size in a manner similar to 
HUD’s Median Family Income calculations. Unit affordability is adjusted by number of bedrooms based on 
adjustment factors provided in HUD’s Housing Affordability Data System documentation; see 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/hads/HADS_doc.pdf, p. 11. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/hads/HADS_doc.pdf
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Why Use a 30 Percent Affordability Threshold? 
The reasoning behind the different affordability thresholds for affordable/available (30 
percent of income) and cost burden (40 percent) is as follows: 

Affordable housing programs set maximum gross rents at 30 percent of the top income limit. 
For example, for Housing Credit units with 60 percent of AMI affordability restrictions, 
maximum gross rents are set at 30 percent of the monthly income of a household at the 60 
percent of AMI level in that region. The rent limits are adjusted by the number of bedrooms. 

In this section, we define an “affordable” unit the same way: a unit costing no more than 30 
percent of income at the top of the allowable income range. For most regions, these limits 
are similar to the rent limits for Florida Housing’s multifamily programs. The limits are 
slightly different because of differences in data sources and methods.  

If we continued to use the 40 percent affordability threshold, then hundreds of thousands of 
units in the state would be counted as “affordable” that in fact have rents above Florida 
Housing’s rent limits. For example, using the 30 percent affordability threshold and 2013-
2017 American Community Survey data, we set the two-bedroom/60 percent of AMI 
affordable rent in the Orlando metropolitan area at $832 per month. This is similar to Florida 
Housing’s 2017 two-bedroom/60 percent of AMI rent limit of $789 per month. If we had used 
the 40 percent affordability threshold, two-bedroom units with rents up to $1,110 would have 
been considered affordable at 60 percent of AMI, far above allowable rent limits for LIHTC 
and other Florida Housing programs.   

For identifying cost burdened households, the rationale is different. Most households living 
in Florida Housing’s affordable housing units have incomes below the top income limits for 
their units. If the tenants do not also receive rental assistance through a voucher or project-
based rental assistance, they may pay more than 30 percent of income for rent. For 
example, a household with income at 50 percent of AMI may live in a unit restricted to 60 
percent of AMI or less. That household would pay more than 30 percent of income for rent if 
the development charged the maximum allowable rent. Forty percent of income is a more 
realistic threshold for cost burden for most low income households living in affordable 
housing units. Currently, the median cost burden for Florida Housing’s tenants without rental 
assistance is 39 percent. Therefore, we use a 40 percent cost burden threshold to avoid 
counting many of Florida Housing’s existing units in the need for additional affordable units. 

Statewide Affordable/Available Units 
Figure 4.1 below shows the distinction between affordable units and affordable/available 
units. All units in each column have rents that do not exceed 30 percent of income for a 
household at the top of the income group. However, the units in the darker shaded areas are 
occupied by households with incomes above the top threshold and therefore are not 
available to the households in that income category. The graph shows MSA-level data 
aggregated up to the state level.  
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Figure 4.1. Number of Affordable Units, Affordable/Available Units, and Renter Households by Income, Florida, 2013-2017 Estimate 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey
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Figure 4.1 shows that for the 0-30 through 0-60 percent of AMI levels, there are more renter 
households than affordable units, whether available or not. At the 0-80 percent of AMI level, 
there are more affordable units than renter households, but still a shortage of affordable and 
available units, since more than a quarter of affordable units are rented by households with 
higher incomes. At the 0-120 percent of AMI level, the number of affordable and available 
units slightly exceeds the number of renter households.  

Note that individual regions show widely varying results when comparing households to 
affordable and available units, particularly at the 0-80 percent of AMI income level. 

Measures of Affordable and Available Units 
Once we have calculated the supply of affordable/available units and the demand from 
renter households for each income category, we compare supply and demand using two 
measurements: 

• Absolute difference between affordable and available units and renter households. This 
equals the number of units that are affordable and available at a particular income 
level minus the number of households at or below that income level. A negative 
number indicates a shortfall of affordable/available units at the income level; a 
positive number indicates that the supply exceeds the number of renter households. 

• Affordable and available units per 100 renter households at a particular income 
threshold. This relative measure allows us to assess affordable housing needs in less 
populated areas where the absolute need for units may be small because the number 
of low-income renter households is smaller. A value of 100 means that the region has 
one affordable and available housing unit for every household at or below the given 
income threshold. A value below 100 means that the number of renter households 
exceeds the number of affordable/available units, while a value above 100 indicates 
that supply exceeds the number of households. 

Results of Affordable and Available Housing Analysis by Region 
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 on the following pages show regional results for the two measures of 
affordable/available units for each income band. See also Tables 4.3-4.8 at the end of this 
chapter, which show more detailed data for each income range on the numbers of renter 
households, total affordable units, affordable/available units, and affordable units occupied 
by higher income households.  

Figures 4.2-4.7 are regional maps of affordable and available units per 100 households for 
each set of income thresholds. The darker areas on the maps indicate places where there 
are fewer than 100 affordable and available units per 100 households. The striped and cross-
hatched areas are those that have at least 100 affordable and available units per 100 
households in the given income category.  

These results are complementary to, but separate from, a needs analysis based on a count of 
cost burdened renter households. The advantage of the affordable/available analysis is that 
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it incorporates measures of the adequacy of the existing housing supply and the problem of 
higher income households taking up units that would otherwise provide affordable housing 
for low-income households. However, it has a number of limitations. These limitations are 
discussed more in depth following the regional results.



Notes:  
• The income categories (0-30% AMI, 0-40% AMI, etc.) refer to both households and units. A household falls within a category if its annual income as a percentage of AMI 

falls below the top threshold (30% AMI, 40% AMI, etc.), adjusted for metropolitan area and household size. A unit falls within a category if its rent falls below the affordable 
rent level for the top threshold, adjusted for number of bedrooms. Larger categories include smaller categories; i.e., the 0-30% AMI households and units are included in 
the 0-40% AMI counts, the 0-30% AMI and 0-40% AMI counts are included in the 0-50% AMI counts, and so forth. 

•  The Affordable/Available Units Minus Renter Households columns show the number of households within the income category minus the number of affordable/available 
units. A negative number indicates a shortage of affordable and available units.  

 

Table 4.1. Difference Between Affordable and Available Rental Housing Units and Renter Households by Income, Florida Regions, 2013-
2017  

Region Counties 

Affordable/Available Units Minus Renter Households 
0-30% 
AMI 

0-40% 
AMI 

0-50% 
AMI 

0-60% 
AMI 

0-80% 
AMI 

0-120% 
AMI 

Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL MSA Lee -10,971 -14,228 -15,589 -13,178 -3,563 3,489 
Central Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Putnam & Sumter) Citrus -1,723 -2,354 -2,735 -2,072 -328 551 
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach, 
FL MSA & Palm Coast, FL MSA Flagler, Volusia -9,167 -13,402 -16,459 -17,592 -8,783 805 
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-Destin, FL 
MSA Okaloosa -3,124 -4,422 -4,181 -2,703 328 1,512 

Ft. Lauderdale Broward -36,042 -53,035 -68,024 -76,787 -59,790 -5,434 

Gainesville, FL MSA (minus Gilchrist) Alachua -6,360 -7,270 -4,998 -1,328 3,280 5,971 

Jacksonville, FL MSA plus Putnam 
Baker, Clay, Duval, 
Nassau, Putnam, St. Johns -27,282 -34,762 -34,638 -24,358 -2,392 12,589 

Lakeland, FL MSA Polk -9,577 -12,661 -14,486 -13,035 -4,909 3,119 

Miami-Dade Plus Monroe Miami-Dade, Monroe -59,792 -82,681 -105,811 -125,551 -137,117 -58,432 

Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA Collier -4,514 -6,726 -8,092 -6,553 -2,738 1,366 

Northeast Nonmetropolitan Area (plus 
Gilchrist) 

Bradford, Columbia, 
Dixie, Gilchrist, 
Hamilton, Lafayette, 
Levy, Madison, 
Suwannee, Taylor, Union -3,118 -3,914 -3,632 -1,830 513 1,835 

Northwest Nonmetropolitan Area (plus 
Bay, Gadsden, Jefferson, & Wakulla) 

Bay, Calhoun, Franklin, 
Gadsden, Gulf, Holmes, 
Jackson, Jefferson, 
Liberty, Wakulla, 
Walton, Washington  -6,147 -7,367 -6,467 -4,345 2,872 11,067 

Ocala, FL MSA Marion -4,584 -5,262 -6,065 -4,212 111 2,714 

Orlando-Kissimmee, FL MSA plus Sumter 
Lake, Orange, Osceola, 
Seminole, Sumter -44,063 -62,025 -78,593 -79,326 -32,456 22,868 

Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL MSA Brevard -9,002 -11,380 -12,017 -7,659 1,668 6,323 
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Region Counties 

Affordable/Available Units Minus Renter Households 
0-30% 
AMI 

0-40% 
AMI 

0-50% 
AMI 

0-60% 
AMI 

0-80% 
AMI 

0-120% 
AMI 

Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL MSA Escambia, Santa Rosa -5,868 -6,643 -5,987 -3,742 3,482 6,728 

Port St. Lucie, FL MSA Martin, St. Lucie -6,058 -8,380 -9,836 -10,115 -5,027 2,170 

Punta Gorda, FL MSA Charlotte -1,835 -2,730 -3,128 -3,260 -762 882 

Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL MSA Manatee, Sarasota -11,539 -16,003 -18,276 -15,081 -5,504 1,605 

Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL MSA 
Indian River, 
Okeechobee -1,962 -2,698 -3,096 -1,900 1,648 3,081 

South Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Monroe & Okeechobee) 

DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, 
Hendry, Highlands -2,871 -4,069 -4,759 -4,051 -811 1,672 

Tallahassee, FL MSA (minus Gadsden, 
Jefferson & Wakulla) Leon -6,481 -7,995 -6,760 -2,863 2,553 3,902 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 
MSA 

Hernando, Hillsborough, 
Pasco, Pinellas -58,070 -80,209 -93,042 -81,575 -25,658 15,521 

West Palm Beach-Boca Raton Palm Beach -26,658 -35,847 -44,108 -44,508 -25,336 1,616 

State of Florida Total  -356,808 -486,063 -570,779 -547,624 -298,719 47,520 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

 
 

 

 

 

  



Notes:  
• The income categories (0-30% AMI, 0-40% AMI, etc.) refer to both households and units. A household falls within a category if its annual income as a percentage of AMI 

falls below the top threshold (30% AMI, 40% AMI, etc.), adjusted for metropolitan area and household size. A unit falls within a category if its rent falls below the affordable 
rent level for the top threshold, adjusted for number of bedrooms. Larger categories include smaller categories; i.e., the 0-30% AMI households and units are included in 
the 0-40% AMI counts, the 0-30% AMI and 0-40% AMI counts are included in the 0-50% AMI counts, and so forth. 

• The Affordable & Available Units per 100 Renter Households columns show the number of affordable/available units divided by the number of households within the 
income category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of affordable and available units; a value of 100 indicates that there are the same numbers of 
households and affordable and available units; and a value above 100 indicates that the supply of units exceeds the number of households. 

 

Table 4.2. Affordable and Available Rental Units per 100 Renters, Florida Regions, 2013-2017 

Region County 

Affordable & Available Units per 100 Renter Households 
0-30% 
AMI 

0-40% 
AMI 

0-50% 
AMI 

0-60% 
AMI 

0-80% 
AMI 

0-120% 
AMI 

Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL MSA Lee 18 25 39 58 92 106 
Central Nonmetropolitan Area 
(minus Putnam & Sumter) Citrus 26 33 39 62 95 106 
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond 
Beach, FL MSA & Palm Coast, FL MSA Flagler, Volusia 20 22 28 39 78 102 
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-Destin, 
FL MSA Okaloosa 29 38 55 76 102 107 

Ft. Lauderdale Broward 15 16 18 23 56 97 

Gainesville, FL MSA (minus Gilchrist) Alachua 29 38 66 92 115 121 

Jacksonville, FL MSA plus Putnam 

Baker, Clay, Duval, 
Nassau, Putnam, St. 
Johns 30 36 51 72 98 108 

Lakeland, FL MSA Polk 21 28 38 54 87 106 

Miami-Dade Plus Monroe Miami-Dade, Monroe 25 26 27 29 40 81 

Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA Collier 19 27 35 56 87 105 

Northeast Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Gilchrist) 

Bradford, Columbia, 
Dixie, Gilchrist, 
Hamilton, Lafayette, 
Levy, Madison, 
Suwannee, Taylor, 
Union 48 55 67 85 103 109 

Northwest Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Bay, Gadsden, Jefferson, & 
Wakulla) 

Bay, Calhoun, 
Franklin, Gadsden, 
Gulf, Holmes, Jackson, 
Jefferson, Liberty, 
Wakulla, Walton, 
Washington  45 54 68 82 109 127 
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Region County 

Affordable & Available Units per 100 Renter Households 
0-30% 
AMI 

0-40% 
AMI 

0-50% 
AMI 

0-60% 
AMI 

0-80% 
AMI 

0-120% 
AMI 

Ocala, FL MSA Marion 22 35 45 68 101 111 

Orlando-Kissimmee, FL MSA plus 
Sumter 

Lake, Orange, 
Osceola, Seminole, 
Sumter 15 19 25 39 82 109 

Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 
MSA Brevard 26 35 49 73 105 113 

Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL MSA Escambia, Santa Rosa 41 54 69 85 110 114 

Port St. Lucie, FL MSA Martin, St. Lucie 21 30 38 47 80 106 

Punta Gorda, FL MSA Charlotte 18 27 41 51 91 107 

Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL MSA Manatee, Sarasota 19 26 38 59 88 102 

Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL MSA 
Indian River, 
Okeechobee 12 22 40 70 119 127 

South Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Monroe & Okeechobee) 

DeSoto, Glades, 
Hardee, Hendry, 
Highlands 27 34 45 62 94 109 

Tallahassee, FL MSA (minus 
Gadsden, Jefferson & Wakulla) Leon 24 36 57 86 110 112 

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 
MSA 

Hernando, 
Hillsborough, Pasco, 
Pinellas 22 26 34 53 89 105 

West Palm Beach-Boca Raton Palm Beach 18 23 28 41 74 101 

State of Florida 23 27 35 49 79 102 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

 



Notes: The map shades show the number of available and affordable units in the income category divided by the 
number of households in the same category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of housing units 
(shaded areas); a value above 100 indicates that units exceed households (striped and cross-hatched areas). The 
areas on the map are groups of counties that belong either to modified metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) or 
non-metropolitan areas.   
 

Figure 4.2. Affordable and Available Housing Units per 100 Renter Households at 0-30% AMI, 
Modified MSA and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 

 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 



Notes: The map shades show the number of available and affordable units in the income category divided by the 
number of households in the same category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of housing units 
(shaded areas); a value above 100 indicates that units exceed households (striped and cross-hatched areas). The 
areas on the map are groups of counties that belong either to modified metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) or 
non-metropolitan areas.   
 

Figure 4.3. Affordable and Available Housing Units per 100 Renter Households at 0-40% AMI, 
Modified MSA and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 

 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 



Notes: The map shades show the number of available and affordable units in the income category divided by the 
number of households in the same category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of housing units 
(shaded areas); a value above 100 indicates that units exceed households (striped and cross-hatched areas). The 
areas on the map are groups of counties that belong either to modified metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) or 
non-metropolitan areas.   
 

Figure 4.4. Affordable and Available Housing Units per 100 Renter Households at 0-50% AMI, 
Modified MSA and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 



Notes: The map shades show the number of available and affordable units in the income category divided by the 
number of households in the same category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of housing units 
(shaded areas); a value above 100 indicates that units exceed households (striped and cross-hatched areas). The 
areas on the map are groups of counties that belong either to modified metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) or 
non-metropolitan areas.   
 

Figure 4.5. Affordable and Available Housing Units per 100 Renter Households at 0-60% AMI, 
Modified MSA and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 

 
Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

 



Notes: The map shades show the number of available and affordable units in the income category divided by the 
number of households in the same category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of housing units 
(shaded areas); a value above 100 indicates that units exceed households (striped and cross-hatched areas). The 
areas on the map are groups of counties that belong either to modified metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) or 
non-metropolitan areas.   
 

Figure 4.6. Affordable and Available Housing Units per 100 Renter Households at 0-80% AMI, 
Modified MSA and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 Estimate 

 

 Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 



Notes: The map shades show the number of available and affordable units in the income category divided by the 
number of households in the same category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of housing units 
(shaded areas); a value above 100 indicates that units exceed households (striped and cross-hatched areas). The 
areas on the map are groups of counties that belong either to modified metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) or 
non-metropolitan areas.   
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Figure 4.7. Affordable and Available Housing Units per 100 Renter Households at 0-120% AMI, 
Modified MSA and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 Estimate 

 

 Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 
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As the table and maps show, renter households exceed affordable and available units in all 
regions up to the 0-60 percent of AMI level. In most regions of the state, there are 30 or 
fewer affordable and available units per 100 0-30 percent of AMI renter households. The 
imbalance is most stark in the Sebastian-Vero Beach area, which has only 12 affordable and 
available units per 100 renter households, and in the Fort Lauderdale and Orlando-
Kissimmee areas, which only have 15 units per 100 households. 

Most regions do not approach parity between affordable/available units and renters until 
the 0-80 percent of AMI income threshold. Even at the 0-80 percent of AMI level, a number 
of Atlantic coastal regions have ratios well below 100, including Miami-Dade/Monroe (40 
units per 100 households), Fort Lauderdale (56 units per 100 households), West Palm Beach-
Boca Raton (74 units per 100 households), and Flagler/Volusia (78 units per 100 households). 

At the highest income band (0-120 percent of AMI), nearly every region has more affordable 
and available units than renter households. The exceptions are Miami-Dade/Monroe (81 
units per 100 households) and Fort Lauderdale (97 units per 100 households). 

In absolute terms, Florida’s most populous metropolitan areas show the largest shortfalls of 
affordable and available units for all of the income thresholds up to 0-60 percent of AMI. At 
the 0-60 percent of AMI level, there are deficits of 125,551 units in Miami-Dade/Monroe; 
76,000-82,000 units each in the Fort Lauderdale, Orlando, and Tampa/St. Petersburg 
metropolitan areas; and 24,000-45,000 units in the Jacksonville and West Palm Beach areas.  

At the 0-80 percent of AMI level, the gap largely closes in the Jacksonville metropolitan 
area, but the larger South Florida counties and the Orlando and Tampa/St. Petersburg areas 
continue to show large deficits. Most other areas of the state show either a small deficit or a 
surplus of units. 

Limitations of the Affordable/Available Analysis 
This method has several limitations that cause it to overstate the availability of affordable 
rental units. Most importantly, a unit may be considered affordable if its rent falls anywhere 
below the top of the income threshold, and available if the household occupying it also falls 
anywhere within that range. For example, a unit may be considered affordable and 
available in the 0-60 percent income group if its rent is affordable at 55 percent of AMI, even 
if the household occupying it has an income of just 35 percent of AMI. The rent for this 
“affordable” unit would still be well over 30 percent of income this household. The broader 
the income category, the more households that fall into this situation. It is a far larger 
drawback in the 0-80 percent of AMI and above analyses than in the 0-30 percent of AMI 
analysis. 

Several other limitations also may cause the method to overstate the housing supply: 

• Aggregating data to the MSA level may mask housing shortages in specific counties, 
cities or neighborhoods because they are counterbalanced by large 
affordable/available housing supplies in another part of the MSA.   
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• The formula for rental affordability takes the number of bedrooms in the unit into 
account, but households are not matched with units by size. For example, we do not 
assume that a 2-person household would only live in a one- or two-bedroom unit. 
Therefore, in areas where there are numerous small households but the housing 
supply is dominated by larger units, the method would overestimate the supply of 
affordable and available units.  

• Some units that are affordable and available may be in poor condition. The 
affordable/available supply analysis does exclude some substandard units: those 
lacking complete kitchen, plumbing, or heating. These are the only indicators of 
housing condition available in the American Community Survey. However, other 
units that are included may have maintenance, electrical, or structural problems that 
are not be covered by this limited definition of substandard housing. 

• The method does not determine whether affordable and available units provide the 
appropriate services and physical design for special needs populations, such as 
elderly persons or persons with disabilities.  

 



Notes:  
• The income categories (0-30% AMI, 0-40% AMI, etc.) refer to both households and units. A household falls within a category if its annual income as a percentage of AMI 

falls below the top threshold (30% AMI, 40% AMI, etc.), adjusted for metropolitan area and household size. A unit falls within a category if its rent falls below the affordable 
rent level for the top threshold, adjusted for number of bedrooms. Larger categories include smaller categories; i.e., the 0-30% AMI households and units are included in 
the 0-40% AMI counts, the 0-30% AMI and 0-40% AMI counts are included in the 0-50% AMI counts, and so forth. 

• The Affordable & Available Units per 100 Renter Households columns show the number of affordable/available units divided by the number of households within the 
income category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of affordable and available units; a value of 100 indicates that there are the same numbers of 
households and affordable and available units; and a value above 100 indicates that the supply of units exceeds the number of households. 

 

Affordable/Available Detail Tables 
Table 4.3 Affordable/Available Detail Table for 0-30% AMI, Florida Modified MSAs and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 Estimate  

 
Renters  

0-30% AMI Affordable @ 30% AMI Affordable/Available @ 30% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
30% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 

Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL MSA 13,338 5,624 -7,714 42 2,367 -10,971 18 3,257 
Central Nonmetropolitan Area 
(minus Putnam & Sumter) 2,324 1,406 -918 60 601 -1,723 26 805 
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond 
Beach, FL MSA & Palm Coast, FL 
MSA 11,466 6,319 -5,147 55 2,299 -9,167 20 4,020 
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-
Destin, FL MSA 4,405 2,913 -1,492 66 1,281 -3,124 29 1,632 
Ft. Lauderdale 42,510 13,742 -28,768 32 6,468 -36,042 15 7,274 
Gainesville, FL MSA (minus 
Gilchrist) 8,951 3,949 -5,002 44 2,591 -6,360 29 1,358 
Jacksonville, FL MSA plus Putnam 39,012 21,917 -17,095 56 11,730 -27,282 30 10,187 
Lakeland, FL MSA 12,169 5,840 -6,329 48 2,592 -9,577 21 3,248 
Miami-Dade Plus Monroe 80,183 34,314 -45,869 43 20,391 -59,792 25 13,923 
Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA 5,597 3,844 -1,753 69 1,083 -4,514 19 2,761 
Northeast Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Gilchrist) 6,039 6,876 837 114 2,921 -3,118 48 3,955 
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Renters  

0-30% AMI Affordable @ 30% AMI Affordable/Available @ 30% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
30% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 

Northwest Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Bay, Gadsden, Jefferson, & 
Wakulla) 11,158 10,254 -904 92 5,011 -6,147 45 5,243 
Ocala, FL MSA 5,876 4,031 -1,845 69 1,292 -4,584 22 2,739 
Orlando-Kissimmee, FL MSA plus 
Sumter 51,662 18,072 -33,590 35 7,599 -44,063 15 10,473 
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 
MSA 12,129 6,407 -5,722 53 3,127 -9,002 26 3,280 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL 
MSA 10,014 7,119 -2,895 71 4,146 -5,868 41 2,973 
Port St. Lucie, FL MSA 7,710 3,886 -3,824 50 1,652 -6,058 21 2,234 
Punta Gorda, FL MSA 2,234 1,659 -575 74 399 -1,835 18 1,260 
Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL 
MSA 14,216 7,110 -7,106 50 2,677 -11,539 19 4,433 
Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL MSA 2,223 925 -1,298 42 261 -1,962 12 664 
South Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Monroe & Okeechobee) 3,917 3,571 -346 91 1,046 -2,871 27 2,525 
Tallahassee, FL MSA (minus 
Gadsden, Jefferson & Wakulla) 8,548 3,814 -4,734 45 2,067 -6,481 24 1,747 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, 
FL MSA 74,492 32,971 -41,521 44 16,422 -58,070 22 16,549 
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton 32,511 13,387 -19,124 41 5,853 -26,658 18 7,534 
State of Florida Total 462,684 219,950 -242,734 48 105,876 -356,808 23 114,074 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

 



Notes:  
• The income categories (0-30% AMI, 0-40% AMI, etc.) refer to both households and units. A household falls within a category if its annual income as a percentage of AMI 

falls below the top threshold (30% AMI, 40% AMI, etc.), adjusted for metropolitan area and household size. A unit falls within a category if its rent falls below the affordable 
rent level for the top threshold, adjusted for number of bedrooms. Larger categories include smaller categories; i.e., the 0-30% AMI households and units are included in 
the 0-40% AMI counts, the 0-30% AMI and 0-40% AMI counts are included in the 0-50% AMI counts, and so forth. 

• The Affordable & Available Units per 100 Renter Households columns show the number of affordable/available units divided by the number of households within the 
income category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of affordable and available units; a value of 100 indicates that there are the same numbers of 
households and affordable and available units; and a value above 100 indicates that the supply of units exceeds the number of households. 

 

Table 4.4. Affordable/Available Detail Table for 0-40% AMI, Florida Modified MSAs and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 Estimate  

 
Renters  

0-40% AMI Affordable @ 40% AMI Affordable/Available @ 40% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
40% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 

Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL MSA 18,978 8,518 -10,460 45 4,750 -14,228 25 3,768 
Central Nonmetropolitan Area 
(minus Putnam & Sumter) 3,507 2,090 -1,417 60 1,153 -2,354 33 937 
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond 
Beach, FL MSA & Palm Coast, FL 
MSA 17,151 7,842 -9,309 46 3,749 -13,402 22 4,093 
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-
Destin, FL MSA 7,123 4,798 -2,325 67 2,701 -4,422 38 2,097 
Ft. Lauderdale 62,924 16,858 -46,066 27 9,889 -53,035 16 6,969 
Gainesville, FL MSA (minus 
Gilchrist) 11,814 6,157 -5,657 52 4,544 -7,270 38 1,613 
Jacksonville, FL MSA plus Putnam 54,686 32,287 -22,399 59 19,924 -34,762 36 12,363 
Lakeland, FL MSA 17,534 8,932 -8,602 51 4,873 -12,661 28 4,059 
Miami-Dade Plus Monroe 112,288 43,341 -68,947 39 29,607 -82,681 26 13,734 
Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA 9,170 5,394 -3,776 59 2,444 -6,726 27 2,950 
Northeast Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Gilchrist) 8,682 8,786 104 101 4,768 -3,914 55 4,018 
Northwest Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Bay, Gadsden, Jefferson, & 
Wakulla) 16,188 14,826 -1,362 92 8,821 -7,367 54 6,005 
Ocala, FL MSA 8,065 6,229 -1,836 77 2,803 -5,262 35 3,426 
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Renters  

0-40% AMI Affordable @ 40% AMI Affordable/Available @ 40% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
40% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 
Orlando-Kissimmee, FL MSA plus 
Sumter 76,466 25,937 -50,529 34 14,441 -62,025 19 11,496 
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 
MSA 17,391 9,659 -7,732 56 6,011 -11,380 35 3,648 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL MSA 14,407 11,715 -2,692 81 7,764 -6,643 54 3,951 
Port St. Lucie, FL MSA 11,955 5,818 -6,137 49 3,575 -8,380 30 2,243 
Punta Gorda, FL MSA 3,753 2,279 -1,474 61 1,023 -2,730 27 1,256 
Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL MSA 21,488 10,714 -10,774 50 5,485 -16,003 26 5,229 
Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL MSA 3,478 1,545 -1,933 44 780 -2,698 22 765 
South Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Monroe) 6,203 5,291 -912 85 2,134 -4,069 34 3,157 
Tallahassee, FL MSA (minus 
Gadsden, Jefferson & Wakulla) 12,411 7,322 -5,089 59 4,416 -7,995 36 2,906 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, 
FL MSA 107,993 46,792 -61,201 43 27,784 -80,209 26 19,008 
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton 46,448 18,465 -27,983 40 10,601 -35,847 23 7,864 
State of Florida 670,103 311,595 -358,508 46 184,040 -486,063 27 127,555 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

 

  



Notes:  
• The income categories (0-30% AMI, 0-40% AMI, etc.) refer to both households and units. A household falls within a category if its annual income as a percentage of AMI 

falls below the top threshold (30% AMI, 40% AMI, etc.), adjusted for metropolitan area and household size. A unit falls within a category if its rent falls below the affordable 
rent level for the top threshold, adjusted for number of bedrooms. Larger categories include smaller categories; i.e., the 0-30% AMI households and units are included in 
the 0-40% AMI counts, the 0-30% AMI and 0-40% AMI counts are included in the 0-50% AMI counts, and so forth. 

• The Affordable & Available Units per 100 Renter Households columns show the number of affordable/available units divided by the number of households within the 
income category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of affordable and available units; a value of 100 indicates that there are the same numbers of 
households and affordable and available units; and a value above 100 indicates that the supply of units exceeds the number of households. 

 

Table 4.5. Affordable/Available Detail Table for 0-50% AMI, Florida Modified MSAs and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 Estimate  

 
Renters  

0-50% AMI Affordable @ 50% AMI Affordable/Available @ 50% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
50% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 

Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL MSA 25,512 15,548 -9,964 61 9,923 -15,589 39 5,625 
Central Nonmetropolitan Area 
(minus Putnam & Sumter) 4,465 2,871 -1,594 64 1,730 -2,735 39 1,141 
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond 
Beach, FL MSA & Palm Coast, FL 
MSA 22,917 11,241 -11,676 49 6,458 -16,459 28 4,783 
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-
Destin, FL MSA 9,206 8,585 -621 93 5,025 -4,181 55 3,560 
Ft. Lauderdale 82,719 22,412 -60,307 27 14,695 -68,024 18 7,717 
Gainesville, FL MSA (minus 
Gilchrist) 14,550 12,640 -1,910 87 9,552 -4,998 66 3,088 
Jacksonville, FL MSA plus Putnam 70,751 54,265 -16,486 77 36,113 -34,638 51 18,152 
Lakeland, FL MSA 23,441 14,419 -9,022 62 8,955 -14,486 38 5,464 
Miami-Dade Plus Monroe 144,817 51,941 -92,876 36 39,006 -105,811 27 12,935 
Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA 12,372 7,769 -4,603 63 4,280 -8,092 35 3,489 
Northeast Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Gilchrist) 10,912 12,395 1,483 114 7,280 -3,632 67 5,115 
Northwest Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Bay, Gadsden, Jefferson, & 
Wakulla) 20,205 21,115 910 105 13,738 -6,467 68 7,377 
Ocala, FL MSA 10,947 9,595 -1,352 88 4,882 -6,065 45 4,713 
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Renters  

0-50% AMI Affordable @ 50% AMI Affordable/Available @ 50% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
50% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 
Orlando-Kissimmee, FL MSA plus 
Sumter 104,248 41,082 -63,166 39 25,655 -78,593 25 15,427 
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 
MSA 23,663 16,761 -6,902 71 11,646 -12,017 49 5,115 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL 
MSA 19,614 19,804 190 101 13,627 -5,987 69 6,177 
Port St. Lucie, FL MSA 15,796 8,371 -7,425 53 5,960 -9,836 38 2,411 
Punta Gorda, FL MSA 5,258 3,499 -1,759 67 2,130 -3,128 41 1,369 
Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL 
MSA 29,375 18,388 -10,987 63 11,099 -18,276 38 7,289 
Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL MSA 5,171 2,988 -2,183 58 2,075 -3,096 40 913 
South Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Monroe) 8,604 7,510 -1,094 87 3,845 -4,759 45 3,665 
Tallahassee, FL MSA (minus 
Gadsden, Jefferson & Wakulla) 15,877 14,463 -1,414 91 9,117 -6,760 57 5,346 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, 
FL MSA 141,670 75,132 -66,538 53 48,628 -93,042 34 26,504 
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton 61,532 26,887 -34,645 44 17,424 -44,108 28 9,463 
State of Florida 883,622 479,681 -403,941 54 312,843 -570,779 35 166,838 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey   



Notes:  
• The income categories (0-30% AMI, 0-40% AMI, etc.) refer to both households and units. A household falls within a category if its annual income as a percentage of AMI 

falls below the top threshold (30% AMI, 40% AMI, etc.), adjusted for metropolitan area and household size. A unit falls within a category if its rent falls below the affordable 
rent level for the top threshold, adjusted for number of bedrooms. Larger categories include smaller categories; i.e., the 0-30% AMI households and units are included in 
the 0-40% AMI counts, the 0-30% AMI and 0-40% AMI counts are included in the 0-50% AMI counts, and so forth. 

• The Affordable & Available Units per 100 Renter Households columns show the number of affordable/available units divided by the number of households within the 
income category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of affordable and available units; a value of 100 indicates that there are the same numbers of 
households and affordable and available units; and a value above 100 indicates that the supply of units exceeds the number of households. 

 

Table 4.6. Affordable/Available Detail Table for 0-60% AMI, Florida Modified MSAs and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 Estimate  

 
Renters  

0-60% AMI Affordable @ 60% AMI Affordable/Available @ 60% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
60% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters 

and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable & 
Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 

Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL MSA 31,091 28,648 -2,443 92 17,913 -13,178 58 10,735 
Central Nonmetropolitan Area 
(minus Putnam & Sumter) 5,465 5,161 -304 94 3,393 -2,072 62 1,768 
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond 
Beach, FL MSA & Palm Coast, FL 
MSA 28,752 17,623 -11,129 61 11,160 -17,592 39 6,463 
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-
Destin, FL MSA 11,355 13,864 2,509 122 8,652 -2,703 76 5,212 
Ft. Lauderdale 100,109 32,990 -67,119 33 23,322 -76,787 23 9,668 
Gainesville, FL MSA (minus 
Gilchrist) 16,945 21,244 4,299 125 15,617 -1,328 92 5,627 
Jacksonville, FL MSA plus Putnam 86,266 93,482 7,216 108 61,908 -24,358 72 31,574 
Lakeland, FL MSA 28,644 23,171 -5,473 81 15,609 -13,035 54 7,562 
Miami-Dade Plus Monroe 175,738 64,153 -111,585 37 50,187 -125,551 29 13,966 
Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA 14,884 13,648 -1,236 92 8,331 -6,553 56 5,317 
Northeast Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Gilchrist) 12,470 17,358 4,888 139 10,640 -1,830 85 6,718 
Northwest Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Bay, Gadsden, Jefferson, & 
Wakulla) 24,467 29,753 5,286 122 20,122 -4,345 82 9,631 
Ocala, FL MSA 13,213 14,960 1,747 113 9,001 -4,212 68 5,959 
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Renters  

0-60% AMI Affordable @ 60% AMI Affordable/Available @ 60% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
60% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters 

and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable & 
Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 
Orlando-Kissimmee, FL MSA plus 
Sumter 130,472 74,767 -55,705 57 51,146 -79,326 39 23,621 
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 
MSA 28,273 29,113 840 103 20,614 -7,659 73 8,499 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL 
MSA 24,790 30,931 6,141 125 21,048 -3,742 85 9,883 
Port St. Lucie, FL MSA 19,101 12,697 -6,404 66 8,986 -10,115 47 3,711 
Punta Gorda, FL MSA 6,646 5,516 -1,130 83 3,386 -3,260 51 2,130 
Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL 
MSA 36,558 33,355 -3,203 91 21,477 -15,081 59 11,878 
Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL MSA 6,416 6,392 -24 100 4,516 -1,900 70 1,876 
South Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Monroe) 10,584 10,919 335 103 6,533 -4,051 62 4,386 
Tallahassee, FL MSA (minus 
Gadsden, Jefferson & Wakulla) 19,938 25,186 5,248 126 17,075 -2,863 86 8,111 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, 
FL MSA 172,384 133,925 -38,459 78 90,809 -81,575 53 43,116 
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton 75,037 43,385 -31,652 58 30,529 -44,508 41 12,856 
State of Florida 1,079,598 782,241 -297,357 72 531,974 -547,624 49 250,267 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey  

  



Notes:  
• The income categories (0-30% AMI, 0-40% AMI, etc.) refer to both households and units. A household falls within a category if its annual income as a percentage of AMI 

falls below the top threshold (30% AMI, 40% AMI, etc.), adjusted for metropolitan area and household size. A unit falls within a category if its rent falls below the affordable 
rent level for the top threshold, adjusted for number of bedrooms. Larger categories include smaller categories; i.e., the 0-30% AMI households and units are included in 
the 0-40% AMI counts, the 0-30% AMI and 0-40% AMI counts are included in the 0-50% AMI counts, and so forth. 

• The Affordable & Available Units per 100 Renter Households columns show the number of affordable/available units divided by the number of households within the 
income category, times 100. A value below 100 indicates a shortage of affordable and available units; a value of 100 indicates that there are the same numbers of 
households and affordable and available units; and a value above 100 indicates that the supply of units exceeds the number of households. 

 

Table 4.7. Affordable/Available Detail Table for 0-80% AMI, Florida Modified MSAs and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 Estimate  

  
Renters  

0-80% AMI Affordable @ 80% AMI Affordable/Available @ 80% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available 
@ 80% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable & 
Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 

Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL MSA 42,002 58,708 16,706 140 38,439 -3,563 92 20,269 
Central Nonmetropolitan Area 
(minus Putnam & Sumter) 7,098 9,809 2,711 138 6,770 -328 95 3,039 
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond 
Beach, FL MSA & Palm Coast, FL 
MSA 39,202 44,520 5,318 114 30,419 -8,783 78 14,101 
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-
Destin, FL MSA 15,278 23,267 7,989 152 15,606 328 102 7,661 
Ft. Lauderdale 134,835 102,126 -32,709 76 75,045 -59,790 56 27,081 
Gainesville, FL MSA (minus 
Gilchrist) 21,483 33,819 12,336 157 24,763 3,280 115 9,056 
Jacksonville, FL MSA plus Putnam 115,372 160,531 45,159 139 112,980 -2,392 98 47,551 
Lakeland, FL MSA 38,582 48,873 10,291 127 33,673 -4,909 87 15,200 
Miami-Dade Plus Monroe 226,696 110,697 -115,999 49 89,579 -137,117 40 21,118 
Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA 20,586 26,946 6,360 131 17,848 -2,738 87 9,098 
Northeast Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Gilchrist) 15,429 24,623 9,194 160 15,942 513 103 8,681 
Northwest Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Bay, Gadsden, Jefferson, & 
Wakulla) 31,221 46,733 15,512 150 34,093 2,872 109 12,640 
Ocala, FL MSA 18,210 26,877 8,667 148 18,321 111 101 8,556 
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Renters  

0-80% AMI Affordable @ 80% AMI Affordable/Available @ 80% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available 
@ 80% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable & 
Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 

Orlando-Kissimmee, FL MSA plus 
Sumter 175,643 203,931 28,288 116 143,187 -32,456 82 60,744 
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 
MSA 36,718 54,844 18,126 149 38,386 1,668 105 16,458 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL 
MSA 34,009 54,767 20,758 161 37,491 3,482 110 17,276 
Port St. Lucie, FL MSA 25,526 28,548 3,022 112 20,499 -5,027 80 8,049 
Punta Gorda, FL MSA 8,937 11,817 2,880 132 8,175 -762 91 3,642 
Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL 
MSA 47,555 63,070 15,515 133 42,051 -5,504 88 21,019 
Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL MSA 8,608 13,999 5,391 163 10,256 1,648 119 3,743 
South Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Monroe) 14,451 19,574 5,123 135 13,640 -811 94 5,934 
Tallahassee, FL MSA (minus 
Gadsden, Jefferson & Wakulla) 25,353 39,490 14,137 156 27,906 2,553 110 11,584 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, 
FL MSA 225,910 287,388 61,478 127 200,252 -25,658 89 87,136 
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton 95,889 96,107 218 100 70,553 -25,336 74 25,554 
State of Florida 1,424,593 1,591,064 166,471 112 1,125,874 -298,719 79 465,190 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey  
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Table 4.8. Affordable/Available Detail Table for 0-120% AMI, Florida Modified MSAs and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 2013-2017 Estimate  

 
Renters  

0-120% AMI Affordable @ 120% AMI Affordable/Available @ 120% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
120% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable & 
Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 

Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL MSA 59,152 79,744 20,592 135 62,641 3,489 106 17,103 
Central Nonmetropolitan Area 
(minus Putnam & Sumter) 9,489 12,499 3,010 132 10,040 551 106 2,459 
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond 
Beach, FL MSA & Palm Coast, FL 
MSA 52,527 68,010 15,483 129 53,332 805 102 14,678 
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-
Destin, FL MSA 20,888 28,095 7,207 135 22,400 1,512 107 5,695 
Ft. Lauderdale 184,320 221,646 37,326 120 178,886 -5,434 97 42,760 
Gainesville, FL MSA (minus 
Gilchrist) 28,337 40,708 12,371 144 34,308 5,971 121 6,400 
Jacksonville, FL MSA plus Putnam 153,088 205,513 52,425 134 165,677 12,589 108 39,836 
Lakeland, FL MSA 53,538 72,338 18,800 135 56,657 3,119 106 15,681 
Miami-Dade Plus Monroe 300,786 287,344 -13,442 96 242,354 -58,432 81 44,990 
Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA 28,912 37,852 8,940 131 30,278 1,366 105 7,574 
Northeast Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Gilchrist) 20,748 28,244 7,496 136 22,583 1,835 109 5,661 
Northwest Nonmetropolitan Area 
(plus Bay, Gadsden, Jefferson, & 
Wakulla) 41,280 63,068 21,788 153 52,347 11,067 127 10,721 
Ocala, FL MSA 25,252 35,461 10,209 140 27,966 2,714 111 7,495 
Orlando-Kissimmee, FL MSA plus 
Sumter 241,429 337,366 95,937 140 264,297 22,868 109 73,069 
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 
MSA 49,028 68,659 19,631 140 55,351 6,323 113 13,308 
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Renters  

0-120% AMI Affordable @ 120% AMI Affordable/Available @ 120% AMI 

Affordable, 
Not 

Available @ 
120% AMI 

A B C D E F G H I 

Region 
Renter 

Households 
Affordable 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 
Units (C-B) 

Affordable 
Units per 

100 Renter 
Households 
(C/(B/100)) 

Affordable & 
Available 

Units 

Absolute 
Difference 

Between 
Renters and 
Affordable 

& Available 
Units (F-B) 

Affordable 
& Available 

Units per 
100 Renter 

Households 
(F/(B/100)) 

Affordable 
Units 

Occupied 
by Higher 

Income 
Households 

(C-F) 
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL 
MSA 46,710 66,041 19,331 141 53,438 6,728 114 12,603 
Port St. Lucie, FL MSA 35,091 46,935 11,844 134 37,261 2,170 106 9,674 
Punta Gorda, FL MSA 12,141 16,602 4,461 137 13,023 882 107 3,579 
Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL 
MSA 66,220 85,588 19,368 129 67,825 1,605 102 17,763 
Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL MSA 11,625 17,200 5,575 148 14,706 3,081 127 2,494 
South Nonmetropolitan Area (minus 
Monroe) 19,061 26,210 7,149 138 20,733 1,672 109 5,477 
Tallahassee, FL MSA (minus 
Gadsden, Jefferson & Wakulla) 33,636 43,756 10,120 130 37,538 3,902 112 6,218 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, 
FL MSA 308,249 414,484 106,235 134 323,770 15,521 105 90,714 
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton 127,919 159,976 32,057 125 129,535 1,616 101 30,441 
State of Florida 1,929,426 2,463,339 533,913 128 1,976,946 47,520 102 486,393 

Source: Shimberg Center analysis of U.S.Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey  
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5. Homeless Families and Individuals 
This section of the Rental Market Study estimates the number of homeless individuals and 
families in Florida. Estimates of homeless persons are based on two sources: 1) Point in Time 
counts of sheltered and unsheltered homeless persons submitted to HUD by Florida’s local 
homeless coalitions, and 2) estimates of homeless families and unaccompanied youth who 
are doubled up with friends or family or living in hotels and motels, based on data on 
homeless students collected by the Florida Department of Education (FDOE).  

According to these two sources, the statewide homeless counts are as follows: 

• 28,378 homeless individuals. This includes 21,443 sheltered and unsheltered 
individuals from the Point in Time counts, including single adults, married adults 
without children, unaccompanied youth, children in sibling groups or other similar 
groups, and adolescent parents with children.8 It also includes 6,935 unaccompanied 
youth doubled up with others and in hotels and motels, as estimated from the FDOE 
homeless student count.  

• 43,592 homeless families with children. This includes 2,757 sheltered and 
unsheltered families from the Continuum of Care Point in Time counts. It also 
includes 40,835 families doubled up with others and in hotels and motels, as 
estimated from the FDOE homeless student count. 

Compared to the 2016 Rental Market Study, these numbers indicate a decline in homeless 
individuals and families in the Point in Time counts, but substantial increases in the numbers 
of unaccompanied youth and families estimated from Department of Education student data. 
The total number of homeless students in Florida grew from 73,212 in the 2014-2015 school 
year to 95,873 in the 2017-2018 school year. Much of the growth in student homelessness 
was driven by families’ displacement from their homes following devastating hurricanes in 
2017, including families leaving Puerto Rico for Florida after Hurricane Maria.  

The Point in Time counts include 5,302 persons who report chronic homelessness: 4,518 
individuals and 784 persons in families. 

The report then estimates the supply of transitional housing and permanent supportive 
housing units. Unit counts come from the Housing Inventory Counts in the Continuum of 
Care plans and the Shimberg Center’s Assisted Housing Inventory. Based on these sources, 
Florida has 18,843 transitional housing and permanent supportive housing beds for 
individuals and 3,927 transitional and permanent supportive housing units for family 
households. 

                                                      
8 Children in groups, whether siblings, a teenage parent and children, unrelated, or in any other groups cannot 
be counted as a household in Homeless Management Information Systems (HMIS). The HMIS systems identify 
family members in relation to a head of household, and groups of children are not considered to have a head of 
household even if one of the minors is a parent. Therefore, children in any type of group without an adult parent 
are classified as individuals. See HUD’s Annual Homeless Assessment (AHAR) Frequently Asked Questions at 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/2015-AHAR-Frequently-Asked-Questions.pdf. 
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Methodology 
The counts of homeless households and housing supply are based on four data sources: 

• 2018 Point in Time counts of homeless individuals and families submitted by Florida’s 
local homeless coalitions to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) as part of the annual Continuum of Care plan. Each coalition represents a 
county or a group of counties in Florida. Sixty-four of Florida’s 67 counties are 
represented by homeless coalitions.9 The plans are required by HUD as part of the 
coalitions’ applications for McKinney-Vento Act homeless assistance funds. The Point 
in Time count is a one-day census of homeless persons in each Continuum of Care 
region during the last 10 days of January. HUD does not allow the use of multipliers or 
other estimating methods to produce a population number. HUD compiles data from 
the plans into its Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR). 

• Florida Department of Education’s (FDOE) 2017-2018 Homeless Students Count, 
which is based on data submitted by homeless liaisons from all Florida school 
districts.  Student counts were provided to the Shimberg Center by FDOE’s Bureau of 
PK-20 Education Reporting and Accessibility. The counts include students identified 
as homeless at any point during the 2017-2018 school year.  For each county, 
students are categorized by place of nighttime residence (shelters, unsheltered 
locations, doubled up, hotels/motels, etc.) and accompaniment status 
(unaccompanied youth vs. living with family).  The students are counted once per 
school year the first time they are identified as homeless, regardless if they have 
more than one instance of homelessness. 

• 2018 Housing Inventory Counts of transitional and permanent supportive housing 
units, also submitted to HUD by local homeless coalitions as part of the Continuum of 
Care plans and included in HUD’s Annual Homeless Assessment Report. 

• The Shimberg Center’s Assisted Housing Inventory, which identifies subsidized 
rental housing developments reserved for homeless individuals and families. 

The HUD AHAR data includes 1) “sheltered homeless persons” in emergency shelters, 
transitional housing, and “Safe Havens,” and 2) “unsheltered homeless persons” whose 
nighttime residence is a public place not designed for regular sleeping accommodations.  

The State of Florida’s definition of homelessness is more expansive than the 
sheltered/unsheltered criteria used by HUD. Therefore, we supplement the Point in Time 
counts with the FDOE counts of homeless students to estimate the number of families with 
children and unaccompanied youth who are doubled up other family and friends or in hotels 
and motels. Limiting the FDOE data to these categories avoids double-counting the 
sheltered and unsheltered homeless families already included in the Point in Time counts. 

                                                      
9 Baker, Union, and Dixie Counties chose to be unrepresented in the 2018 Continuum of Care plans. Point in Time 
counts are unavailable for these counties. 
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Note that the FDOE dataset includes only students enrolled in school. It excludes babies and 
young children, as well as school-age children not attending school.  

Need: Counts for Families and Individuals 
Homeless persons are classified into two groups: 1) families with dependent children, 
referred to as “family households” in this report, and 2) persons without dependent 
children, including single individuals, unaccompanied youth, and other adults such as a 
married couple without children. The latter group is generally referred to as “individuals” in 
this report. 

The estimate of family households is the sum of two components: 

1) The total number of sheltered and unsheltered families with dependent children from 
the Point in Time counts, as reported in the Continuum of Care plans for each region. 

2) An estimate of families with school-age children who are doubled up and in hotels 
and motels based on the FDOE student count. The FDOE report classifies students by 
place of nighttime residence, with doubled up and hotels/motels as two of the 
categories. We summed these categories to obtain the total number of students of 
interest. We did not use other categories of nighttime residence (shelters, 
unsheltered locations) because these students and their families should already be 
included in the Point in Time counts.  
 
Two additional steps were necessary to estimate family households from student 
counts. First, FDOE’s statewide 2018 student totals indicate that 91.8 percent of all 
homeless students are identified as living in families. The remaining 8.2 percent are 
unaccompanied youth. Therefore, we multiplied the sum of homeless students with 
place of residence as doubled up and hotels/motels by .918 to find the number of 
students living with their families in these locations for each county.  
 
Second, a household may have more than one student. HUD statistics show that 
sheltered homeless families include an average of 1.9 children per family 
nationwide.10 We divided the number of students in families by 1.9 to estimate the 
number of families. In short, for each county, Families = (Students * Percentage of 
students in families) / (Students per family) =  (Students * .918)/1.9  

                                                      
10 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. HUD 2018 Continuum of Care Homeless Populations and 
Subpopulations Report – All States, Territories, Puerto Rico, and DC. Available at 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/reportmanagement/published/CoC_PopSub_NatlTerrDC_2018.pdf. 
The 1.9 children per family figure is derived by dividing the number of homeless children age 0-17 (107,301) by 
the number of families with children (56,342) from the 2018 Point in Time Count.   

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/reportmanagement/published/CoC_PopSub_NatlTerrDC_2018.pdf


 64 

Finally, we aggregated the county-level estimates into Continuum of Care region estimates. 
A table showing the county-level student data and their conversion to estimates for families 
and unaccompanied youth is included at the end of this chapter. 

Similarly, the estimates of individuals consist of two components: 

1) The total number of individuals reported in the Continuum of Care plans for each 
region. This is a count of persons, not households. 

2) An estimate of unaccompanied youth who are doubled up and in hotels and 
motels based on the FDOE student count. As noted above, DOE data indicate that 
8.2 percent of homeless students in the state are unaccompanied. We multiplied 
the number of homeless students with place of residence as doubled up and 
hotels/motels by .082 to estimate the number of unaccompanied youth living in 
these locations. Again, county-level figures were aggregated into Continuum of 
Care region totals. 

Supply: Housing Inventory Counts 
Estimates of transitional and permanent supportive housing come from two sources: 1) 2018 
Housing Inventory Counts (HIC) submitted to HUD by Continuum of Care coalitions, and 2) 
the Shimberg Center’s Assisted Housing Inventory (AHI). The AHI includes 56 developments 
with funding from Florida Housing Finance Corporation where “homeless” is the target 
demographic. In some cases, the AHI homeless units were also included in the Continuum of 
Care HIC reports. AHI homeless units that did not appear in the HIC reports were added to 
the county totals. 

The study counts units for families with children and beds for other individuals. The 
transitional and permanent housing units for families in the HIC have the capacity for an 
average of 2.9 family members. An individual bed, whether in its own unit or a shared 
facility, by definition houses one person. The report does not include emergency shelter 
beds as part of the housing supply. HUD and Florida Housing Finance Corporation consider 
shelter beds to be temporary housing. Persons residing in emergency shelters are counted 
in the homeless population. 

Counts of Homeless Individuals and Families 
According to the Point in Time and student counts, 28,378 individuals were homeless in 
Florida in 2018. This includes 21,443 sheltered and unsheltered individuals from the Point in 
Time counts, including single adults, married adults without children, unaccompanied 
youth, children in sibling groups or other similar groups, and adolescent parents with 
children. It also includes an estimated 6,935 unaccompanied youth doubled up with others 
and in hotels and motels identified in the FDOE homeless student count.  

The estimate of homeless individuals declined from 32,533 in the 2016 Rental Market Study 
to the current 28,378 total. The decline came from a drop in the number of homeless 
individuals identified in the Point in Time counts. The falling Point in Time count numbers 
reflect success in placing more homeless individuals in housing, particularly veterans. It 
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also reflects a shift in HUD-funded programs away from transitional housing units; residents 
of these units were still identified as homeless in the Point in Time count. Instead, funding 
has been shifted toward permanent supportive housing units, where residents are not 
counted as homeless. 

Among families with children, 43,592 households were homeless in 2018. This includes 
2,757 sheltered and unsheltered families from the Point in Time counts and 40,835 families 
doubled up with others and in hotels and motels, as estimated from the FDOE homeless 
student count. 

The estimate of homeless families with children increased sharply compared to the estimate 
of 32,304 families in the 2016 Rental Market Study because of increases in the number of 
homeless students in the base data. The growth in student homelessness has been 
influenced by schools’ efforts to improve identification of homeless students by school 
districts and by families’ ongoing struggles with finding affordable housing. However, the 
most important cause by far was the wave of students displaced by hurricanes in 2017. 
Statewide, 19,721 homeless students cited hurricanes as the cause of their homelessness 
during the 2017-2018 school year, compared to just 753 students in the 2015-2016 school 
year. Most of these were students moving to Florida from Puerto Rico following Hurricane 
Maria. 

Table 5.1 and Figures 5.1 and 5.2 on the following pages show the number of homeless 
individuals and families by county or multi-county region. Four regions included more than 
2,000 homeless individuals: Miami-Dade, Orange-Osceola-Seminole, Pinellas, and Broward.  

For homeless families, the Orange-Osceola-Seminole region had by far the highest count, at 
8,137 families. Almost all of these come from the estimates of families in hotels/motels and 
doubled up based on FDOE data. The next highest counts range from 2,100 to 3,615 families 
in regions including Miami-Dade, Clay-Duval-Nassau, Hillsborough, Polk, and Broward. 
Other than the Jacksonville-area counties, these counties were receiving districts for high 
numbers of students from Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and other Florida school 
districts following the hurricanes in Fall 2017.
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Table 5.1. Homeless Individuals and Families by Region, 2018 

Continuum 
of Care Counties 

Individuals: 
Sheltered & 
Unsheltered 
from Point in 
Time Count 

Individuals: 
Unaccompanied 
Youth Doubled 

Up & 
Hotels/Motels 
from Student 

Data 

Total 
Individuals 

(Point in 
Time + 

Student) 

Family 
Households: 
Sheltered & 
Unsheltered 
from Point in 
Time Count 

Family 
Households: 
Est. Families 
Doubled Up & 
Hotels/Motels 
from Student 

Data 

Total Family 
Households 

(Point in 
Time + 

Student) 
FL-500 Manatee, Sarasota 954 177 1,131 76 1,045 1,121 
FL-501 Hillsborough 1,193 354 1,547 174 2,085 2,259 
FL-502 Pinellas 2,253 288 2,541 110 1,696 1,806 
FL-503 Polk 354 363 717 52 2,137 2,189 
FL-504 Flagler, Volusia 484 244 728 58 1,435 1,493 
FL-505 Okaloosa, Walton 348 53 401 45 315 360 

FL-506 

Franklin, Gadsden, 
Jefferson, Leon, Liberty, 
Madison, Taylor, Wakulla 640 119 759 81 700 781 

FL-507 Orange, Osceola, Seminole 1,340 1,346 2,686 215 7,922 8,137 

FL-508 
Alachua, Bradford, 
Gilchrist, Levy, Putnam 643 144 787 35 845 880 

FL-509 
Indian River, Martin, St. 
Lucie 854 177 1,031 200 1,040 1,240 

FL-510 Clay, Duval, Nassau 1,410 530 1,940 126 3,122 3,248 
FL-511 Escambia, Santa Rosa 467 222 689 44 1,306 1,350 
FL-512 St. Johns 219 60 279 35 354 389 
FL-513 Brevard 521 200 721 69 1,180 1,249 
FL-514 Marion 443 200 643 38 1,175 1,213 

FL-515 

Bay, Calhoun, Gulf, 
Holmes, Jackson, 
Washington 313 156 469 21 919 940 

FL-517 

Desoto, Glades, Hardee, 
Hendry, Highlands, 
Okeechobee 292 202 494 44 1,187 1,231 

FL-518 
Columbia, Hamilton, 
Lafayette, Suwannee 387 103 490 37 604 641 

FL-519 Pasco 829 155 984 467 915 1,382 
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Continuum 
of Care Counties 

Individuals: 
Sheltered & 
Unsheltered 
from Point in 
Time Count 

Individuals: 
Unaccompanied 
Youth Doubled 

Up & 
Hotels/Motels 
from Student 

Data 

Total 
Individuals 

(Point in 
Time + 

Student) 

Family 
Households: 
Sheltered & 
Unsheltered 
from Point in 
Time Count 

Family 
Households: 
Est. Families 
Doubled Up & 
Hotels/Motels 
from Student 

Data 

Total Family 
Households 

(Point in 
Time + 

Student) 

FL-520 
Citrus, Hernando, Lake, 
Sumter 426 279 705 84 1,642 1,726 

FL-600 Miami-Dade 2,425 561 2,986 312 3,303 3,615 
FL-601 Broward 1,856 345 2,201 131 2,031 2,162 
FL-602 Charlotte 130 32 162 8 190 198 
FL-603 Lee 423 144 567 80 847 927 
FL-604 Monroe 724 43 767 74 253 327 
FL-605 Palm Beach 964 310 1,274 108 1,828 1,936 
FL-606 Collier 551 97 648 33 569 602 
State of Florida Total 21,443 6,935 28,378 2,757 40,835 43,592 

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2018 Annual Homeless Assessment: Part 1 - Point in Time Estimates of Homelessness in the U.S. 
December 2018, https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/5783/2018-ahar-part-1-pit-estimates-of-homelessness-in-the-us. Florida Department of Education, 
School Year 2017-2018 homeless student data provided by Bureau of PK-20 Education Reporting and Accessibility  
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Figure 5.1. Homeless Individuals by Region, 2018 

 

 

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2018 Annual Homeless Assessment: Part 1 - Point in 
Time Estimates of Homelessness in the U.S. December 2018, https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/5783/2018-
ahar-part-1-pit-estimates-of-homelessness-in-the-us. Florida Department of Education, School Year 2017-2018 
homeless student data provided by Bureau of PK-20 Education Reporting and Accessibility.  
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Figure 5.2. Homeless Families by Region, 2018 

 

 

 

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2018 Annual Homeless Assessment: Part 1 - Point in 
Time Estimates of Homelessness in the U.S. December 2018, https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/5783/2018-
ahar-part-1-pit-estimates-of-homelessness-in-the-us. Florida Department of Education, School Year 2017-2018 
homeless student data provided by Bureau of PK-20 Education Reporting and Accessibility.  
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Subpopulations 
HUD’s Annual Homeless Assessment Report also includes counts of homeless persons by 
subpopulation. Table 5.2 lists the statewide subpopulation counts for 2018. Not all homeless 
persons are included in the list of subpopulations, and a person may appear in more than 
one category.  

Table 5.2. Homeless Persons by Subpopulation, Florida, 2018 

Subpopulation Persons 

Chronically Homeless 5,302 

Severely Mentally Ill 4,449 

Chronic Substance Abuse 4,056 

Veterans 2,543 

Persons with HIV/AIDS 373 

Victims of Domestic Violence 1,699 

Unaccompanied Youth (Under 18) 441 

Unaccompanied Youth (18-24) 1,451 

Parenting Youth 303 

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, HUD 2015 Continuum of Care Homeless Assistance 
Programs Homeless Populations and Subpopulations, 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/reportmanagement/published/CoC_PopSub_State_FL_2018.pdf 

All of these counts are lower than the counts in the 2016 Rental Market Study, including a 19 
percent drop in the chronically homeless population.  

For the Point in Time Count, HUD defines a chronically homeless person as one who is 1) 
Homeless and lives in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an 
emergency shelter; 2) Has been homeless and living or residing in a place not meant for 
human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter continuously for at least 1 year 
or on at least four separate occasions in the last 3 years where the combined length of time 
homeless in those occasions is at least 12 months; and 3) Has a disability.”11 Of the 5,302 
people reporting chronic homelessness, 85 percent (4,518) are individuals; the remaining 
784 persons are living with family. 
  

                                                      
11 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “Notice for Housing Inventory Count (HIC) and Point-in-
Time (PIT) Data Collection for Continuum of Care (CoC) Program and the Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) 
Program,” November 18, 2015. https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Notice-CPD-15-010-2016-
HIC-PIT-Data-Collection-Notice.pdf 
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Transitional and Permanent Housing Supply 
Florida has 18,843 transitional housing and permanent supportive housing beds for 
individuals. For families with children, there are 3,927 transitional and permanent 
supportive housing units statewide. These include beds and units listed in the Housing 
Inventory Counts plus units for homeless households from the Assisted Housing Inventory.  

Table 5.3 below shows the supply of beds for individuals and units for families. Note that 
some of this supply is reserved for specific subpopulations, so not all beds and units are 
available to all people counted in the need tables. 

The table also calculates each region’s “level of effort” in providing permanent supportive 
housing compared to the homeless population. The level of effort equals the number of 
permanent supportive housing units divided by the number of individuals or families who 
are currently homeless from Table 5.1. A level of effort ratio below 1.0 indicates that there 
are more homeless individuals or families than there are permanent supportive housing 
beds or units. A ratio greater than 1.0 would indicate that the region has more permanent 
supportive housing beds or units than individuals or families who are currently homeless.  

Statewide, the level of effort ratio is 0.52 for housing for individuals and 0.07 for housing for 
families. This means that Florida has 52 permanent supportive housing individual beds for 
every 100 homeless individuals and seven permanent supportive housing family units for 
every 100 homeless families. This represents continuing increases in the individual level of 
effort, which was 0.32 in the 2016 Rental Market Study and 0.19 in the 2013 study. The 
increased level of effort is caused by both an increase in the number of permanent 
supportive housing beds for individuals and a drop in the number of individuals in the Point 
in Time count. The family level of effort, on the other hand, has stayed at a similar level over 
the 2013, 2016, and 2019 studies. Increases in the supply of family supportive housing have 
been balanced by increases in the number of homeless families who are doubled up or in 
hotels and motels, as estimated from homeless student data. 
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Table 5.3. Transitional and Permanent Housing Supply by Region, 2018 

HUD 
Continuum of 

Care Counties 

Individuals Families 

Transitional 
Housing 

Beds: HIC 

Total 
Individual 
PSH beds 

(AHI + HIC) 

Permanent 
Supportive 

Housing 
Level of 

Effort 

Transitional 
Housing 

Units: HIC 

Total Family 
PSH Units 

(AHI + HIC) 

Permanent 
Supportive 

Housing 
Level of 

Effort 

FL-500 Manatee, Sarasota  182   283  0.25  48   57  0.05 

FL-501 Hillsborough  169   1,272  0.82  50   167  0.07 

FL-502 Pinellas  297   1,358  0.53  23   159  0.09 

FL-503 Polk  155   127  0.18  33   42  0.02 

FL-504 Flagler, Volusia  53   349  0.48  45   22  0.01 

FL-505 Okaloosa, Walton  -     56  0.14  11   181  0.50 

FL-506 

Franklin, Gadsden, 
Jefferson, Leon, 
Liberty, Madison, 
Taylor, Wakulla  101   504  0.66  27   73  0.09 

FL-507 
Orange, Osceola, 
Seminole  418   1,863  0.69  93   317  0.04 

FL-508 

Alachua, Bradford, 
Gilchrist, Levy, 
Putnam  14   576  0.73  31   61  0.07 

FL-509 
Indian River, Martin, 
St. Lucie  51   285  0.28  15   56  0.05 

FL-510 Clay, Duval, Nassau  504   1,602  0.83  12   203  0.06 

FL-511 
Escambia, Santa 
Rosa  340   356  0.52  17   -    0.00 

FL-512 St. Johns  -     11  0.04  28   7  0.02 

FL-513 Brevard  222   82  0.11  66   41  0.03 

FL-514 Marion  66   72  0.11  20   75  0.06 

FL-515 

Bay, Calhoun, Gulf, 
Holmes, Jackson, 
Washington  50   -    0.00  14   60  0.06 
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HUD 
Continuum of 

Care Counties 

Individuals Families 

Transitional 
Housing 

Beds: HIC 

Total 
Individual 
PSH beds 

(AHI + HIC) 

Permanent 
Supportive 

Housing 
Level of 

Effort 

Transitional 
Housing 

Units: HIC 

Total Family 
PSH Units 

(AHI + HIC) 

Permanent 
Supportive 

Housing 
Level of 

Effort 

FL-517 

Desoto, Glades, 
Hardee, Hendry, 
Highlands, 
Okeechobee  19   68  0.14  2   16  0.01 

FL-518 
Columbia, Hamilton, 
Lafayette, Suwannee  37   72  0.15  -     6  0.01 

FL-519 Pasco  50   126  0.13  22   80  0.06 

FL-520 
Citrus, Hernando, 
Lake, Sumter  108   77  0.11  32   103  0.06 

FL-600 Miami-Dade  393   2,656  0.89  74   726  0.20 

FL-601 Broward  530   1,705  0.77  62   169  0.08 

FL-602 Charlotte  24   81  0.50  -     43  0.22 

FL-603 Lee  51   109  0.19  1   357  0.39 

FL-604 Monroe  96   145  0.19  9   17  0.05 

FL-605 Palm Beach  105   811  0.64  16   114  0.06 

FL-606 Collier  132   30  0.05  20   4  0.01 

State of Florida Total 4,167 14,676 0.52 771 3,156 0.07 

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2018 Annual Homeless Assessment: Part 1 - Point in Time Estimates of Homelessness in the U.S. 
December 2018, https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/5783/2018-ahar-part-1-pit-estimates-of-homelessness-in-the-us. Shimberg Center for Housing 
Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory. 
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Data Limitations 
Both sources of data on homeless individuals and families contain uncertainty. The Point in 
Time counts are difficult to perform accurately, particularly as coalitions attempt to identify 
unsheltered populations. Factors such as the weather on the day of the count and the 
coalitions’ familiarity with the locations most likely occupied by unsheltered persons affect 
the accuracy of the count.  

For the FDOE data, only students whose homeless status is known by school districts’ 
homeless liaisons are included. Many students and their parents may not report their status 
because they are unaware of the services that could be available to them or because of the 
stigma attached to homelessness. Moreover, the student data include only children enrolled 
in school. This excludes children who are too young to attend school and school age 
children who have dropped out of school. The exclusion of young children and others not in 
school will result in underestimates of families with children for two reasons. First, 
households with only children out of school are not counted at all. Second, the national 
average of 1.9 children per family includes both school age and younger children; a 
separate average for school age children is not available. Therefore, the average number of 
students per family is likely lower. That is, in the Families = (Students * Percentage of 
students in families)/(Students per family) equation, reducing the denominator (Students per 
family) would result in higher family counts. 

Because they are based on counts of actual beds provided by local agencies, the supply 
estimates in the Continuum of Care plans are more precise. It is likely that Table 5.3 above 
includes most if not all of the state’s supply of transitional housing and permanent supportive 
housing. However, the supply data does not include housing for homeless persons other 
than the transitional and permanent supportive housing beds reserved specifically for them, 
such as the state’s general supply of public and assisted housing.  

Finally, housing facilities serving homeless persons often are directed toward a specific 
population. These facilities and their services may not be appropriate for other populations. 
For example, a supportive housing facility for single adults with HIV/AIDS is not 
interchangeable with a facility for youth aging out of foster care, but both would be counted 
in the general supply of housing for homeless individuals. Therefore, the aggregate supply 
numbers mask the need for a number of types of facilities matching the different types of 
services needed by homeless individuals and families. 
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Florida Department of Education Detail Tables 
Table 5.4 Estimates of Family Households and Unaccompanied Youth from FDOE Homeless Student Data 

County 

FDOE Data: Nighttime Residence of Homeless Students Calculations for Rental Market Study 
Emergency/ 

Transitional Shelter, 
FEMA Trailers, 
Abandoned in 

Hospitals Doubled Up Unsheltered 
Hotels/ 
Motels 

Total 
Homeless 
Students 

DHM: 
Doubled Up 

+ Hotels/ 
Motels 

Estimated 
Family 

Households 
(DHM*.918)/

1.9 

Unaccomp. 
Youth 

(DHM*.082) 

Alachua 113 797 33 78 1,021 875 422 72 

Baker (X) 87 (X) (X) 97 94 45 8 

Bay 50 1,243 61 169 1,523 1,412 681 116 

Bradford 0 134 (X) 15 155 149 72 12 

Brevard 206 2,065 110 382 2,763 2,447 1,180 200 

Broward 449 3,637 241 576 4,903 4,213 2,031 345 

Calhoun 0 72 (X) 0 73 72 35 6 

Charlotte 28 321 13 73 435 394 190 32 

Citrus 79 520 38 32 669 552 266 45 

Clay 42 602 19 65 728 667 322 55 

Collier 137 1,085 50 95 1,367 1,180 569 97 

Columbia 79 498 25 69 671 567 273 46 

Desoto 1,864 6,453 241 399 8,957 6,852 3,303 561 

Dixie (X) 122 (X) 0 134 122 59 10 

Duval 0 75 (X) (X) 80 77 37 6 

Escambia 437 4,855 43 490 5,825 5,345 2,577 438 

Flagler 166 1,591 13 139 1,909 1,730 834 142 

Franklin 21 448 23 37 529 485 234 40 

Gadsden (X) 262 19 (X) 290 263 127 22 

Gilchrist (X) 268 (X) (X) 287 272 131 22 

Glades (X) (X) (X) (X) 13 12 6 1 
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County 

FDOE Data: Nighttime Residence of Homeless Students Calculations for Rental Market Study 
Emergency/ 

Transitional Shelter, 
FEMA Trailers, 
Abandoned in 

Hospitals Doubled Up Unsheltered 
Hotels/ 
Motels 

Total 
Homeless 
Students 

DHM: 
Doubled Up 

+ Hotels/ 
Motels 

Estimated 
Family 

Households 
(DHM*.918)/

1.9 

Unaccomp. 
Youth 

(DHM*.082) 

Gulf (X) 32 (X) 0 39 32 15 3 

Hamilton 0 13 0 (X) 16 16 8 1 

Hardee (X) 312 (X) 20 335 332 160 27 

Hendry (X) 120 15 (X) 147 127 61 10 

Hernando 130 1,057 22 25 1,234 1,082 522 89 

Highlands 34 514 29 76 653 590 284 48 

Hillsborough 44 550 23 34 651 584 282 48 

Holmes 424 3,705 111 619 4,859 4,324 2,085 354 

Indian River 0 70 0 (X) 71 71 34 6 

Jackson 74 265 12 65 416 330 159 27 

Jefferson 0 131 14 13 158 144 69 12 

Lafayette 0 35 (X) 0 38 35 17 3 

Lake (X) 90 104 0 198 90 43 7 

Lee 103 1,959 42 165 2,269 2,124 1,024 174 

Leon 239 1,360 75 397 2,071 1,757 847 144 

Levy 178 516 20 76 790 592 285 48 

Liberty 22 183 (X) (X) 210 186 90 15 

Madison 0 25 (X) 0 29 25 12 2 

Manatee 0 79 89 (X) 169 80 39 7 

Marion 133 1,348 45 153 1,679 1,501 724 123 

Martin 166 2,104 46 333 2,649 2,437 1,175 200 

Miami-Dade 106 330 17 29 482 359 173 29 

Monroe 90 367 81 158 696 525 253 43 

Nassau 29 433 50 31 543 464 224 38 

Okaloosa 107 279 16 47 449 326 157 27 
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County 

FDOE Data: Nighttime Residence of Homeless Students Calculations for Rental Market Study 
Emergency/ 

Transitional Shelter, 
FEMA Trailers, 
Abandoned in 

Hospitals Doubled Up Unsheltered 
Hotels/ 
Motels 

Total 
Homeless 
Students 

DHM: 
Doubled Up 

+ Hotels/ 
Motels 

Estimated 
Family 

Households 
(DHM*.918)/

1.9 

Unaccomp. 
Youth 

(DHM*.082) 

Okeechobee (X) 508 (X) (X) 520 516 249 42 

Orange 316 7,259 130 2,004 9,709 9,263 4,466 758 

Osceola 98 3,878 97 1,139 5,212 5,017 2,419 411 

Palm Beach 390 3,437 236 355 4,418 3,792 1,828 310 

Pasco 247 1,680 88 217 2,232 1,897 915 155 

Pinellas 616 2,959 98 560 4,233 3,519 1,696 288 

Polk 253 3,687 214 745 4,899 4,432 2,137 363 

Putnam 64 483 39 48 634 531 256 43 

St. Johns 104 639 34 95 872 734 354 60 

St. Lucie 72 1,274 44 195 1,585 1,469 708 120 

Santa Rosa 24 932 31 47 1,034 979 472 80 

Sarasota 152 590 14 76 832 666 321 55 

Seminole 83 1,806 32 347 2,268 2,153 1,038 176 

Sumter (X) 118 (X) 21 148 139 67 11 

Suwannee 16 242 (X) 21 285 263 127 22 

Taylor (X) 100 18 (X) 126 107 52 9 

Union (X) 94 (X) 0 98 94 45 8 

Volusia 166 2,207 60 285 2,718 2,492 1,201 204 

Wakulla 0 78 (X) (X) 83 79 38 6 

Walton (X) 319 16 (X) 346 327 158 27 

Washington (X) 186 (X) (X) 197 192 93 16 

State Total 8,203 73,596 2,966 11,108 95,873 84,704 40,835 6,935 

Source: Florida Department of Education, School Year 2017-2018 homeless student data provided by Bureau of PK-20 Education Reporting and Accessibility  
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6. Special Needs Households 
This section of the Rental Market Study estimates the affordable rental housing needs of 
persons with special needs. Under Florida Statute, a person with special needs is defined as:  

An adult person requiring independent living services in order to maintain housing or develop 
independent living skills and who has a disabling condition; a young adult formerly in foster care 
who is eligible for services under s. 409.1451(5); a survivor of domestic violence as defined in s. 
741.28; or a person receiving benefits under the Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) 
program or the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program or from veterans’ disability 
benefits. (Section 420.0004 (13), Florida Statutes) 

No single data source provides counts of households that meet these precise conditions. The 
major source of data for statewide and county estimates of low-income, cost burdened 
renters, the American Community Survey (ACS), does include a number of relevant data 
components on disability and income from benefit programs.  However, the ACS does not 
contain enough detail on disability types to provide a full picture of adults needing 
independent living services, and it contains no data on survivors of domestic violence or 
youth aging out of foster care. 

Therefore, in this report we combine a series of approximations from the ACS and State 
administrative data to provide estimates of the number of households that most closely meet 
the State’s special needs definition. As elsewhere in the Rental Market Study, a household is 
considered to be “low income” if household income is at or below 60 percent of the area 
median income (AMI) and “cost burdened” if it pays more than 40 percent of income for 
gross rent. 

Renter Households with Persons with a Disabling Condition Receiving Benefits 
The first segment of the estimate includes cost burdened renter households with persons 
receiving Social Security, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), or veterans’ benefits related 
to disability. The main data source is the 2013-2017 American Community Survey. 

In addition to questions about housing tenure, income and housing costs, the ACS includes 
three sets of questions related to households with special needs: 

• Disability. The ACS asks whether household members have any of six types of 
disabilities: hearing, vision, cognitive, ambulatory, self-care, and independent living. 
A respondent is considered a person with a disability if he/she reports at least one of 
the six disability types.12  

                                                      
12 The Census Bureau defines the six disability types as follows: 1) Hearing Difficulty: deaf or having serious 
difficulty hearing; 2) Vision Difficulty: blind or having serious difficulty seeing, even when wearing glasses; 3) 
Cognitive Difficulty: because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem, having difficulty remembering, 
concentrating, or making decisions; 4) Ambulatory Difficulty: having serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs; 
5) Self-care Difficulty: having difficulty bathing or dressing; 6) Independent Living Difficulty: because of a 
physical, mental, or emotional problem, having difficulty doing errands alone such as visiting a doctor’s office or 
shopping. See https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-acs.html. 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=person%20with%20special%20needs&URL=0400-0499/0409/Sections/0409.1451.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=person%20with%20special%20needs&URL=0700-0799/0741/Sections/0741.28.html
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• Benefits. The ACS asks whether any member of the household receives income from 
Social Security. It does not distinguish between Social Security Disability Insurance, 
which requires a disability determination from the Social Security Administration, 
and Social Security retirement benefits. A separate question asks whether any 
household members receive SSI. 

• VA disability status. The ACS does not ask directly whether household members 
receive veterans’ disability benefits. Instead, it asks whether any household 
members are veterans and, if so, whether they have received a “service-connected 
disability rating” from U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. Veterans with a disability 
rating of 10 percent or higher are entitled to monthly disability compensation. 

Based on these variables, the following household estimate assumes that an adult receives 
disability-related benefits in accordance with Florida’s special needs definition if he/she 
meets at least one of the following conditions:  

• Age 18-64, with a disability and receiving Social Security (as a proxy for SSDI 
receipt).13  

• Age 18 or older, with a disability and receiving SSI.  
• Age 18 or older, with a VA service-related disability rating of 10 percent or more. 

We cross-tabulated the households with at least one adult meeting this definition against 
low-income (<=60 percent area median income), cost burdened (paying more than 40 
percent of income for gross rent) renter households in Florida. As in the county needs 
section, estimates were updated to 2019 figures using 2017 and 2020 population projections 
produced by University of Florida’s Bureau of Economic and Business Research.14 This 
yielded an estimate of 104,273 cost burdened renter households receiving disability-related 
benefits statewide. 

Survivors of Domestic Violence 
No ACS data is available regarding incidence of domestic violence. Therefore, the second 
part of the core estimate relies on data on emergency shelter use reported to the Florida 
Department of Children and Families by the state’s 42 certified domestic violence centers. 
In the 2016-2017 fiscal year, these centers provided residential services to an estimated 
7,836 households.15  

                                                      
13 Persons age 65 and older are excluded because they would receive Social Security retirement benefits rather 
than Social Security Disability Insurance, regardless of disability. The disability benefits are automatically 
converted to retirement benefits when the recipient reaches full retirement age. 

14 See Notes on Methodology in the “County and Regional Rental Housing Needs” section for an explanation of the 
methodology used to update to 2019 estimates. 

15 Estimated from the State Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Domestic Violence Annual Report, available at 
http://www.dcf.state.fl.us/programs/domesticviolence/publications/docs/2016-
2017%20Annual%20Statistics.pdf . 

http://www.dcf.state.fl.us/programs/domesticviolence/publications/docs/2016-2017%20Annual%20Statistics.pdf
http://www.dcf.state.fl.us/programs/domesticviolence/publications/docs/2016-2017%20Annual%20Statistics.pdf
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Youth Aging Out of Foster Care 
The ACS does not include data on foster care arrangements or youth aging out of foster care.  
Instead, this segment of the core estimate relies on counts of youth receiving services under 
Florida’s Road to Independence (RTI), Extended Foster Care and Postsecondary Educational 
Support Services (PESS) programs. In 2016-2017, 2,574 young adults participated in 
services.  

Table 6.1.  Estimates of Households with Persons with Special Needs, Florida 

Category Definition Estimate Data Sources 
Disability-
related 
benefits 

Low-income (<=60% AMI), cost burdened 
(>40%) renter households with at least 
one household member who is: 1) age 18-
64, with a disability, receiving Social 
Security; 2) age 18+, with a disability, 
receiving SSI; 3) age 18+ with a VA 
service-related disability rating of 10 
percent or more 

104,273 
(including 49,631 
households with 
head under age 
55 and 54,642 
households with 
head age 55 or 
older) 

U.S. Census Bureau, 
2013-2017 5-Year 
American 
Community Survey 
Public Use 
Microdata Sample; 
2018 BEBR 
population 
projections 

Survivors 
of 
domestic 
violence 

Estimated number of households based 
on total number of persons using 
domestic violence emergency shelters 

7,836 Florida Department 
of Children and 
Families, Domestic 
Violence Annual 
Report, 7/1/2016-
6/30/2017. Assumes 
each adult entrant 
equals one 
household. 

Youth 
aging out 
of foster 
care 

Unduplicated count of young adults 
receiving services from the RTI, Extended 
Foster Care and Postsecondary 
Educational Support Services programs. 

2,574 Florida Department 
of Children and 
Families, 
Independent Living 
Services Annual 
Report, 2018 
(forthcoming) 

Total    114,683  

 

These data categories are drawn to minimize the likelihood of overlap, particularly as 
persons living in group quarters such as domestic violence shelters or youth shelters would 
not be counted as households in the Census. However, there may be a small amount of 
overlap. For example, a young person receiving SSI because of a disability might also 
appear in the category for youth aging out of foster care. 
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7. Farmworker Housing Needs in Florida 
This segment of the Rental Market Study discusses the need for rental housing for Florida’s 
farmworkers. It compares the number of farmworkers and their households to the capacity 
of the state’s migrant labor housing and affordable farmworker housing developments. 

Some definitions are key to understanding the analysis: 

• Migrant farmworkers travel more than 75 miles to find farm work. 16 
• Seasonal farmworkers perform labor in agriculture but do not migrate. 
• Accompanied farmworkers are those living with a spouse, children, or parents, or 

minor farmworkers living with a sibling.  
• Unaccompanied farmworkers do not live with immediate family. 
• Migrant camps receive permits from the Florida Department of Health (DOH) to house 

farmworkers.  
• Farmworker multifamily developments provide affordable rental units to low-income 

farmworker households. They receive subsidies from Florida Housing Finance 
Corporation (Florida Housing) or U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Rural 
Development (USDA RD) division. 

See the Methodology for Farmworker Estimates section for techniques used to estimate the 
numbers of migrant and seasonal workers, accompanied and unaccompanied workers, 
households, and farmworker housing supply. 

The farmworker count includes people working in the United States temporarily under the 
federal H-2A visa program. The H-2A program allows U.S. growers or contractors to bring 
foreign workers to the U.S. to fill temporary or seasonal agriculture jobs if they can 
“demonstrate that there are not sufficient U.S. workers who are able, willing, qualified, and 
available to do the temporary work.”17  The number of H-2A workers certified in Florida 
grew from 17,942 in 2015 to 30,462 in 2018.  

Employers are required to provide housing for H-2A workers, but in some cases, employers 
may choose to lease existing affordable or other housing for this purpose. In Florida, H-2A 
worker housing is part of the DOH-licensed migrant camp inventory. All H-2A workers are 
assumed to be unaccompanied for this report. 

                                                      
16 Definitions of migrant vs. seasonal and accompanied vs. unaccompanied farmworkers come from the 
Department of Labor’s National Agricultural Workers Survey (NAWS). 

17 U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, H-2A Temporary Agricultural Workers. Retrieved from 
http://www.uscis.gov/working-united-states/temporary-workers/h-2a-agricultural-workers/h-2a-temporary-
agricultural-workers. 
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Farmworker Population and Household Estimates 
Statewide 
Florida had an estimated 113,354 farmworkers in 2017, the most recent year for which full data are available.18 These workers 
are estimated to form 100,810 households: 65,442 single-person “households” made up of unaccompanied individuals and 
35,367 family households including at least one accompanied worker.   

Table 7.1. Migrant and Seasonal Workers, Households and Household Members  

 

Workers Households Household Members 

Unaccomp. 
Workers 

Accompanied 
Workers Total Workers 

Unaccomp. 
Worker 

Households 

Accompanied 
Worker 

Households 
Total 

Households 

Unaccomp. 
Worker 

Household 
Members 

Accompanied 
Worker 

Household 
Members 

Total 
Household 
Members 

Migrant 12,931 6,963 19,894 12,931 3,868 16,799 12,931 14,700 27,631 

Seasonal  22,049 40,949 62,998 22,049 31,499 53,548 22,049 122,846 144,895 

H-2A 30,462 - 30,462 30,462 - 30,462 30,462 - 30,462 

Total 65,442 47,912 113,354 65,442 35,367 100,810 65,442 137,545 202,988 

Source: US. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages; U.S. Department of Labor, National Agricultural Workers Survey 
(multiple years); U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Foreign Labor Certification, 2018 H-2A Disclosure Data 

See the Methodology for Farmworker Estimates section for a full description of the techniques used to estimate the numbers of 
farmworkers, households by type and household members.  

Counties 
Florida’s agricultural workforce is heavily concentrated in two areas. The major fruit and vegetable growing region is in central 
and southwestern counties, ranging from inland Hillsborough and Manatee Counties on the northwest to Polk, Highlands, 
Hendry, and inland Collier Counties to the east. Sugar cane and nursery operations are concentrated in the southeastern portion 
of the state, particularly Palm Beach and Miami-Dade Counties. Three-quarters of the state’s farmworkers are concentrated in 
these two areas. 

                                                      
18 The exception is the count of H-2A workers. It is a count of individuals certified for work in federal Fiscal Year 2018, which runs from October 1, 2017 to 
September 30, 2018. 
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Table 7.2 and Figure 7.1 show the breakdown of all farmworkers and households by county 
of employment. Tables 7.3 and 7.4 show counts of migrant and seasonal unaccompanied 
workers and accompanied workers and households, respectively, by county. 
Unaccompanied worker counts include H-2A workers.  

Table 7.2. Farmworkers, Households and Household Members by County of Employment 

County 

Percentage of 
State's 

Farmworkers Farmworkers 
Farmworker 
Households 

Farmworker 
Household 
Members 

Alachua 1.47% 1,667 1,516 2,750 

Baker 0.00% 0 0 0 

Bay 0.00% 0 0 0 

Bradford 0.02% 21 19 33 

Brevard 0.14% 163 140 325 

Broward 0.93% 1,057 897 2,200 

Calhoun 0.14% 154 133 309 

Charlotte 1.06% 1,197 1,132 1,663 

Citrus 0.22% 247 224 405 

Clay 0.02% 25 21 52 

Collier 5.63% 6,386 5,615 11,891 

Columbia 0.09% 102 87 213 

DeSoto 3.24% 3,668 3,471 5,072 

Dixie 0.05% 52 52 52 

Duval 0.15% 168 142 349 

Escambia 0.00% 0 0 0 

Flagler 0.30% 336 313 502 

Franklin 0.00% 0 0 0 

Gadsden 1.38% 1,565 1,328 3,257 

Gilchrist 0.29% 332 309 496 

Glades 1.49% 1,690 1,662 1,886 

Gulf 0.00% 0 0 0 

Hamilton 0.79% 897 850 1,229 

Hardee 2.49% 2,823 2,683 3,820 

Hendry 6.00% 6,799 6,098 11,804 

Hernando 0.23% 264 239 438 

Highlands 4.20% 4,758 4,240 8,459 

Hillsborough 14.20% 16,092 14,579 26,903 

Holmes 0.00% 0 0 0 

Indian River 2.30% 2,608 2,313 4,713 

Jackson 0.31% 354 336 485 

Jefferson 0.17% 197 167 410 

Lafayette 0.03% 38 32 78 

Lake 2.30% 2,608 2,290 4,875 
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County 

Percentage of 
State's 

Farmworkers Farmworkers 
Farmworker 
Households 

Farmworker 
Household 
Members 

Lee 2.55% 2,887 2,596 4,961 

Leon 0.23% 266 227 542 

Levy 0.47% 530 493 794 

Liberty 0.00% 0 0 0 

Madison 0.02% 20 17 42 

Manatee 6.88% 7,795 6,949 13,845 

Marion 0.50% 568 493 1,099 

Martin 0.44% 494 421 1,011 

Miami-Dade 10.12% 11,467 9,741 23,802 

Monroe 0.00% 0 0 0 

Nassau 0.00% 0 0 0 

Okaloosa 0.00% 0 0 0 

Okeechobee 0.66% 747 681 1,216 

Orange 3.32% 3,758 3,209 7,680 

Osceola 0.19% 210 187 375 

Palm Beach 10.34% 11,720 10,317 21,743 

Pasco 0.45% 513 436 1,064 

Pinellas 0.11% 124 105 258 

Polk 5.55% 6,286 5,657 10,779 

Putnam 0.45% 509 449 938 

St. Johns 0.74% 842 740 1,572 

St. Lucie 1.32% 1,498 1,299 2,919 

Santa Rosa 0.25% 284 241 592 

Sarasota 0.34% 382 324 795 

Seminole 0.25% 286 243 595 

Sumter 0.50% 566 489 1,113 

Suwannee 0.83% 939 867 1,455 

Taylor 0.00% 0 0 0 

Union 0.00% 0 0 0 

Volusia 1.73% 1,963 1,670 4,058 

Wakulla 0.00% 0 0 0 

Walton 0.005% 6 5 12 

Washington 0.04% 44 37 91 

County Unknown 2.11% 2,387 2,025 4,967 

State of Florida 100.00% 113,354 100,810 202,988 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages; U.S. Department of 
Labor, National Agricultural Workers Survey (multiple years); U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Foreign Labor 
Certification, 2018 H-2A Disclosure Data
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Figure 7.1. Farmworkers by County of Employment 

 

 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages; U.S. Department of 
Labor, National Agricultural Workers Survey (multiple years); U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Foreign Labor 
Certification, 2018 H-2A Disclosure Data
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Table 7.3. Unaccompanied Farmworkers by County of Employment 

County 
Unaccompanied 
Migrant Workers 

Unaccompanied 
Seasonal Workers 

H-2A 
Workers 

Total 
Unaccompanied 

Workers 

Alachua 156 266 666 1,088 

Baker 0 0 0 0 

Bay 0 0 0 0 

Bradford 2 3 9 14 

Brevard 23 40 13 76 

Broward 165 281 0 446 

Calhoun 22 38 12 72 

Charlotte 67 115 766 948 

Citrus 23 39 100 162 

Clay 4 7 0 10 

Collier 794 1,354 1,294 3,443 

Columbia 16 27 0 43 

DeSoto 203 345 2,369 2,917 

Dixie 0 0 52 52 

Duval 26 45 0 71 

Escambia 0 0 0 0 

Flagler 24 41 182 247 

Franklin 0 0 0 0 

Gadsden 244 416 0 660 

Gilchrist 24 40 180 244 

Glades 28 48 1,508 1,585 

Gulf 0 0 0 0 

Hamilton 48 82 590 720 

Hardee 144 245 1,900 2,289 

Hendry 722 1,231 2,170 4,123 

Hernando 25 43 102 170 

Highlands 534 910 1,336 2,780 

Hillsborough 1,560 2,659 6,094 10,313 

Holmes 0 0 0 0 

Indian River 304 518 661 1,483 

Jackson 19 32 233 284 

Jefferson 31 52 0 83 

Lafayette 6 10 0 16 

Lake 327 558 511 1,396 

Lee 299 510 968 1,778 

Leon 40 68 10 118 

Levy 38 65 286 389 
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County 
Unaccompanied 
Migrant Workers 

Unaccompanied 
Seasonal Workers 

H-2A 
Workers 

Total 
Unaccompanied 

Workers 

Liberty 0 0 0 0 

Madison 3 5 0 8 

Manatee 873 1,488 2,201 4,562 

Marion 77 131 76 283 

Martin 75 127 15 217 

Miami-Dade 1,780 3,034 60 4,874 

Monroe 0 0 0 0 

Nassau 0 0 0 0 

Okaloosa 0 0 0 0 

Okeechobee 68 115 313 496 

Orange 566 965 131 1,662 

Osceola 24 40 58 122 

Palm Beach 1,446 2,466 2,451 6,363 

Pasco 80 136 3 218 

Pinellas 19 33 0 52 

Polk 648 1,105 2,131 3,885 

Putnam 62 106 112 280 

St. Johns 105 180 167 452 

St. Lucie 205 350 184 739 

Santa Rosa 44 76 0 120 

Sarasota 60 102 0 161 

Seminole 45 76 0 121 

Sumter 79 135 60 273 

Suwannee 74 127 462 663 

Taylor 0 0 0 0 

Union 0 0 0 0 

Volusia 302 515 26 843 

Wakulla 0 0 0 0 

Walton 1 1 0 2 

Washington 7 12 0 18 

County Unknown 372 635 0 1,007 

State of Florida 12,931 22,049 30,462 65,442 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages; U.S. Department of 
Labor, National Agricultural Workers Survey (multiple years); U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Foreign Labor 
Certification, 2018 H-2A Disclosure Data
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Table 7.4. Accompanied Farmworkers, Households, and Household Members by County of Employment 

County 

Accomp. 
Migrant 
Workers 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 
Workers 

Total 
Accomp. 
Workers 

Accomp. 
Migrant 

Households 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 

Households 

Total 
Accomp. 

Households 

Accomp. 
Migrant 

Household 
Members 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 

Household 
Members 

Total 
Accomp. 

Household 
Members 

 Alachua  84 495 579 47 380 427 178 1,484 1,661 

 Baker  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Bay  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Bradford  1 6 7 1 4 5 2 17 19 

 Brevard  13 74 87 7 57 64 27 222 249 

 Broward  89 522 611 49 402 451 187 1,566 1,754 

 Calhoun  12 70 82 7 54 61 25 211 236 

 Charlotte  36 213 249 20 164 184 76 639 715 

 Citrus  12 72 85 7 56 63 26 217 243 

 Clay  2 12 14 1 9 11 4 37 41 

 Collier  428 2,515 2,943 238 1,935 2,172 903 7,546 8,449 

 Columbia  9 51 59 5 39 44 18 152 170 

 DeSoto  109 642 751 61 493 554 230 1,925 2,155 

 Dixie  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Duval  14 83 97 8 64 72 30 248 278 

 Escambia  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Flagler  13 76 89 7 59 66 27 228 255 

 Franklin  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Gadsden  131 773 904 73 595 668 277 2,319 2,596 

 Gilchrist  13 75 88 7 58 65 27 225 252 

 Glades  15 90 105 8 69 78 32 269 302 

 Gulf  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Hamilton  26 152 177 14 117 131 54 455 509 

 Hardee  78 456 533 43 351 394 164 1,367 1,531 

 Hendry  389 2,287 2,675 216 1,759 1,975 821 6,860 7,681 
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County 

Accomp. 
Migrant 
Workers 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 
Workers 

Total 
Accomp. 
Workers 

Accomp. 
Migrant 

Households 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 

Households 

Total 
Accomp. 

Households 

Accomp. 
Migrant 

Household 
Members 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 

Household 
Members 

Total 
Accomp. 

Household 
Members 

 Hernando  14 80 93 8 61 69 29 240 268 

 Highlands  287 1,691 1,978 160 1,300 1,460 607 5,072 5,679 

 Hillsborough  840 4,939 5,779 467 3,799 4,266 1,773 14,817 16,590 

 Holmes  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Indian River  164 962 1,125 91 740 831 345 2,885 3,230 

 Jackson  10 60 70 6 46 52 21 179 201 

 Jefferson  17 97 114 9 75 84 35 292 326 

 Lafayette  3 19 22 2 14 16 7 56 63 

 Lake  176 1,036 1,212 98 797 895 372 3,107 3,479 

 Lee  161 948 1,109 90 729 819 340 2,843 3,184 

 Leon  21 126 148 12 97 109 45 379 424 

 Levy  20 120 141 11 93 104 43 361 405 

 Liberty  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Madison  2 10 12 1 8 9 4 30 33 

 Manatee  470 2,764 3,234 261 2,126 2,387 992 8,291 9,283 

 Marion  41 243 284 23 187 210 87 729 816 

 Martin  40 236 277 22 182 204 85 709 794 

 Miami-Dade  958 5,635 6,593 532 4,335 4,867 2,023 16,905 18,928 

 Monroe  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Nassau  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Okaloosa  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Okeechobee  36 214 251 20 165 185 77 643 720 

 Orange  305 1,792 2,096 169 1,378 1,548 643 5,375 6,018 

 Osceola  13 75 88 7 58 65 27 225 252 

 Palm Beach  779 4,579 5,358 433 3,522 3,955 1,644 13,737 15,380 

 Pasco  43 252 295 24 194 218 90 756 846 

 Pinellas  10 61 72 6 47 53 22 184 206 
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County 

Accomp. 
Migrant 
Workers 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 
Workers 

Total 
Accomp. 
Workers 

Accomp. 
Migrant 

Households 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 

Households 

Total 
Accomp. 

Households 

Accomp. 
Migrant 

Household 
Members 

Accomp. 
Seasonal 

Household 
Members 

Total 
Accomp. 

Household 
Members 

 Polk  349 2,053 2,402 194 1,579 1,773 737 6,158 6,895 

 Putnam  33 196 229 19 151 169 70 588 659 

 St. Johns  57 334 390 32 257 288 120 1,001 1,120 

 St. Lucie  110 649 760 61 499 561 233 1,947 2,180 

 Santa Rosa  24 140 164 13 108 121 50 421 472 

 Sarasota  32 189 221 18 145 163 68 566 634 

 Seminole  24 141 165 13 109 122 51 424 475 

 Sumter  42 250 292 24 192 216 90 750 839 

 Suwannee  40 236 276 22 181 204 85 707 792 

 Taylor  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Union  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Volusia  163 957 1,120 90 736 827 344 2,871 3,214 

 Wakulla  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Walton  0 3 3 0 2 2 1 8 9 

 Washington  4 22 25 2 17 19 8 65 73 
 County 
Unknown  200 1,179 1,379 111 907 1,018 423 3,537 3,960 
 State of 
Florida  6,963 40,949 47,912 3,868 31,499 35,367 14,700 122,846 137,545 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages; U.S. Department of Labor, National Agricultural Workers Survey 
(multiple years); U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Foreign Labor Certification, 2018 H-2A Disclosure Data
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Farmworker Housing Supply 
While farmworkers make a variety of housing arrangements, two types of housing are 
reserved specifically for them: 

• Farmworker multifamily developments: Florida Housing devotes SAIL, HOME and Low 
Income Housing Tax Credit resources to construction and rehabilitation of privately 
owned farmworker rental housing. USDA RD subsidizes production of farmworker 
rental housing through its Section 514/516 program. In most cases, USDA RD also 
provides ongoing rent assistance to the tenants in these developments. Statewide, 69 
multifamily developments set aside 4,327 affordable housing units set aside for 
farmworkers.19 
 

• Migrant camps: The Florida Department of Health (DOH) issues permits for camps to 
house unaccompanied migrant and seasonal farmworkers. These include grower-
provided housing for H-2A workers. Most provide housing for unaccompanied 
workers, often on a daily or weekly basis. The camps may consist of single-family 
homes, mobile homes, motels, multifamily units, or dormitory-style arrangements. 
Statewide, DOH has identified 34,451 “beds” for individual workers. 

Table 7.5 shows the supply of the two types of housing by county. In some cases, a 
development subsidized by Florida Housing or USDA RD also serves as a licensed camp; 
those units are counted in the Florida Housing/USDA RD column only. This includes Miami-
Dade County’s sole licensed migrant camp, Casa Cesar Chavez at Everglades Village. The 
table shows that both types of farmworker housing follow the same geographic patterns as 
the farmworker population counts, with a heavy presence in the southern counties. 

Table 7.5. Multifamily Farmworker Units and Migrant Camp Beds by County 

County 
Florida Housing & USDA RD 

Multifamily Units DOH Permitted Camp Beds 

Alachua 0 846 

Baker 0 0 

Bay 0 0 

Bradford 0 0 

Brevard 0 10 

Broward 0 0 

Calhoun 0 0 

Charlotte 0 0 

Citrus 20 101 

                                                      
19 Many developments set aside a portion of units for farmworkers rather than the entire complex. The 4,327 unit 
figure includes only the farmworker set-aside units rather than all affordable units in farmworker developments. 
Owners of several farmworker developments have received temporary or permanent waivers from Florida 
Housing and USDA RD to reduce the farmworker set-aside requirements. The units with waived requirements are 
not included in the 4,327 unit total. 
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County 
Florida Housing & USDA RD 

Multifamily Units DOH Permitted Camp Beds 

Clay 0 0 

Collier 626 2,860 

Columbia 0 190 

DeSoto 117 3,088 

Dixie 0 160 

Duval 0 0 

Escambia 0 0 

Flagler 0 220 

Franklin 0 0 

Gadsden 50 0 

Gilchrist 0 0 

Glades 0 847 

Gulf 0 0 

Hamilton 0 857 

Hardee 69 1,875 

Hendry 96 2,710 

Hernando 0 99 

Highlands 61 3,155 

Hillsborough 453 6,179 

Holmes 0 0 

Indian River 134 378 

Jackson 0 97 

Jefferson 0 0 

Lafayette 0 10 

Lake 0 678 

Lee 78 673 

Leon 0 466 

Levy 0 80 

Liberty 0 0 

Madison 0 0 

Manatee 50 2,543 

Marion 166 44 

Martin 117 0 

Miami-Dade 853 69 

Monroe 0 0 

Nassau 0 0 

Okaloosa 0 4 

Okeechobee 15 1,032 

Orange 0 285 

Osceola 104 160 
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County 
Florida Housing & USDA RD 

Multifamily Units DOH Permitted Camp Beds 

Palm Beach 745 3,524 

Pasco 0 0 

Pinellas 0 0 

Polk 284 2,078 

Putnam 42 293 

St. Johns 0 320 

St. Lucie 184 181 

Santa Rosa 0 0 

Sarasota 0 0 

Seminole 0 0 

Sumter 0 0 

Suwannee 0 0 

Taylor 0 0 

Union 32 0 

Volusia 31 95 

Wakulla 0 0 

Walton 0 0 

Washington 0 0 

State of Florida Total 4,327 36,207 

Source: Florida Department of Health; Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

Need Estimate: Comparison of Supply and Households 
The need for additional farmworker housing is estimated by comparing the supply of DOH-
permitted migrant camp beds to the number of unaccompanied workers, and the supply of 
multifamily units assisted by Florida Housing and USDA RD to the number of accompanied 
worker households. Statewide, there are 65,442 unaccompanied workers and 36,207 
permitted migrant camp beds, yielding a need for 29,235 additional beds for single 
workers. There are 35,367 accompanied households and 4,327 multifamily farmworker set 
aside units, yielding a need for 31,040 additional multifamily units. 

Table 7.6 and Figures 7.2 and 7.3 show the need for unaccompanied worker beds and 
multifamily units by county. The highest need for migrant beds appears in counties that 
combine larger urbanized areas and agricultural land, including Miami-Dade, Hillsborough, 
Palm Beach, Manatee, and Polk Counties. Similarly, five combined urban/agricultural 
counties show the greatest need for multifamily farmworker units: Miami-Dade, 
Hillsborough, Palm Beach, and Manatee. Rural Hendry County also has a large need for both 
single worker beds and multifamily units. 



94 
 

Table 7.6. Need for Farmworker Housing by Type and County 

County 

Total 
Unaccomp. 

Workers 

DOH 
Permitted 

Camp Beds 

Need for 
Single 

Worker 
Beds 

Accompanied 
Migrant & 
Seasonal 

Households 

USDA RD & 
Florida 
Housing 

Multifamily 
Units 

Need for 
Multifamily 

Units 

Alachua 1,088 846 242 427 0 427 

Baker 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bradford 14 0 14 5 0 5 

Brevard 76 10 66 64 0 64 

Broward 446 0 446 451 0 451 

Calhoun 72 0 72 61 0 61 

Charlotte 948 0 948 184 0 184 

Citrus 162 101 61 63 20 43 

Clay 10 0 10 11 0 11 

Collier 3,443 2,860 583 2,172 626 1,546 

Columbia 43 190 -147 44 0 44 

DeSoto 2,917 3,088 -171 554 117 437 

Dixie 52 160 -108 0 0 0 

Duval 71 0 71 72 0 72 

Escambia 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Flagler 247 220 27 66 0 66 

Franklin 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Gadsden 660 0 660 668 50 618 

Gilchrist 244 0 244 65 0 65 

Glades 1,585 847 738 78 0 78 

Gulf 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hamilton 720 857 -137 131 0 131 

Hardee 2,289 1,875 414 394 69 325 

Hendry 4,123 2,710 1,413 1,975 96 1,879 

Hernando 170 99 71 69 0 69 

Highlands 2,780 3,155 -375 1,460 61 1,399 

Hillsborough 10,313 6,179 4,134 4,266 453 3,813 

Holmes 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Indian River 1,483 378 1,105 831 134 697 

Jackson 284 97 187 52 0 52 

Jefferson 83 0 83 84 0 84 

Lafayette 16 10 6 16 0 16 

Lake 1,396 678 718 895 0 895 

Lee 1,778 673 1,105 819 78 741 

Leon 118 466 -348 109 0 109 
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County 

Total 
Unaccomp. 

Workers 

DOH 
Permitted 

Camp Beds 

Need for 
Single 

Worker 
Beds 

Accompanied 
Migrant & 
Seasonal 

Households 

USDA RD & 
Florida 
Housing 

Multifamily 
Units 

Need for 
Multifamily 

Units 

Levy 389 80 309 104 0 104 

Liberty 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Madison 8 0 8 9 0 9 

Manatee 4,562 2,543 2,019 2,387 50 2,337 

Marion 283 44 239 210 166 44 

Martin 217 0 217 204 117 87 

Miami-Dade 4,874 69 4,805 4,867 853 4,014 

Monroe 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Nassau 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Okaloosa 0 4 -4 0 0 0 

Okeechobee 496 1,032 -536 185 15 170 

Orange 1,662 285 1,377 1,548 0 1,548 

Osceola 122 160 -38 65 104 -39 

Palm Beach 6,363 3,524 2,839 3,955 745 3,210 

Pasco 218 0 218 218 0 218 

Pinellas 52 0 52 53 0 53 

Polk 3,885 2,078 1,807 1,773 284 1,489 

Putnam 280 293 -13 169 42 127 

St. Johns 452 320 132 288 0 288 

St. Lucie 739 181 558 561 184 377 

Santa Rosa 120 0 120 121 0 121 

Sarasota 161 0 161 163 0 163 

Seminole 121 0 121 122 0 122 

Sumter 273 0 273 216 0 216 

Suwannee 663 0 663 204 0 204 

Taylor 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Union 0 0 0 0 32 -32 

Volusia 843 95 748 827 31 796 

Wakulla 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Walton 2 0 2 2 0 2 

Washington 18 0 18 19 0 19 
State of 
Florida Total 65,442 36,207 29,235 35,367 4,327 31,040 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages; U.S. Department of 
Labor, National Agricultural Workers Survey (multiple years); U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Foreign Labor 
Certification, 2018 H-2A Disclosure Data; Florida Department of Health; Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, 
Assisted Housing Inventory
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Figure 7.2. Need for Beds for Unaccompanied Workers by County 

 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages; U.S. Department of 
Labor, National Agricultural Workers Survey (multiple years); U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Foreign Labor 
Certification, 2018 H-2A Disclosure Data; Florida Department of Health; Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, 
Assisted Housing Inventory
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Figure 7.3. Need for Farmworker Multifamily Units by County 

 

 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages; U.S. Department of 
Labor, National Agricultural Workers Survey (multiple years); U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Foreign Labor 
Certification, 2018 H-2A Disclosure Data; Florida Department of Health; Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, 
Assisted Housing Inventory



98 
 

Methodology for Farmworker Estimates 
Total Farmworker Counts 
The state and county numbers of farmworkers are derived from two counts. For H-2A 
workers, the U.S. Department of Labor provides a direct count of workers. Specifically, this 
report uses the count of workers certified for sites in Florida during federal Fiscal Year 2018 
(October 1, 2017 – September 30, 2018), downloaded from 
https://www.foreignlaborcert.doleta.gov/performancedata.cfm. 

For other workers, there is no direct count. Instead, the number of workers is estimated 
using data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Quarterly Census of Employment and 
Wages (QCEW) and the Department of Labor’s National Agricultural Workers Survey 
(NAWS).QCEW: The QCEW “produces a comprehensive tabulation of employment and 
wage information for workers covered by State unemployment insurance (UI) laws” by 
industry, including total annual wages and average weekly wages.20  

• QCEW data are available by state and county as well as by NAICS (North American 
Industry Classification, formerly SIC) industrial code. 2017 is the most recent year for 
which full data are publicly available. H-2A workers are not included in QCEW data 
because they are not eligible for unemployment insurance. The farmworker counts 
are based on employment in two NAICS codes: 111, “Crop Production,” and 11511, 
“Support Activities for Crop Production.” These classifications include farms, 
orchards, groves, greenhouses and nurseries.  

• NAWS: The NAWS “is an employment-based, random- sample survey of U.S. crop 
workers that collects demographic, employment, and health data” produced by the 
U.S. Department of Labor. It includes information about the demographic 
characteristics of workers and their households, employment history, and migration 
patterns.21 The Department of Labor provided special tabulations of the NAWS data 
for this report through contractor JBS International. 

State and county-level estimates of non-H-2A workers are calculated using a three-step 
process: 

1. Use the QCEW data to calculate the total number of weeks worked by workers in 
NAICS codes 111 and 11511. For each code and geographic area,  
Total number of weeks worked = Total annual wages/Average weekly wage 
 

2. Use the NAWS data to calculate the number of workers required to work that number 
of weeks in one year.  

                                                      
20 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics. QCEW Overview. http://www.bls.gov/cew/cewover.htm 

21 United States Department of Labor Employment and Training Administration. The National Agricultural Workers 
Survey. https://doleta.gov/naws. 

https://www.foreignlaborcert.doleta.gov/performancedata.cfm
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The NAWS shows that farmworkers in Florida worked an average of 38 weeks during 
the 2015-2016 period, the most recent data available to the Shimberg Center. This 
allows us to translate the total number of weeks worked in a geographic area and 
NAICS code into an estimated number of workers: Workers = Total annual weeks 
worked/ Average weeks worked per year = Total annual weeks worked/38 

3. Sum the total workers for the two industrial codes in each geographic area. Total 
farmworkers = Workers in code 111 + Workers in code 11511 

Using the QCEW to distribute farmworkers across counties introduces an error into the 
distribution. In this report, the sum of the number of farmworkers in all counties is lower 
than the statewide total. This is also true for the numbers of farmworker households and 
household members, which are derived directly from the number of farmworkers. This 
disparity has two causes. First, the QCEW includes a category of employment 
establishments for which counties cannot be identified based on data submitted by 
employers. There are 2,387 workers estimated in a “County Unknown” category, mostly 
from the Support Activities sector. These workers and their household members are counted 
in Tables 7.2-7.4 but are not included in the Table 7.6 comparing supply and demand by 
county.  

Second, the Bureau of Labor Statistics suppresses wage data for establishments in some 
counties in order to protect confidentiality, but includes the data in statewide totals. In these 
counties, the number of farmworkers is actually higher than the figures reported in this 
report. Statewide, this results in 3,043 farmworkers (4 percent) included in the state total that 
are not attributed to any county or to the “County Unknown” category. To account for those 
workers, we redistributed the workers among the counties and the “County Unknown” 
category based on the counties’ share of the workers for whom a county (or “County 
Unknown”) designation could be identified using the QCEW and NAWS data. This likely 
results in an underestimate of workers in some counties and an overestimate in others, since 
the wages and therefore workers at the suppressed establishments are unlikely to match the 
county-level distribution of wages and workers at other establishments.  

Detailed Household and Member Counts 
The NAWS dataset was used to stratify non-H-2A farmworkers by migrant/seasonal and 
accompanied/unaccompanied status, in order to estimate the number of farmworker 
households. To increase sample size, NAWS interviews were included from the most recent 
two-year period available (fiscal years 2015-2016; 375 respondents).  

Steps to translate farmworker counts into households and household members were as 
follows: 

1. Divide non-H-2A workers into migrant and seasonal categories.22 In the NAWS 
interviews, 24 percent of workers were migrant and 76 percent were seasonal. These 
percentages were applied to the county and state total non-H-2A workers. For the 

                                                      
22 H-2A workers were assumed to be unaccompanied. 
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statewide total of 82,892 non-H-2A workers, this meant that 19,894 were assumed to 
be migrant (82,892 * .24) and 62,998 (82,892 * .76) were assumed to be seasonal.  

2. Divide migrant and seasonal workers into accompanied and unaccompanied 
categories.  

a. Migrant: 65 percent of migrant workers reported unaccompanied status and 
35 percent reported being accompanied by family. This translates to 12,931 
unaccompanied migrant workers (.65 * 19,894) and 6,963 accompanied 
migrant workers (.35 * 19,894). 

b. Seasonal: 35 percent of seasonal workers reported unaccompanied status and 
65 percent reported being accompanied. This translates to 22,049 
unaccompanied seasonal workers (.35 * 62,998) and 40,949 accompanied 
seasonal workers (.65 * 62,998). 

3. Translate the number of accompanied workers into households. The number of 
households should be smaller than the number of workers, since a household may 
have more than one worker.  

a. Accompanied migrant households: The average accompanied migrant 
household contained 1.8 farmworkers. This translates to 3,868 accompanied 
migrant households (6,963 workers/1.8 workers per household). 

b. Accompanied seasonal households: The average seasonal worker household 
contained 1.3 farmworkers. This translates to 31,499 seasonal worker 
households (40,949 workers/1.3 workers per household). 

4. Translate accompanied worker household counts into household members.  
a. Accompanied migrant household members: The average accompanied 

migrant household had 3.8 members total. This translates to 14,700 
accompanied migrant household members (3,868 * 3.8). 

b. Accompanied seasonal household members: The average accompanied 
seasonal household had 4.1 members total. This translates to 122,846 
accompanied seasonal household members (31,499 * 3.9). 

5. Because unaccompanied workers are by definition households of one, the counts of 
unaccompanied workers, households and household members are all the same. 

The use of the NAWS data for this purpose is subject to a number of limitations. The NAWS 
sample is small and may underrepresent citrus workers in Florida. Moreover, the most 
recent data available are from the 2015-2016 surveys. Given rapid changes in Florida’s 
agricultural sector, particularly the loss of citrus activity due to greening disease and sharp 
increases in the use of H-2A workers, breakdowns by migrant/seasonal and accompaniment 
status may have changed substantially since the NAWS interviews were conducted. 
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8. Commercial Fishing Workers 
This section of the Rental Market Study discusses the affordable housing needs of 
commercial fishing workers in Florida. The 2019 study uses a different method to estimate 
the number of fishing workers than previous Rental Market Studies. Therefore, results are 
not comparable to earlier years. 

According to this new method, Florida has an estimated need for 1,093 units of affordable 
rental housing for commercial fishing workers. County-level estimates are not available due 
to limitations of the data sources, as described below. 

Previous Methodology 
Past years’ studies restricted the fishing worker analysis to estimates of low-income (at or 
below 60 percent of AMI), cost burdened (greater than 40 percent) renters from the 
American Community Survey (ACS) with at least one person with a U.S. Census occupational 
code of 610, which includes “Fishers, Hunters, and Trappers.” We are modifying the method 
for three reasons. First, the ACS is based on a sample of Florida households. The 2013-2017 
ACS sample is not large enough to yield statistically significant counts for such a specific set 
of parameters (renter tenure, incomes below 60 percent of AMI, and a single, relatively 
small occupational category). Second, limiting the estimate to renters excluded other fishing 
workers who might have a need for affordable rental housing, such as those living doubled 
up with a homeowner or those living in substandard, non-rental units.23 Third, experts from 
University of Florida’s Sea Grant program recommended including aquaculture and seafood 
processing workers in the fishing worker estimate. Most workers in these industries would 
not be included in the “Fishers, Hunters, and Trappers” occupational code used previously. 

Current Methodology and Estimate 
The new method for producing an estimate of fishing workers’ rental housing needs is as 
follows: 

1. Determine the number of low-income households in the ACS with at least one worker in 
the industry categories that include fishing-related firms. 

We used the 2013-2017 ACS to estimate the number of households with incomes below 60 
percent of AMI and at least one worker in these Census industry codes: 

• Fishing, Hunting and Trapping (Industry Code 0280): 805 households up to 60 
percent of AMI 

• Animal Production and Aquaculture (Industry Code 0180):  5,074 households up to 60 
percent of AMI 

                                                      
23 Removing the renter restriction on the fishing worker estimate will make the method more consistent with the 
farmworker needs analysis. The farmworker analysis includes all farmworkers in the demand estimate 
regardless of their current housing tenure.  
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• Seafood and other miscellaneous foods, manufacturing (Industry Code 1280): 589 
households up to 60 percent of AMI. 

These are statewide numbers. The sample size and geographic categories of the ACS 
microdata do not permit estimates at the county level. 

2. Estimate the share of workers in these industry categories working in fishing, aquaculture 
and seafood production. 

The Census industry categories include workers other than fishing workers. For example, 
Animal Production and Aquaculture includes workers on cattle ranches and other livestock 
farms.   The Census does not provide subcategories of these industry codes that separate 
out the fishing-related jobs.  

However, the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS) does provide subcategories, and a crosswalk between Census and 
NAICS codes is available.24 The 2017 Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) 
from the BLS provides an annual average count of employees by NAICS code for the state. 
Therefore, we used the NAICS subcategories in the QCEW to calculate the ratio of fishing-
specific employees to total employees in each of the three Census industry categories from 
the QCEW: 

• Fishing, hunting, & trapping: 80.94% of employees work in fishing. 
• Animal production and aquaculture: 8.02% of employees work in aquaculture. 
• Seafood and other miscellaneous foods (manufacturing):  21.45% of employees work 

in seafood product preparation & packaging. 

Again, these are statewide percentages. While the QCEW does provide data at the county 
level, employment numbers from many firms are suppressed at the county level for privacy 
purposes. Using the county-level data would result in substantial undercounts of fishing 
workers.  

3. Use estimated worker shares in each industry to estimate low-income, fishing worker 
households. 

We applied the QCEW percentages from step 2 to the ACS household totals in step 1 to 
estimate the shares of low-income households that work in fishing-related industries, as a 
subset of households with workers in the three overall industry categories. 

                                                      
24 See https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/guidance/industry-occupation/census-2012-final-
code-list.xls. 
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Table 8.1 Estimates of Low-Income, Fishing Worker Households, Florida 

   A B C 

 Industry 
Households 0-

60% AMI (ACS) 

Share of 
Employees in 

Fishing-Related 
Industry (QCEW) 

Est.Households 0-
60% AMI, Fishing 

Workers Only 
(A*B) 

Fishing, Hunting & Trapping 
                                                            

805  80.94% 652 

Animal Production & Aquaculture 
                                                        

5,074  8.02% 407 
Seafood and other miscellaneous 
foods (processing) 

                                                            
589  21.45% 126 

Total Estimated Fishing Worker Households 1,185 
 
4. Subtract existing housing supply from demand to yield need for fishing worker units. 

Florida Housing has 92 fishing worker set-aside units in the Atlantic Pines and Mariner’s 
Cove developments in Monroe County. Subtracting the supply (92 units) from the demand 
(1,185 fishing worker households) yields a need of 1,093 units. 
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9. Public and Assisted Housing 
Florida’s public and assisted housing stock provides 286,335 units of affordable rental 
housing—nearly one in ten rental units in the state.  

Public housing developments are owned by local housing authorities funded by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Assisted housing developments 
may be owned by for-profit corporations, non-profit organizations, or public agencies. They 
receive subsidies such as low-interest development financing or ongoing rental assistance 
from HUD, U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development program (RD), Florida 
Housing Finance Corporation (Florida Housing), and local housing finance authorities 
(LHFAs). These two types of affordable housing can overlap, as public housing 
developments may also receive federal and state subsidies for preservation and 
redevelopment. 

Table 9.1. Public and Assisted Housing Supply, Florida, 2019 

  Developments Units 

Public Housing 228 33,883 

Assisted Housing 2,528 259,085 

Total 2,706 286,335 

Notes: Unit counts include only rent- and income-restricted units. Public housing developments that have 
received additional subsidies from assisted housing programs are listed in both categories. Therefore, the 
number of total developments and units is lower than the sum of these values for the two types of housing. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

Generally, public and assisted housing developments are subject to rent and income 
restrictions to ensure that their units are affordable and available to low-income tenants. In 
all public housing developments and in assisted housing developments with HUD or RD 
rental assistance, the federal government also provides a rent supplement that typically 
enables tenants to pay no more than 30 percent of their income for rent.  

County Locations of Public and Assisted Housing 
The county locations of public and assisted units closely mirror the locations of low-income, 
cost burdened renter households (see Table 9.2 and Figure 9.1 below). Most of the state’s 
units and cost burdened renters are located in large counties (61 percent both 
public/assisted units and cost burdened renters). Miami-Dade County has particularly large 
concentrations of units (20 percent of state total) and cost burdened renters (17 percent). 
Medium-size counties contain most of the rest of the units (34 percent) and cost burdened 
renters (36 percent), while just five percent of units and three percent of cost burdened 
renters are located in small counties. 
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Table 9.2. Public and Assisted Housing Supply by County, Florida, 2019 

  
  

Public Housing Assisted Housing Total 

Developments Units Developments Units Developments Units 

% of State’s 
Public and 

Assisted Units 

% of State's 
Low-Income, 

Cost Burdened 
Renters 

Large Counties:  

Broward 5 404 153 19,595 156 19,783 6.91% 10.17% 

Duval 18 3,214 132 18,510 147 20,877 7.29% 5.25% 

Hillsborough 13 2,724 164 20,589 169 21,667 7.57% 7.64% 

Miami-Dade 50 10,928 387 47,011 425 56,401 19.70% 16.93% 

Orange 12 1,693 177 29,181 187 30,754 10.74% 8.48% 

Palm Beach 10 1,164 104 12,909 114 14,073 4.91% 7.13% 

Pinellas 12 1,281 125 10,360 134 11,189 3.91% 5.15% 

Large Total 120 21,408 1,242 158,155 1,332 174,744 61.03% 60.74% 

Medium Counties: 

Alachua 4 903 48 3,445 51 4,177 1.46% 1.56% 

Bay 3 490 26 2,428 29 2,918 1.02% 0.87% 

Brevard 7 1,141 51 4,821 58 5,962 2.08% 2.37% 

Charlotte 4 320 18 2,107 19 2,137 0.75% 0.57% 

Citrus 0 0 31 1,070 31 1,070 0.37% 0.43% 

Clay 0 0 18 1,339 18 1,339 0.47% 0.55% 

Collier 0 0 42 4,865 42 4,865 1.70% 1.39% 

Escambia 4 603 55 4,134 59 4,737 1.65% 1.37% 

Flagler 1 131 8 503 9 634 0.22% 0.38% 

Hernando 1 124 29 1,954 30 2,078 0.73% 0.61% 

Highlands 1 63 35 1,613 35 1,613 0.56% 0.35% 

Indian River 0 0 25 2,697 25 2,697 0.94% 0.67% 

Lake 1 60 70 4,719 71 4,779 1.67% 1.16% 

Lee 11 1,019 56 5,282 63 5,959 2.08% 2.98% 

Leon 3 537 37 3,688 40 4,225 1.48% 1.59% 

Manatee 6 477 35 3,804 39 4,004 1.40% 1.77% 
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Public Housing Assisted Housing Total 

Developments Units Developments Units Developments Units 

% of State’s 
Public and 

Assisted Units 

% of State's 
Low-Income, 

Cost Burdened 
Renters 

Marion 1 186 28 2,303 29 2,489 0.87% 1.14% 

Martin 1 70 17 1,206 18 1,276 0.45% 0.48% 

Okaloosa 3 507 15 879 18 1,386 0.48% 0.96% 

Osceola 0 0 47 7,020 47 7,020 2.45% 1.97% 

Pasco 3 206 55 3,809 58 4,015 1.40% 1.80% 

Polk 9 826 79 6,185 86 6,887 2.41% 2.55% 

Santa Rosa 1 38 13 659 14 697 0.24% 0.49% 

Sarasota 5 513 29 2,210 30 2,470 0.86% 1.64% 

Seminole 1 30 39 5,482 40 5,512 1.93% 1.96% 

St. Johns 0 0 21 1,221 21 1,221 0.43% 0.82% 

St. Lucie 3 824 20 2,513 23 3,337 1.17% 1.29% 

Sumter 0 0 10 359 10 359 0.13% 0.20% 

Volusia 9 1,159 66 6,565 72 7,430 2.59% 2.27% 

Medium Total: 82 10,227 1,023 88,880 1,085 97,293 33.98% 36.20% 

Small Counties: 

Baker 1 80 3 132 4 212 0.07% 0.06% 

Bradford 0 0 8 386 8 386 0.13% 0.07% 

Calhoun 0 0 2 88 2 88 0.03% 0.03% 

Columbia 1 80 12 700 13 780 0.27% 0.20% 

DeSoto 2 130 14 781 16 911 0.32% 0.11% 

Dixie 1 26 1 32 2 58 0.02% 0.03% 

Franklin 2 104 5 172 7 276 0.10% 0.03% 

Gadsden 0 0 16 913 16 913 0.32% 0.14% 

Gilchrist 1 10 2 59 3 69 0.02% 0.03% 

Glades 0 0 2 78 2 78 0.03% 0.03% 

Gulf 0 0 4 162 4 162 0.06% 0.04% 

Hamilton 1 86 5 147 6 233 0.08% 0.03% 
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Public Housing Assisted Housing Total 

Developments Units Developments Units Developments Units 

% of State’s 
Public and 

Assisted Units 

% of State's 
Low-Income, 

Cost Burdened 
Renters 

Hardee 0 0 10 617 10 617 0.22% 0.09% 

Hendry 0 0 14 674 14 674 0.24% 0.11% 

Holmes 1 56 4 80 5 136 0.05% 0.05% 

Jackson 3 188 19 823 22 1,011 0.35% 0.14% 

Jefferson 0 0 4 171 4 171 0.06% 0.04% 

Lafayette 0 0 1 36 1 36 0.01% 0.02% 

Levy 1 124 13 420 14 544 0.19% 0.09% 

Liberty 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.02% 

Madison 0 0 8 412 8 412 0.14% 0.05% 

Monroe 2 588 26 1,424 28 2,012 0.70% 0.53% 

Nassau 1 57 16 765 17 822 0.29% 0.20% 

Okeechobee 0 0 7 302 7 302 0.11% 0.12% 

Putnam 4 335 29 1,179 33 1,514 0.53% 0.24% 

Suwannee 2 124 12 540 14 664 0.23% 0.11% 

Taylor 0 0 7 350 7 350 0.12% 0.05% 

Union 1 122 2 80 3 202 0.07% 0.03% 

Wakulla 0 0 2 64 2 64 0.02% 0.06% 

Walton 1 50 8 335 9 385 0.13% 0.25% 

Washington 1 88 7 128 8 216 0.08% 0.06% 

Small Total 26 2,248 263 12,050 289 14,298 4.99% 3.06% 

State Total 228 33,883 2,528 259,085 2,706 286,335 100.00% 100.00% 

Notes: Unit counts include only rent- and income-restricted units. Public housing developments that have received additional subsidies from assisted 
housing programs are listed in both categories. Therefore, the number of total developments and units is lower than the sum of these values for the two 
types of housing. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 
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Figure 9.1. Public and Assisted Housing Units by County, Florida, 2019 

 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 
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Tenant and Unit Characteristics 
The discussion below compares household and unit characteristics for public and assisted 
housing programs with Florida’s renters as a whole. Developments are grouped by funder. 
The Florida Housing developments are further subdivided into two types of categories: 1) 
with and without rental assistance (both tenant-based vouchers and project-based rental 
assistance25), and 2) family versus elderly target population. Developments may fall into 
more than one category.  

The public and assisted housing units are compared to a statewide “all Florida renters” 
category based on data from the 2017 American Community Survey. This category 
combines renters in all types of rental housing in Florida, including market-rate, public 
housing, and assisted housing units. It is not possible to separate out households in market-
rate units only, although most units in this category will be market-rate. The all renters 
category includes multifamily developments, single family homes, condominiums, and any 
other type of rental unit included in the Census. Student-headed, non-family households are 
excluded. 

Income and Rent 
Florida’s public and assisted housing stock serves renters with incomes well below average 
for the state’s renters (Figure 9.2). The average income for all renters is $51,383, more than 
double the average of $24,971 in Florida Housing-sponsored developments. 

Incomes are particularly low in the categories where most or all units include federal rental 
assistance: HUD Multifamily, USDA RD, public housing, and the subset of Florida Housing 
units with rental assistance. These categories have average incomes in the $11,000-17,000 
range (Figure 9.2). Incomes are also lower in Florida Housing’s elderly developments. 

Figure 9.2. Average Annual Household Income ($) 

 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory and U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 
American Community Survey 

                                                      
25 This category includes Florida Housing units that also have project-based rental assistance from HUD or RD 
and those occupied by tenants with HUD Housing Choice Vouchers. 
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Figure 9.3 shows the breakdown of households by income as a percentage of AMI. It shows 
that Florida Housing-sponsored units serve tenants with a range of incomes. More than a 
quarter of households in Florida Housing-sponsored developments are “extremely low-
income” (ELI), meaning they have incomes at or below 30 percent of AMI. These include 
most households in Florida Housing units with rental assistance, but they also include 15 
percent of tenants without rental assistance. Forty percent of Florida Housing units are 
occupied by “very low-income” (30-50 percent of AMI) households, up from 35 percent in 
2016. The remaining one-third of households have incomes above 50 percent of AMI. Most 
tenants in public housing and HUD multifamily units are ELI households, as are nearly half of 
RD tenants.  

In contrast, the “all renters” averages include households with a far wider range of incomes. 
This category includes the state’s low-income renters, but also a group of high-income 
renters who would be ineligible for assisted housing. The median renter income—that is, the 
point at which half of renters have lower incomes and half have higher—is $38,425, or 72 
percent of AMI. However, the top 25 percent of renters have incomes above $65,000, or 121 
percent of AMI. These renters drive up the statewide income averages. At the other end of 
the spectrum, the bottom fourth of Florida’s renters have incomes below $21,000.  

Figure 9.3. Households by Income as a Percentage of Area Median Income (AMI) 

 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory and U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 
American Community Survey 

Tenants’ housing costs in the public and assisted housing inventory are also well below 
statewide averages (Figure 9.4). The average gross rent for all Florida Housing units is $744 
per month. In comparison, the average rent for all units in the state is $1,208. The average 
for market-rate units cannot be determined but would be even higher, since the $1,208 
average includes public and assisted housing along with the market-rate stock. Public 
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housing and other units with rental assistance have by far the lowest average tenant-paid 
rents, near $250-300 per month. These figures include only rent and utility costs paid by 
tenants. Supplements such as federal rental assistance and landlord utility payments are not 
included. 

Figure 9.4. Average Tenant-Paid Gross Rent (Rent + Utilities) 

 

Notes: Data unavailable for RD units. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory and U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 
American Community Survey 

Figure 9.5. Units by Tenant-Paid Gross Rent 

 

Notes: Data unavailable for public housing, HUD multifamily and RD units. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory and U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 
American Community Survey 
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Children and Elderly Residents 
Households with children and with elderly residents are more prevalent in public and 
assisted housing than in the overall rental inventory. Children under age 18 are present in 
about half of Florida Housing and public housing units, compared to a third of the overall 
rental stock. Households with older adults make up the bulk of residents in Florida 
Housing’s developments with elderly unit set-asides.26 They also make up 59 percent of the 
households in HUD Multifamily developments, reflecting a strong emphasis on elderly 
housing in Florida’s HUD-subsidized stock.  

Figure 9.6. Households with Elderly Members (Age 62 and older) and Children (Under Age 18) 

 

Notes: Units may be listed in included in both categories if they include both elderly residents and children. Data 
on occupancy by children unavailable for RD units; 35% of RD units are elderly-occupied. See footnote for 
explanation of non-elderly residents in Florida Housing’s “Elderly” units. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory and U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 
American Community Survey 

Preservation Risk Assessment 
The assisted housing inventory is subject to two types of risk. First, income and rent 
restrictions associated with subsidy programs can expire, threatening the affordability of the 
units. Second, aging developments may remain affordable but are at risk of physical 
                                                      
26 The share of households with members age 62 and older in the Florida Housing/Elderly category is less than 
100 percent for two reasons. First, the category includes elderly-only developments but also includes 
developments that set aside just a portion of their units for elderly residents. Second, the minimum age for the 
head of household in Florida Housing’s elderly set-aside units is 55; some “elderly” units are occupied by 
households headed by someone age 55-61. 
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deterioration and financial default unless they receive additional capital investment. Often 
these two types of risk go together: the oldest developments are also those closest to their 
subsidy expiration dates.  

Subsidy Expirations 
This section tracks properties for which affordability restrictions are set to expire by the end 
of 2030. The restrictions are associated with the following funders and programs: 

• Florida Housing: 4% and 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), SAIL, HOME, 
and Bonds 

• HUD: Rental Assistance, Section 202 Direct Loans, Use Agreement 
• RD: Rental Assistance, Section 514/516, Section 515 

For most of these programs, affordability restrictions end upon subsidy expiration unless 
new financing is introduced that imposes extended restrictions. The exception is HUD Rental 
Assistance contracts, which may be renewed.27  

Assisted housing developments often have several layers of subsidies in place with different 
expiration dates. A development is identified as at-risk only if it does not have other 
subsidies in place with later expiration dates. For example, many HUD-funded 
developments with expiring Rental Assistance contracts also received capital advances from 
HUD’s Section 202 and Section 811 programs. These advances carry 40-year affordability 
restrictions that will not expire until the 2030s and 2040s, so the properties are not counted 
in the expiring HUD properties list. 

Statewide, 268 developments with 27,659 units have overall subsidy expiration dates 
by the end of 2030. Table 9.3 summarizes the characteristics of units at risk of subsidy 
expiration. The table is organized by funder. See Table 9.11 at the end of this section for 
county-level totals of at-risk properties and units. 

                                                      
27 Public housing is not included in the subsidy expiration analysis because affordability restrictions in the 
traditional public housing program are not time-limited. However, public housing units may be at risk of 
demolition if their physical conditions have deteriorated. Therefore, the public housing developments are 
included later in the report in the “Aging Housing Developments” discussion. 
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Table 9.3. Developments and Units at Risk with Subsidies Expiring by 2030, Assisted Housing 

 
Florida Housing RD HUD 

Property 
and Unit 
Counts 

At-Risk Properties 88 41 163 

At-Risk Units 15,735 1,758 13,125 

HUD/RD Rental Assistance 
Units 174 1,284 10,281 

% of Funders' Units at Risk 8% 9% 18% 

Target 
Population 

Family 92% 50% 43% 

Elderly 8% 35% 52% 

Other - 

15% 
(Farmworker/ 

Family) 
5% (Persons 

with Disabilities) 

Average Tenant Income $28,534  $16,145  $11,365  

Location 

Large County 65% 9% 65% 

Medium County 34% 67% 32% 

Small County 1% 24% 3% 

Counties with the Most 
Affected Units 

Orange, Miami-Dade, 
Hillsborough, 

Osceola 
Polk, Highlands, 

Clay, Lake 

Miami-Dade, 
Duval, 

Hillsborough 

Notes: Percentages refer to share of assisted units in risk category unless otherwise noted. Because a small 
number of properties have expiring subsidies from more than one funder, some properties and units are 
included in more than one column. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

Florida Housing Expiring Properties 
Florida Housing’s portfolio contains the largest number of at-risk units, with 15,735 units in 
88 developments. Most units (92 percent) are in developments serving families; that is, 
occupancy is not restricted to a particular population such as elders or people with 
disabilities. 

Table 9.4 shows the number of at-risk properties and units receiving funding from each 
program. Developments may appear in more than one column if they received funding 
under multiple programs.  
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Table 9.4. Program Summary for Florida Housing Properties and Units with Subsidies Expiring by 
2030, Duplicated Count 

LIHTC 9% LIHTC 4% SAIL State Bonds HOME 

Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units 

43 6,831 28 6,448 13 1,600 18 4,699 6 610 

Notes: Properties and units with multiple funding layers are counted in more than one column. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

The expiration of LIHTC units will come in two phases (see Figure 9.7). In 2022-2025, losses 
of 9% LIHTC units will peak as developments from the early 1990s reach the end of 30-year 
affordability restrictions. Because affordability periods for the competitive 9% credits were 
extended to 50-year periods in the mid-1990s, these losses will taper off after mid-decade. A 
second spike will begin in 2027 as a wave of 4% LIHTC developments reaches the end of 30-
year affordability restrictions. Losses of non-LIHTC units are spread throughout the decade. 

Figure 9.7. Florida Housing Units by Expiration Year and Program Type, 2019-2030 

 
Notes: The “Other” category refers to units without LIHTC that received SAIL, State Bonds, or HOME funding. 
Units in the 9% Credits and 4% Credits categories may also have funding from the other Florida Housing 
programs. One property with 172 units expiring in 2022 has both 9% and 4% Credits. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

The largest shares of at-risk units are located in four counties: Orange (3,610 units), Miami-
Dade (2,925 units), Hillsborough (1,308 units), and Osceola (1,169 units). The Orlando area 
will be particularly affected because it has a large number of 1990s-era  Florida Housing 
developments reaching the 30-year mark. In Orange, Osceola, Lake, and Seminole Counties 
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combined, 5,607 Florida Housing units are at risk. This amounts to 14 percent of Florida 
Housing-sponsored units in the four-county area, including 19 percent of units in Osceola 
County. 

Note that these at-risk totals only cover properties where the full term of the affordability 
restrictions is set to expire by the end of 2030. A larger set of LIHTC-funded properties may 
be eligible to exit affordability restrictions early through the Qualified Contract process. 
Florida Housing describes the process as follows: 

Federal law provides [LIHTC property owners] with an option to convert to 
market rate after the 14th year through the “Qualified Contract” process. 
Through this process, owners formally request their state housing finance 
agency (HFA) to search for a new buyer at any time after the 14th year of the 
original compliance period. If one cannot be found, owners are released from all 
restrictions and are free to sell properties to any willing buyers, who are only 
bound to keep rents affordable to existing qualified households for three 
years.28  

A number of LIHTC property owners have waived their right to a Qualified Contract as part 
of Florida Housing’s competitive funding process. Nevertheless, according to the Florida 
Housing report cited above, an estimated 441 properties with 80,511 units will be eligible to 
enter the Qualified Contract process by 2020. Most of these developments will retain 
affordability restrictions well beyond 2030 if they do not complete the Qualified Contract 
process; that is, many of these properties are not counted in the at-risk properties list in 
Table 9.3. They represent an additional risk that will need to be monitored going forward. 

HUD Expiring Properties 
Affordability restrictions will expire by 2030 for 163 HUD-subsidized developments with 
13,125 assisted units. Half of the affected units are in elderly housing developments. Most of 
the rest are in family developments.  

Table 9.5 shows at-risk properties and units by HUD program type. The most common 
program is HUD’s project-based rental assistance. These properties will not automatically 
exit the subsidized inventory because rental assistance contracts may be renewed upon 
expiration. If the owner opts out of renewing the contract, however, the affordability 
restrictions are lifted.  

Several of the properties were funded under HUD’s Section 202 Direct Loan program, which 
provided below-interest mortgages for senior housing developments. Most of these also 
have HUD rental assistance contracts. However, ten Section 202 properties with 1,636 units 
are operating without rental assistance. These developments were built in the early years of 
the program, between 1967 and 1970, and their affordability restrictions expire by the end 

                                                      
28 Florida Housing Finance Corporation, Preservation of Rental Properties in Florida Housing Finance Corporation’s 
Portfolio: Background and Conceptual Strategies, July 2018, http://www.floridahousing.org/docs/default-
source/data-docs-and-reports/boardpackages/2018/july-27/proposed-recapitalization-strategy-july-2018-
final.pdf?sfvrsn=ca73087b_2. Retrieved April 30, 2019. 

http://www.floridahousing.org/docs/default-source/data-docs-and-reports/boardpackages/2018/july-27/proposed-recapitalization-strategy-july-2018-final.pdf?sfvrsn=ca73087b_2
http://www.floridahousing.org/docs/default-source/data-docs-and-reports/boardpackages/2018/july-27/proposed-recapitalization-strategy-july-2018-final.pdf?sfvrsn=ca73087b_2
http://www.floridahousing.org/docs/default-source/data-docs-and-reports/boardpackages/2018/july-27/proposed-recapitalization-strategy-july-2018-final.pdf?sfvrsn=ca73087b_2
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of 2021. The units are at severe risk of loss of affordability unless new subsidized financing is 
brought in that imposes extended affordability requirements. 

A third set of at-risk properties operates under HUD Use Agreements expiring by the end of 
2030. These agreements impose extended affordability requirements in older, formerly 
subsidized properties for a variety of reasons, such as refinancing of HUD debt. These 
properties may also be at risk of loss of affordability when the use agreements expire. 

Table 9.5. Program Summary for HUD Properties and Units with Subsidies Expiring by 2030, 
Unduplicated Count 

Rental Assistance, 
No Section 202 

Rental Assistance 
and Section 202 

Section 202, No 
Rental Assistance HUD Use Agreement 

Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units 

           110  8,973                35  1,286                10  1,636                  8  1,230  

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

The largest shares of at-risk units are located in three large counties: Miami-Dade (2,342 
units), Duval (2,072 units), and Hillsborough (1,493 units). These make up 45 percent of total 
at-risk units in the state. 

RD Expiring Properties 
Another set of at-risk properties operates under mortgages from USDA RD that will mature 
by 2030. These are much smaller developments than the Florida Housing and HUD at-risk 
properties, with an average of 43 units per property. In all, 41 RD developments with 1,758 
units are at risk. 

The at-risk properties include developments subsidized by RD’s Section 515 program, 
which provides below-interest mortgages for general multifamily housing in rural areas and 
small towns, and the Section 514/516 program, which provides housing for farmworkers. 
Most of these developments also receive project-based rental assistance. Unlike HUD’s 
rental assistance program, RD rental assistance contracts cannot be renewed once the RD 
mortgage has matured or been prepaid. Therefore, properties with expiring RD mortgages 
are at severe risk of loss of affordability unless new subsidized financing is introduced. 

Table 9.6 shows the at-risk RD properties and units by funding program. 

Table 9.6. Program Summary for RD Properties and Units with Subsidies Expiring by 2030, 
Unduplicated Count 

Section 515 and 
Rental Assistance 

Section 514/516 and 
Rental Assistance 

Section 515, No 
Rental Assistance 

Section 514/516, No 
Rental Assistance 

Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units 

30 1,297 5 261 4 141 2 59 

Notes: Two Section 515 properties with 72 units and four Section 514/516 properties with 225 units receive rental 
assistance from HUD rather than from RD. HUD rental assistance contracts are renewable upon expiration even if 
the Section 515 or 514/516 mortgage is no longer active; RD rental assistance contracts are not. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 
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The expiring RD properties are scattered throughout the state, mostly in medium and small 
counties. The largest concentrations of units are located in four counties: Polk (275 units), 
Highlands (190 units), Clay (163 units), and Lake (141 units). 

Aging Housing Developments 
Florida’s oldest public housing developments were built in the 1940s and 1950s. Other 
federal assisted housing programs date back to the 1960s and 1970s, and Florida Housing’s 
programs began in the late 1980s. As a result, a growing inventory of older units is at risk of 
deterioration without additional infusions of capital. 

This analysis tracks public and assisted housing developments built before the end of 1988 
(“30+ year old”) and developments built from 1989 to 2003 (“15-29 year old”). Properties 
are moved into a later age category if they received subsequent funding for rehabilitation. 
For example, a number of pre-1988 public housing, HUD, and RD developments have 
received funding from Florida Housing since 2003 for preservation. These are counted in the 
under 15-year-old category. The counts exclude properties that are in the development 
pipeline but are not yet ready for occupancy. 

Statewide, 743 developments with 67,759 units are at least 30 years old and 707 
developments with 82,683 units are 15-29 years old. The remaining 960 developments 
with 114,000 units are less than 15 years old. Table 9.7 provides more information about the 
characteristics of units in the different property age groups. 
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Table 9.7. Developments and Units by Risk Due to Property Age, Public and Assisted Housing 

  30+ Year Old 15-29 Year Old <15 Year Old 

Property 
and Unit 
Counts 

Properties 743 707 960 

Units 67,759 82,683 114,000 
HUD/RD Rental 
Assistance Units 31,776 13,311 18,000 
% of All Assisted 
Units 26% 31% 43% 

Funder 

HUD Multifamily 41% 24% 23% 

Public Housing 34% 3% 5% 

RD 15% 7% 3% 

Florida Housing 6% 84% 96% 

LHFA 9% 16% 26% 

Target 
Population 

Family 34% 75% 69% 

Elderly 47% 20% 27% 
Persons with 
Disabilities 1% 1% 1% 

Other 

18% 
(Family/ 

Farmworker, 
Homeless) 

4% 
(Family/ 

Farmworker) 

3% 
(Family/ 

Farmworker, 
Homeless, Fishing 

Worker) 
Average Tenant 
Income $13,830  $24,283  $23,073  

Location 

Large County 60% 60% 61% 

Medium County 33% 36% 35% 

Small County 7% 4% 4% 

Counties Most 
Affected All Large Counties 

Large Counties 
(except Pinellas), 

Osceola, Seminole - 

Notes: Property age refers to year built for new construction projects and approximate year of rehabilitation for 
preservation or rehabilitation projects. Percentages refer to share of assisted units in age category unless 
otherwise noted. Funder totals may add up to more than 100 percent because developments can have funding 
from more than one agency. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

The 30+ year old category is heavily weighted toward public housing and HUD multifamily 
developments. These developments are more likely to serve extremely low-income and 
elderly tenants than the newer inventory.  In contrast, Florida Housing-funded units make up 
the bulk of the housing in the 15-29 year old category, reflecting the growth of the LIHTC 
program and state Housing Trust Fund in the 1990s. Most of these units do not have HUD or 
RD rental assistance, and average tenant income is higher than for the 30+ year old group 
($24,283 vs. $13,830).  
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Florida Housing’s Investment in Federally Subsidized Housing 
Florida Housing has made considerable investment in the rehabilitation and preservation of 
older public housing and HUD and RD-funded assisted housing. This investment began with 
housing rehabilitation funding in the early 1990s and greatly accelerated with the advent of 
preservation set-asides for public and federally assisted housing in the past decade.  

A preservation investment is defined here as allocation of funds from Florida Housing’s 
LIHTC, SAIL, and Bond programs to existing public housing, HUD multifamily, and RD 
developments. In most cases, Florida Housing funds were used for rehabilitation of older 
buildings. In some cases, particularly recent public housing redevelopment projects, 
Florida Housing funds have been used to support new construction to replace aging 
subsidized housing.29 

By this definition, Florida Housing has funded the preservation of 211 federally 
subsidized properties with 22,655 assisted housing units. These units make up 11 
percent of Florida Housing’s total portfolio of 197,021 units. As Table 9.8 shows, most of the 
preserved properties and units are part of HUD’s multifamily portfolio. 

Table 9.8. Florida Housing-Preserved Properties and Units by Primary Federal Funder, Duplicated 
Count 

HUD Multifamily Public Housing RD 

Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units 

116 14,092 48 6,399 52 2,442 

Notes: A small number of properties fall into more than one category (one property with both HUD rental 
assistance and Public Housing units, five properties with RD mortgages and HUD rental assistance). 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

Table 9.9 shows the Florida Housing programs that have been paired with federally 
subsidized developments. The LIHTC program is the most common source of Florida 
Housing’s preservation investments, including both 4% and 9% credits. A number of 
properties have funding from more than one Florida Housing program, particularly 
combinations of 4% credits, bonds, and SAIL. 

Table 9.9. Preserved Properties and Units by Florida Housing Program, Duplicated Count 

LIHTC 9% LIHTC 4% SAIL State Bonds 
Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units 

110 11,395 100 11,016 40 4,620 42 4,753 

Notes: A number of properties fall into more than one category because they received more than one type of 
Florida Housing funding. 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 

                                                      
29 Developments are excluded from the preservation counts if Florida Housing funds were used simultaneously 
with federal funds to create a new development, other than replacement housing as part of a preservation 
project.  Specifically, RD developments that received all Florida Housing funds within five years of the original 
RD mortgage and Florida Housing’s support for new HUD Section 202 and 811 Capital Advance developments 
are not included. 
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Most of the federally subsidized units have deep rental subsidy, either from the public 
housing program or from HUD and RD’s project-based rental assistance contracts. The HUD 
and public housing developments also are more likely than Florida Housing’s newer 
developments to be targeted toward elderly residents. For that reason, federally subsidized 
properties with Florida Housing preservation funds tend to have much lower rents and 
incomes and a higher proportion of elderly residents than the rest of Florida Housing’s 
portfolio. 

Table 9.10. Tenant Characteristics in Preserved Units vs. Other Florida Housing Units 

  Preservation Units Other Florida Housing Units 
Average Tenant Rent $257  $704  
Average Tenant Income $13,750  $26,429  

% Elderly 38% 21% 
% with Children 37% 44% 

 Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 
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Detailed Preservation Risk Data Table 
Table 9.11. Developments and Units by Preservation Risk Factor and County 

  

FHFC Risk RD Maturing Mortgages HUD Expiring Rental Assistance 30+ Year Old 15-29 Year Old Devs 
w/at 

least one 
risk 

factor 

Units 
w/at 

least one 
risk 

factor Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units 

Large Counties: 

Broward 6 940 5.97% 0 0 0.00% 9 773 5.89% 34 3,765 5.56% 38 5,430 6.57% 74 9,543 

Duval 4 810 5.15% 0 0 0.00% 17 2,072 15.79% 55 6,802 10.04% 29 4,148 5.02% 85 10,958 

Hillsborough 5 1,308 8.31% 1 80 4.55% 16 1,493 11.38% 34 3,707 5.47% 53 7,087 8.57% 88 10,802 

Miami-Dade 19 2,925 18.59% 1 37 2.10% 33 2,342 17.84% 96 13,818 20.39% 108 14,251 17.24% 212 28,834 

Orange 16 3,610 22.94% 1 38 2.16% 6 679 5.17% 41 5,489 8.10% 69 13,216 15.98% 110 18,705 

Palm Beach 4 691 4.39% 0 0 0.00% 7 630 4.80% 27 3,282 4.84% 29 3,964 4.79% 57 7,255 

Pinellas 2 9 0.06% 0 0 0.00% 11 547 4.17% 42 3,877 5.72% 27 1,573 1.90% 72 5,589 

Large Total 56 10,293 65.41% 3 155 8.82% 99 8,536 65.04% 329 40,740 60.12% 353 49,669 60.07% 698 91,686 

Medium Counties: 

Alachua 1 272 1.73% 0 0 0.00% 5 52 0.40% 16 1,205 1.78% 13 1,058 1.28% 29 2,263 

Bay 1 200 1.27% 0 0 0.00% 2 255 1.94% 11 1,094 1.61% 2 239 0.29% 13 1,333 

Brevard 1 72 0.46% 0 0 0.00% 2 227 1.73% 23 1,833 2.71% 10 1,025 1.24% 34 2,869 

Charlotte 0 0 0.00% 1 70 3.98% 1 100 0.76% 6 467 0.69% 3 241 0.29% 9 708 

Citrus 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 11 359 0.53% 8 292 0.35% 19 651 

Clay 0 0 0.00% 3 163 9.27% 1 13 0.10% 6 263 0.39% 6 861 1.04% 12 1,124 

Collier 4 618 3.93% 0 0 0.00% 1 100 0.76% 6 774 1.14% 19 2,354 2.85% 25 3,128 

Escambia 1 16 0.10% 0 0 0.00% 5 744 5.67% 15 1,875 2.77% 13 914 1.11% 28 2,789 

Flagler 0 0 0.00% 1 36 2.05% 0 0 0.00% 1 36 0.05% 2 88 0.11% 3 124 

Hernando 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 5 277 0.41% 5 133 0.16% 10 410 

Highlands 0 0 0.00% 4 190 10.81% 2 105 0.80% 12 535 0.79% 7 351 0.42% 19 886 

Indian River 2 225 1.43% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 2 58 0.09% 11 1,347 1.63% 14 1,446 

Lake 1 248 1.58% 3 141 8.02% 4 229 1.74% 26 1,245 1.84% 12 871 1.05% 38 2,116 

Lee 1 352 2.24% 0 0 0.00% 6 544 4.14% 16 1,297 1.91% 22 2,488 3.01% 40 3,851 

Leon 2 273 1.73% 1 61 3.47% 5 419 3.19% 18 1,491 2.20% 7 850 1.03% 25 2,341 
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FHFC Risk RD Maturing Mortgages HUD Expiring Rental Assistance 30+ Year Old 15-29 Year Old Devs 
w/at 

least one 
risk 

factor 

Units 
w/at 

least one 
risk 

factor Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units 

Manatee 1 270 1.72% 1 22 1.25% 3 132 1.01% 8 467 0.69% 11 1,431 1.73% 20 1,899 

Marion 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 72 0.55% 7 546 0.81% 9 584 0.71% 16 1,130 

Martin 1 200 1.27% 0 0 0.00% 1 99 0.75% 5 266 0.39% 4 388 0.47% 9 654 

Okaloosa 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 7 724 1.07% 5 172 0.21% 12 896 

Osceola 6 1,169 7.43% 1 33 1.88% 1 85 0.65% 7 546 0.81% 18 3,377 4.08% 25 3,923 

Pasco 1 61 0.39% 1 50 2.84% 2 64 0.49% 22 937 1.38% 13 1,310 1.58% 35 2,247 

Polk 0 0 0.00% 7 275 15.64% 3 212 1.62% 40 2,231 3.29% 14 1,333 1.61% 55 3,668 

Santa Rosa 0 0 0.00% 1 52 2.96% 0 0 0.00% 8 316 0.47% 2 62 0.07% 10 378 

Sarasota 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 3 325 2.48% 6 741 1.09% 7 454 0.55% 13 1,195 

Seminole 3 580 3.69% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 3 114 0.17% 14 3,021 3.65% 18 3,234 

St. Johns 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 3 81 0.12% 6 452 0.55% 9 533 

St. Lucie 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 2 566 0.84% 4 808 0.98% 6 1,374 

Sumter 0 0 0.00% 1 47 2.67% 0 0 0.00% 4 141 0.21% 4 105 0.13% 8 246 

Volusia 3 748 4.75% 1 35 1.99% 8 408 3.11% 19 1,575 2.32% 20 2,860 3.46% 42 4,554 

Medium Total 29 5,304 33.71% 26 1,175 66.84% 56 4,185 31.89% 315 22,060 32.56% 271 29,469 35.64% 596 51,970 

Small Counties: 

Baker 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 2 132 0.19% 1 50 0.06% 3 182 

Bradford 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 6 236 0.35% 0 0 0.00% 6 236 

Calhoun 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 2 88 0.13% 0 0 0.00% 2 88 

Columbia 0 0 0.00% 1 71 4.04% 1 13 0.13% 3 138 0.20% 6 445 0.54% 10 663 

DeSoto 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 123 0.15% 1 123 

Dixie 0 0 0.00% 1 32 1.82% 0 0 0.00% 2 58 0.09% 0 0 0.00% 2 58 

Franklin 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 3 139 0.21% 3 85 0.10% 6 224 

Gadsden 0 0 0.00% 2 72 4.10% 2 96 0.93% 9 461 0.68% 4 195 0.24% 13 656 

Gilchrist 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 36 0.05% 1 23 0.03% 3 69 

Glades 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 28 0.03% 1 28 

Gulf 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 2 61 0.09% 0 0 0.00% 2 61 

Hamilton 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 38 0.06% 4 109 0.13% 5 147 

Hardee 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 55 0.53% 1 55 0.08% 3 150 0.18% 4 205 



124 
 

  

FHFC Risk RD Maturing Mortgages HUD Expiring Rental Assistance 30+ Year Old 15-29 Year Old Devs 
w/at 

least one 
risk 

factor 

Units 
w/at 

least one 
risk 

factor Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units Dev. Units 

% of 
State’s 
Units 

Hendry 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 2 165 0.24% 5 324 0.39% 7 489 

Holmes 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 3 98 0.14% 2 38 0.05% 5 136 

Jackson 0 0 0.00% 1 43 2.45% 0 0 0.00% 6 293 0.43% 9 353 0.43% 15 646 

Jefferson 0 0 0.00% 1 21 1.19% 1 75 0.72% 2 96 0.14% 1 36 0.04% 3 132 

Lafayette 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 36 0.05% 0 0 0.00% 1 36 

Levy 0 0 0.00% 1 24 1.37% 0 0 0.00% 6 139 0.21% 5 137 0.17% 11 276 

Madison 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 3 184 0.27% 3 80 0.10% 6 264 

Monroe 2 122 0.78% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 4 604 0.89% 7 382 0.46% 11 986 

Nassau 0 0 0.00% 1 60 3.41% 0 0 0.00% 7 270 0.40% 3 140 0.17% 10 410 

Okeechobee 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 25 0.04% 2 49 0.06% 3 74 

Putnam 1 16 0.10% 2 57 3.24% 2 134 1.29% 15 759 1.12% 13 539 0.65% 28 1,298 

Suwannee 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 31 0.30% 5 240 0.35% 2 55 0.07% 8 315 

Taylor 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 2 134 0.20% 2 66 0.08% 4 200 

Union 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 3 202 0.30% 0 0 0.00% 3 202 

Wakulla 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 1 30 0.04% 1 30 

Walton 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 3 132 0.19% 2 51 0.06% 5 183 

Washington 0 0 0.00% 2 48 2.73% 0 0 0.00% 4 140 0.21% 2 57 0.07% 6 197 

Small Total 3 138 0.88% 12 428 24.35% 8 404 3.08% 99 4,959 7.32% 83 3,545 4.29% 185 8,614 

State Total 88 15,735 100.00% 41 1,758 100.00% 163 13,125 100.00% 743 67,759 100.00% 707 82,683 100.00% 1,479 152,270 

Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies, Assisted Housing Inventory 
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No. 01-2016 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MONROE COUNTY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING ADVISORY COMMITTEE PROVIDING 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS OF MONROE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ON THE TASKS 
ASSIGNED TO THE COMMITTEE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 
WORKFORCE HOSUING DEVELOPMENT PLAN.  
_________________________________________________________________ 

WHEREAS, on May 21, 2008, the Board of County Commissioners of Monroe County adopted 
Ordinance 014-2008, which amended the Monroe County Code to establish the Affordable Housing 
Advisory Committee, including its assigned duties; and 

WHEREAS, Monroe County Code Section 2-701 includes the specific duties of the Affordable 
Housing Advisory Committee; and  

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners, at a regular meeting held on the 20th of 
August, 2014, approved an agreement between FCRC Consensus Center, FSU, and Monroe County 
Board of County Commissioners for professional services on Affordable Workforce Housing 
Stakeholder Assessment; and 

WHEREAS, at a regular meeting held on the 20th of May, 2015, the Board of County 
Commissioners reviewed and discussed the Monroe County Workforce Housing Stakeholder 
Assessment Report generated by FCRC Consensus Center, FSU, dated April 2015; and  

WHEREAS, at a regular meeting held on the 20th of May, 2015, the Board of County 
Commissioners adopted Resolution 139-2015 assigning additional duties to the Affordable Housing 
Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS, at a regular meeting held on the 10th of June, 2015, the Board of County 
Commissioners adopted Ordinance 014-2015 amending Section 2-700 of the Monroe County Code to 
establish the 14 members of the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and directed staff to amend 
Resolution 139-2015 to add one additional duty to the committee; and 

WHEREAS, on October 16, 2015, the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee adopted 
Resolution 01-2015, providing recommendations on the first three tasks assigned to the committee for 
the development of a workforce housing development plan; and 

WHEREAS, at a regular meeting held on the 17th of November, 2015, the Board of County 
Commissioners adopted Resolution 393-2015, supporting and encouraging collaboration between the 
County of Monroe and incorporated municipalities of Monroe County on addressing the issues of 
affordable and workforce housing; and 

EXHIBIT 4
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WHEREAS, on November 20, 2015, the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee adopted 
Resolution 02-2015, recommending to the Board of County Commissioners an amendment to the Local 
Housing Assistance Plan, as required by the State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program Act; and 

 
WHEREAS, on November 20, 2015, the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee 

recommended to the Board of County Commissioners a Review of Surplus Land Inventory and 
Inventory List and provided an inventory of county-owned real property which may be appropriate for 
affordable housing; and 

 
WHEREAS, on January 22, 2016, the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee adopted 

Resolution 03-2015, recommending that the Board of County Commissioners support and fund a nexus 
study as the first step in considering the expansion of the current County residential inclusionary housing 
program to cover transient and commercial development in the County;  
 

WHEREAS, the Monroe County Affordable Housing Advisory Committee has held meetings on 
August 21, 2015, September 18, 2015, October 16, 2015, November 20, 2015, December 18, 2015, 
January 22, 2016, February 19, 2016, March 18, 2016, April 22, 2016, May 20, 2016, June 17, 2016, and 
July 22, 2016 to produce consensus recommendations to the BOCC on the issues included in their 
charge; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MONROE COUNTY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING ADVISORY COMMITTEE: 
 
The Monroe County Affordable Housing Advisory Committee provides recommendations to the BOCC, 
attached as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein.  
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Monroe County Affordable Housing Advisory Committee at 
a meeting held on the 22nd day of July, 2016. 

 
 
__X___Jim Cameron 
__X___Capt. Ed Davidson 
_absent__Hana Eskra 
__X___Bill Hunter 
__X___Warren Leamard 
__X___Kurt Lewin 
__X___Ken Naylor 

_absent__Tim Root 
__X___Jim Saunders 
__X___Stephanie Scuderi 
__X___Ed Swift III 
__X___Randy Wall 
_absent__Jodi Weinhofer 
_absent__William Wiatt 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 
TASK # 1 & 2  WORKFORCE AND WORKFORCE HOUSING DEFINITIONS AND NEED 

 
OCTOBER 2015 AHAC CONSENSUS RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
1. The BOCC should review the Committee’s recommended definitions for “Workforce” and “Workforce 

Housing.” If the BOCC accepts the Committee’s recommendation, it should direct staff to propose any 
Land Development Code amendments needed to incorporate them. 

 
2. Workforce means individuals or families who are gainfully employed supplying goods and/or services to 

Monroe County residents or visitors. 
 

3. Workforce Housing means dwelling units for those who derive at least 70% of their income as members 
of the Workforce in Monroe County and who meet the affordable housing income categories of the 
Monroe County Code. 

 
4. Based on the current, available data, the Committee believes there is an unmet Workforce Housing need 

throughout Monroe County, specifically near employment centers. It recommends the BOCC recognize 
that Monroe County continues to experience a critical Workforce Housing need. The need and demand 
for Workforce Housing appears most critical for those households at the median, low and very low-
income levels and is most severe in the middle and lower Keys.  

 
TASK # 3  QUALIFYING & MONITORING DEED RESTRICTED AFFORDABLE HOUSING  

 
OCTOBER 2015 AHAC UNANIMOUS CONSENSUS RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The bold language for recommendation #7 below were suggested refinements that were agreed to by the AHAC at the June 17 meeting. 

 
The Committee recommends the BOCC take action to strengthen the County’s ability to qualify and 
monitor deed restricted affordable housing in unincorporated Monroe County.  

 
5. The BOCC should direct staff to continue to build its database of deed-restricted units. 
 
6. The Committee strongly recommends staff coordinate, collaborate and share information with the 

Monroe County Housing Authority, municipalities, nonprofit entities, and the real estate sector to create 
a dynamic countywide database, inventory for existing affordable housing.  

 
7. By October 2016, County staff should develop proactive mechanisms including code requirements 

and fines based on HUD guidelines to enhance the monitoring of affordable housing including 
consideration of securing the services of the Monroe County Housing Authority, additional County staff 
or 3rd party monitoring services or some combination thereof.  Funding estimates for such a program 
should be developed and evaluated by staff and the Monroe County Housing Authority and should be 
considered in deciding how to develop the most cost effective monitoring and qualifying approach.  

 
8. The Committee strongly recommends staff coordinate and share information with the municipalities in 

developing these options, with a goal of developing a countywide monitoring mechanism program. 
 
9. The Committee strongly recommends that the County identify and fund an enhanced enforcement 

program as an essential element for maintaining affordable workforce housing in the County. This 
program should address compliance and enforcement of deed restricted property to maintain our 
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available housing stock.  
 

a) Authorize Code Compliance and/or the Monroe County Tax Collector’s Office to more 
aggressively pursue illegal rentals. 

b) Require that owner-occupied units be homesteaded. 
 

TASK #4 DEVELOP SOLUTIONS FOR RENTAL WORKFORCE HOUSING 
 

10. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate and develop comprehensive plan and land 
development code amendments to create a workforce housing overlay which can be applied to 
properties (through a map amendment) to provide additional density bonuses for workforce 
developments that offer only workforce housing rentals in perpetuity on Tier III designated lands. 
(formerly 4 a.) 

 
11. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate and recommend a proactive approach to 

enhance the enforcement against illegal vacation rentals; tourist housing and vacation rentals of 
affordable housing units; including additional code compliance staff to focus on short-term rentals and 
continued partnership with the Monroe County Tax Collector. (formerly 4 b.) 

 
12. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct the Land Authority to evaluate and provide 

recommendations to the BOCC on utilizing Land Authority funds to buy back expiring deed 
restrictions in order to preserve rental affordable housing.  The Land Authority should consider 
remaining deed restriction timeframes and make recommendations on potential monetary offers to 
provide for a range of additional deed restriction years, including a priority for perpetual deed 
restrictions in order to preserve existing affordable housing. (formerly 4 c.) 

 
13. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate and provide recommendations to the 

BOCC on strategies and best practices for engagement, outreach, public awareness and education to 
address the NIMBY (“Not in my backyard”) sentiment to workforce housing and collaborate with the 
developers, municipalities, the private and non- profit sectors.  (formerly 4 d.) 

 
TASKS #5 & #6 DEVELOP INCENTIVES FOR WORKFORCE HOUSING ON TIER 3 

PROPERTIES, INCLUDING STRATEGIES FOR INCREASING 
DENSITY. 

 
14. The AHAC recommends the BOCC consider issuing requests for proposals (RFP) for the development 

of workforce housing on county-owned land as a key priority.  The AHAC recommends the BOCC 
direct staff to collaborate with other public entities which own land in the county and recommend how 
best to increase and target incentives for leasing back the properties to workforce housing developers. 
The AHAC also recommends the BOCC direct the Land Authority to prioritize the purchase of 
additional Tier 3 lands for the development of workforce housing. The BOCC may also consider future 
RFPs for the development of affordable housing.  (formerly 5/6 a.) 
 

15. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, financial and legislative issues and 
develop recommendations on the development of a property tax incentive for homeowners that rent a 
lawfully established existing market rate unit to a member of the workforce in any Tier within the very 
low, low and median affordable housing income limits and rental rates. (formerly 5/6 b.) 
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16. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, financial and legislative issues and 
develop recommendations on the creation of a 10-year tax incentive for the development of only 
workforce housing. (formerly 5/6 c.) 

 
17. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to maintain and update the inventory of County owned 

land that can be used for affordable housing development. (formerly 5/6 d.) 
 
18. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate and develop comprehensive plan and land 

development code amendments to allow property owners of Tier 3 designated lands with an existing 
market rate dwelling unit to add an accessory workforce housing residential unit which will require the 
use of an affordable ROGO.  Staff should evaluate residential zoning districts, density standards, income 
levels, maximum size of the accessory workforce housing residential unit and the minimum property size 
for the development of an accessory residential workforce housing unit. This can be a method to 
incentivize the development of smaller “starter units” for the workforce. (formerly 5/6 e.) 

 
19. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate and develop comprehensive plan and land 

development code amendments to create a Workforce Housing overlay for the Planning Commission to 
recommend and Board of County Commissioners to approve an extra story for the development of an 
exclusive workforce housing project, up to maximum of 40 feet. (formerly 5/6 f.) 

 
20. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to revise existing Land Development Code Section 130-

161.1 to provide another incentive for the preservation of affordable housing and the development of 
market rate housing on Improved Subdivision (IS), Tier III properties as follows: 
 

“ROGO exemptions transferred under this program may be transferred on a 1 for 1 basis where the 
ROGO exemptions are to be transferred to Tier III, single-family residential lots or parcels within the 
Improved Subdivision (IS) land use district and the same ROGO planning subarea for the development of 
single family detached dwelling units. However, where transfers are to be made to commercial or 
recreational working waterfronts (as defined by Florida Statutes), or to multi-family projects in non-IS 
districts, the transfers shall result in no fewer than two deed-restricted affordable or workforce housing 
units remaining on an eligible sender site(s) for each market rate ROGO exemption transferred.” (formerly 
5/6 g.) 

 
21. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate and develop comprehensive plan and land 

development code amendments to create an additional workforce housing density bonus in the Mixed 
Use Zoning District to provide additional density only for the development of workforce rental housing 
in the median, low and very low income categories which is deed restricted in perpetuity and located on 
Tier 3 designated lands. (formerly 5/6 h.) 

 
TASK # 7 DEVELOP STRATEGIES TO INCREASE THE MONROE COUNTY HOUSING 

AUTHORITY’S ROLE IN WORKFORCE HOUSING, SPECIFICALLY AS A 
MANAGEMENT ENTITY FOR RENTAL WORKFORCE HOUSING 

 
See Task 3, Recommendations 7-9 that address this Task.  
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TASK # 8 EXPLORE AND PROPOSE LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES TO HELP EXPAND 
WORKFORCE HOUSING IN MONROE COUNTY 

 
Unquestionably these recommendations will be costly, in developing these recommendations, the AHAC 
believes from the past 12 months of discussions that the Commission should set a 10-year target of raising 
at least $10 million annually from local funding sources to help expand workforce housing in Monroe 
County and address the unmet Workforce Housing need throughout Monroe County, specifically near 
employment centers. 
 
22. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, financial and operational issues 

and make recommendations on whether and how to establish an annual fee on non-primary residences 
that are not utilized as long-term rentals (6 month rentals or greater) to be dedicated to supporting 
workforce housing and the enforcement of regulations. (formerly 8.a.1) 

 
23. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, statutory, financial and operational 

issues and make recommendations on whether and how to establish a property tax exemption for non-
primary residences that rent their residence for not less than 6 months (long term) to a member of the 
Monroe County workforce. Every property owner claiming the additional reduction in assessed value 
must annually file an application with the Monroe County Property Appraiser, including documentation 
and affidavit regarding the qualifying workforce housing occupant of the residence for the year in which 
the reduction is sought. (formerly 8.a.2) 

 
24. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legislative, economic and financial 

issues, including and take the necessary steps and make recommendations on whether and how to 
propose to statutory amendments to increase by 1 penny the Tourist Impact Tax to provide additional 
dedicated funding for the acquisition of land for workforce housing and construction of workforce 
housing in Monroe County. Evaluate including a sunset date of 10 years. (Formerly 8-b 1) 

 
25. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to engage with the Community Foundation of the 

Florida Keys(CFFK), municipalities, and the business and tourist sector in Monroe County to establish a 
community workforce housing fund administered by the FKCF that can provide additional dedicated 
funding for workforce housing in Monroe County and rental assistance loans. (Formerly 8 d.) 

 
26. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, financial and economic issues and 

make recommendations on whether and how to increase the ad valorem tax on residential/commercial 
properties and commercial properties that are not rented at affordable rates in order to provide in order 
to provide additional dedicated funding for the acquisition of land for workforce housing and 
construction of workforce housing in Monroe County. (Formerly 8-e) 

 
27. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, financial and economic issues and 

make recommendations on whether and how to create a tax incentive for commercial properties that 
include workforce housing on the same site. (Formerly 8-e.1) 

 
TASK # 9 REVIEW AND RECOMMEND WORKFORCE HOUSING STRATEGIES AS 

AMENDMENTS TO STATE STATUTES (TASKS A-D) 
 

28. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct the Land Authority to evaluate and provide 
recommendations to the BOCC on utilizing Land Authority funds to buy back expiring deed restrictions 
in order to preserve rental workforce housing.  The Land Authority should consider remaining deed 
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restriction timeframes and make recommendations on potential monetary offers to provide for a range 
of additional deed restriction years, including a priority for perpetual deed restrictions in order to 
preserve existing workforce housing. (Formerly 9-a.) 
 
Note: Land Authority staff has stated that statutory amendments would not be needed for draft recommendation. 

 
29. In light of the workforce housing crisis in Monroe County, the AHAC recommends the BOCC continue 

to support of the provision of Sadowski Trust funding and the dedicated tax credit project for the 
Florida Keys as a key legislative priority. (Formerly 9-b.) 

 
TASK 10 DEVELOP STRATEGIES FOR DEVELOPING INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 

REQUIREMENTS FOR HOSPITALITY AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS 
TO SUPPORT BUILDING WORKFORCE HOUSING.   

 
30.  “The AHAC recommends that the Board of County Commission support and fund a nexus study as 

the first step in the expansion of the current County residential inclusionary housing program to cover 
transient and commercial development in the County.”  AHAC January 2016 Resolution to the BOCC 

March 2016 AHAC Meeting: The Committee emphasized with staff and the BOCC the urgency of 
completing the nexus study as soon as possible in order to advance policy recommendations on 
establishing an inclusionary housing program for transient and commercial development in the County. 

 
31. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, financial and economic issues and 

make recommendations on whether and how to amend the land development code to not allow 
inclusionary requirements to be satisfied through ‘linkage’ under Sec. 130-161 (c) with affordable 
housing units built in proportion of the government investment. (Formerly 10-a.) 

 
32. The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, financial and economic issues and 

make recommendations on whether and how to amend land development code to not allow inclusionary 
requirements to be satisfied through ‘linkage’ under Sec. 130-161 (c) with affordable housing units 
already existing/built. (Formerly 10-b.) 
 
Note: linkage should not be available for existing affordable projects as they do not address the need for additional 
affordable housing.  

 
TASK 11.  OPPORTUNITIES FOR INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION ON 

WORKFORCE HOUSING 
 

33. Building on the February 2016 Workforce Housing Intergovernmental Roundtable and the continuing 
participation of municipal planning directors in the AHAC process, the AHAC recommends each 
jurisdiction pass a resolution to commit their respective Planning Director’s meet to discuss at least 
twice a year to explore and implement consistent strategies for closer intergovernmental cooperation and 
collaboration on workforce housing. (formerly 11 a) 
 
Note: At the March 2016 AHAC meeting the Committee agreed that intergovernmental cooperation is a “very important” element 
of the AHAC’s work and tasks on workforce housing. There was agreement that the planning directors review the potential areas that 
have been identified for cooperation at the Intergovernmental Roundtable and report back to their respective governing boards and the 
AHAC with any recommendations or suggestions for the Committee’s consideration. 
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MONROE COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE; PROVIDING FOR AN 27 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 28 

______________________________________________________________________________ 29 
30 

WHEREAS, Monroe County policies and regulations adopted in the Monroe County Comprehensive 31 
Plan and Land Development Code are to maintain public health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the 32 
Florida Keys and to strengthen our local government capability to manage land use and development; and  33 

34 
WHEREAS, on May 21, 2008, the Monroe County Board of County Commissioners adopted 35 

Ordinance 014-2008, which amended the Monroe County Code to re-establish the Affordable Housing 36 
Advisory Committee, including its assigned duties; and 37 

38 
WHEREAS, at a regular meeting held on the 10th of June, 2015, the Board of County 39 

Commissioners adopted Ordinance 014-2015 amending Section 2-700 of the Monroe County Code to 40 
establish the 14 members of the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and directed staff to amend 41 
Resolution 139-2015 to add one additional duty to the committee; and 42 

43 
WHEREAS, on October 16, 2015, the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee adopted Resolution 44 

01-2015, providing recommendations on the first three tasks assigned to the committee for the45 
development of a workforce housing development plan; and46 

47 
WHEREAS, on January 22, 2016, the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee adopted Resolution 48 

03-2015, recommending that the Board of County Commissioners support and fund a nexus study as the 49 
first step in considering the expansion of the County residential inclusionary housing program to cover50 

EXHIBIT 5
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transient and commercial development in the County; and 1 
 2 
WHEREAS, on July 22, 2016, the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee adopted Resolution 01-3 

2016, providing 33 recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners on the issues included in 4 
their charge, including that the BOCC support and fund a nexus study as the first step in the expansion of 5 
the current County residential inclusionary housing program to cover transient and commercial 6 
development in the County; and 7 

 8 
WHEREAS, on August 17, 2016, staff presented the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee's 9 

adopted Resolution 01-2016 (33 recommendations) to the BOCC and the Board of County 10 
Commissioners approved contracts for studies to support an inclusionary housing requirement to cover 11 
transient and commercial development as well as requested staff to schedule a special meeting to discuss 12 
the remaining recommendations; and 13 

 14 
WHEREAS, on August 17, 2016, the Board of County Commissioners approved a contract with 15 

RRC Associates to (1) conduct a data-based survey of employers located in the unincorporated and 16 
incorporated parts of Monroe County to verify the employment patterns and the building floor area used 17 
for nonresidential development, and to (2) prepare the prototypical workforce/affordable housing unit(s), 18 
including size ranges, building materials and costs of construction, to be utilized by the County for the 19 
adoption of inclusionary housing requirements to address nonresidential and transient development; and 20 

 21 
WHEREAS, on August 17, 2016, the Board of County Commissioners approved a contract with 22 

Clarion Associates to prepare a Support Study providing the technical support (data & methodology to 23 
determine need) for a workforce/ affordable housing mitigation program for nonresidential development 24 
and redevelopment (expansions and remodels), to be utilized by the County for the adoption of 25 
inclusionary housing requirements to address nonresidential and transient development; and  26 

 27 
WHEREAS, on a special meeting on December 6, 2016, the Board of County Commissioners 28 

reviewed and discussed the 33 recommendations provided by the Affordable Housing Advisory 29 
Committee and directed staff to research certain items, implement certain items and process amendments 30 
to the land development code; and 31 

 32 
WHEREAS, on November 14, 2017 BOCC meeting, presentations regarding the data to create an 33 

inclusionary housing requirement for nonresidential and transient development were provided, as follows:  34 
• Presentation by RRC Associates summarizing the results of the survey of employers located in 35 
Monroe County to document employment patterns and the building floor area used for nonresidential 36 
development; 37 
• Presentation by Clarion Associates providing the findings of the Affordable Workforce Housing 38 
Support Study for Nonresidential Development which provides the technical support (data & 39 
methodology to determine need) for a workforce/affordable housing mitigation program for 40 
nonresidential development to be utilized by the County for the adoption of inclusionary housing 41 
requirements to address nonresidential and transient development; and 42 
 43 
WHEREAS, on February 21, 2018, the Board of County Commissioners reviewed and discussed 44 

amending the Monroe County Land Development Code to create an inclusionary housing requirement to 45 
address nonresidential and transient development, and directed staff to develop a nonresidential 46 
inclusionary requirement; and  47 

 48 
WHEREAS, Monroe County strives to ensure that affordable housing opportunities are available 49 

throughout the entire community and to maintain a balanced and sustainable local economy and the 50 
provision of critical services; and 51 
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 1 
WHEREAS, Monroe County strives to increase the supply of workforce, employee and affordable 2 

housing that is available and affordable to very-low, low, median and moderate income persons; and 3 
 4 
WHEREAS, amending the Land Development Code will enable the County to better provide a range 5 

of housing opportunities for those who work in Monroe County and who provide the community with 6 
services but may be unable to pay market rents or market housing prices in the community; and 7 

 8 
WHEREAS, amending the Land Development Code will enable the County to address the affordable 9 

workforce housing needs generated by the construction of nonresidential development, and the 10 
employment that occurs at nonresidential development after the construction or expansion is completed; 11 
and 12 

 13 
WHEREAS, amending the Land Development Code will enable the County to ensure that affordable 14 

workforce housing is provided to the local workforce by employee generating development proportionate 15 
with the need for affordable workforce housing it creates; and 16 

 17 
WHEREAS, creating a nonresidential inclusionary requirement will implement and further Policy 18 

601.1.13 which states Monroe County shall maintain land development regulations on inclusionary 19 
housing and shall evaluate expanding the inclusionary housing requirements to include or address 20 
nonresidential and transient development and redevelopment based on specific data and analysis; and 21 

 22 
WHEREAS, Section 125.01055, F.S., provides that, “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a 23 

county may adopt and maintain in effect any law, ordinance, rule, or other measure that is adopted for the 24 
purpose of increasing the supply of affordable housing using land use mechanisms such as inclusionary 25 
housing ordinances;” and  26 

WHEREAS, Section 125.0103(7), F.S., provides that, “Notwithstanding any other provisions of this 27 
section, municipalities, counties, or other entities of local government may adopt and maintain in effect 28 
any law, ordinance, rule, or other measure which is adopted for the purposes of increasing the supply of 29 
affordable housing using land use mechanisms such as inclusionary housing ordinances;” and 30 

 31 
WHEREAS, Section 163.3202(3), F.S., provides that, “This section shall be construed to encourage 32 

the use of innovative land development regulations which include provisions such as transfer of 33 
development rights, incentive and inclusionary zoning, planned-unit development, impact fees, and 34 
performance zoning;” and 35 

WHEREAS, Section 420.502(4), F.S., states, “There also exists a serious shortage of decent, safe, 36 
and sanitary housing in the state available to persons and families of low, moderate, and middle income, 37 
which impairs the economic value of larger areas, characterized by depreciated value, impaired 38 
investments, reduced capacity to pay taxes, and lack of new development to meet the needs of area 39 
residents, and which is a menace to the health, safety, morals, and welfare of the citizens of the state;” and 40 

WHEREAS, Section 420.502(5), F.S., states, “It is necessary to create inducements and 41 
opportunities for private and public investment in such activities in this state with appropriate planning, 42 
land use, and construction policies necessary for the public welfare;” and 43 

 44 
WHEREAS, the Monroe County Board of County Commissioners is authorized by Section 45 

125.01(1)(h), F.S., to establish, coordinate and enforce zoning and such business regulations as are 46 
necessary for the protection of the public; and. 47 
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 1 
WHEREAS, the 2019 Rental Market Study by Shimberg Center for Housing Studies - Statewide, 2 

120,701 renters at 60.01-80 percent of AMI are cost burdened. Only six counties have 40 percent or more 3 
of renters cost burdened at this income level: Miami-Dade and Monroe (62 percent of renters in the 4 
income category), St. Lucie (44 percent), Broward (43%), Seminole (42 percent), and Martin (40 5 
percent). 6 

 7 
WHEREAS, the 2019 Rental Market Study by Shimberg Center for Housing Studies - At the 80.01-8 

120 percent of AMI income level, a total of 60,762 renter households are cost burdened. These 9 
households are even more geographically concentrated. In Miami-Dade and Monroe County, thirty 10 
percent of renters at 80.0-120 percent of AMI are cost burdened. No other county has a percentage higher 11 
than 15 percent, and estimates are not statistically significant for most medium and small counties. 12 

 13 
WHEREAS, on __________ 2019, the Monroe County Development Review Committee (DRC) 14 

reviewed the proposed amendment; and   15 

WHEREAS, at a regularly scheduled meeting held on____________ 2019 the Monroe County 16 
Planning Commission held a public hearing for the purpose of considering the proposed amendment and 17 
provided for public comment; a 18 

 19 
WHEREAS, the Monroe County Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. P_______-19 20 

recommending __________________________ for the proposed amendment; and 21 
 22 
WHEREAS, the Monroe County Board of County Commissioners have expressed the goal of 23 

ensuring that affordable housing opportunities are available throughout the entire community and to 24 
maintain a balanced and sustainable local economy; and 25 

 26 
WHEREAS, at a regularly scheduled meeting held on the ____________, 2019, the Monroe County 27 

Board of County Commissioners held a public hearing, considered the staff report, and provided for 28 
public comment and public participation in accordance with the requirements of state law and the 29 
procedures adopted for public participation in the planning process; and  30 

 31 
WHEREAS, based upon the documentation submitted and information provided in the 32 

accompanying staff report, the Monroe County Board of County Commissioners makes the following 33 
Conclusions of Law: 34 

 35 

1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Monroe 36 

County Year 2030 Comprehensive Plan; and 37 

2. The proposed amendment is consistent with the Principles for Guiding Development for the 38 

Florida Keys Area of Critical State Concern, Sec. 380.0552(7), F.S.; and 39 

3. The proposed amendment is consistent with Part II of Chapter 163, Florida Statute; and 40 
4. The proposed amendment is necessary due to new issues and the need for additional detail or 41 

comprehensiveness, as required by Section 102-158 of the Monroe County Code. 42 
 43 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 44 

COMMISSIONERS OF MONROE COUNTY, FLORIDA: 45 

 46 

Section 1.  The Monroe County Land Development Code is hereby amended as follows:  47 

 48 
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Proposed Amendment (deletions are stricken through; additions are shown in underlined).  

 1 

Section 101-1 Definitions. 2 

The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this chapter, shall have the meanings 3 

ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning: 4 

 5 

Affordable housing.  6 

(1) Affordable housing means residential dwelling units that meet the following 7 

requirements:  8 

a. Meet all applicable requirements of the United States Department of Housing and 9 

Urban Development minimum property standards as to room sizes, fixtures, landscaping 10 

and building materials, when not in conflict with applicable laws of the county; and  11 

b. A dwelling unit whose monthly rent, not including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent 12 

of that amount which represents either 50 percent (very low income) or 80 percent (low 13 

income) or 100 percent (median income) or 120 percent (moderate income) of the 14 

monthly median adjusted household income for the county.  15 

(2) Affordable housing owner occupied, low income, means a dwelling unit occupied only by 16 

a household whose total household income does not exceed 80 percent of the median 17 

monthly household income for the county.  18 

(3) Affordable housing owner occupied, median income, means a dwelling unit occupied only 19 

by a household whose total household income does not exceed 100 percent of the median 20 

monthly household income for the county.  21 

(4) Affordable housing owner occupied, moderate income, means a dwelling unit occupied 22 

only by a household whose total household income does not exceed 160 percent of the 23 

median monthly household income for the county.  24 

(5) Affordable housing owner occupied, very low income, means a dwelling unit occupied 25 

only by a household whose total household income does not exceed 50 percent of the median 26 

monthly household income for the county.  27 

(6) Affordable housing trust fund means a trust fund established and maintained by the 28 

county for the purpose of preserving existing and promoting creation of new affordable and 29 

employee housing. Funds collected for and deposited in the trust fund shall be used 30 

exclusively for purposes of creating, preserving or maintaining affordable and employee 31 

housing in the Florida Keys.  32 

(7) Affordable rental housing, low income, means a dwelling unit whose monthly rent, not 33 

including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of the amount that represents up to 80 percent 34 

of the monthly median adjusted household income for the county.  35 

(8) Affordable rental housing, median income, means a dwelling unit whose monthly rent, 36 

not including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of the amount that represents up to 100 37 

percent of the monthly adjusted median household income for the county.  38 

(9) Affordable rental housing, moderate income, means a dwelling unit whose monthly rent, 39 

not including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of the amount that represents up to 120 40 

percent of the monthly median adjusted household income for the county.  41 

(10) Affordable rental housing, very low income, means a rental dwelling unit whose 42 

monthly rent, not including utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of the amount that represents 43 

up to 50 percent of the monthly median adjusted household income for the county.  44 



Red = new text underlined & strikethrough of existing text 
Blue = moved existing text 

 
Ordinance No. ____- 2020         Page 6 of 31 

File 2019-097 

(11) Area median income means the annual median household income published for the 1 

county on an annual basis by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (see 2 

(16) Median income definition). 3 

(121) Employee housing means an attached or detached dwelling unit that is intended to 4 

serve as affordable, permanent housing for working households, which derive at least 70 5 

percent of their household income from gainful employment in the county and meet the 6 

requirements for affordable housing as defined in this section and as per section 139-1.  7 

(132) Employer-owned rental housing means an attached or detached dwelling unit owned by 8 

a firm, business, educational institution, non-governmental or governmental agency, 9 

corporation or other entity that is intended to serve as affordable, permanent housing for its 10 

employees. This category of employee housing shall be located on the same parcel of land as 11 

the nonresidential use.  12 

(143) Inclusionary housing means the resulting affordable and/or employee housing created 13 

or preserved with the development and/or redevelopment of a parcel where provisions of 14 

approved development agreements or orders implement and promote affordable and/or 15 

employee housing goals, objectives and policies contained in the plan by requiring set-asides 16 

for affordable and/or employee housing units.  17 

(15) Maximum sales price, owner occupied affordable housing unit, means a price not 18 

exceeding 3.75 times the annual median household income for the county for a one bedroom 19 

or efficiency unit, 4.25 times the annual median household income for the county for a two 20 

bedroom unit, and 4.75 times the annual median household income for the county for a three 21 

or more bedroom unit. 22 

(164) Median income, rental rates and qualifying incomes table, means eligibility 23 

requirements compiled each year by the Pplanning Ddepartment based upon the area annual 24 

median annual household income published for the county on an annual basis by the U.S. 25 

Department of Housing and Urban Development and similar information for median and 26 

moderate income levels from the Florida Housing Finance Corporation. Affordable housing 27 

eligibility requirements for each household will be based upon median annual household 28 

income adjusted by household family size, as set forth by the U.S. Department of Housing 29 

and Urban Development and the Florida Housing Finance Corporation. The county shall rely 30 

upon this information to determine maximum rental rates and maximum household incomes 31 

eligible for affordable housing rental or purchase.  32 

(175) Monthly median household income means the median annual household income for the 33 

county divided by 12.  34 

(186) Deed restriction, affordable housing means a recorded restriction on a residential 35 

dwelling unit for a period of 99 years restricting occupancy and/or purchase to households 36 

that meet the requirements of the income categories listed above. 37 

(19) Workforce means individuals or families who are gainfully employed supplying goods 38 

and/or services to Monroe County residents or visitors. 39 

(20) Workforce Housing means dwelling units for those who derive at least 70% of their 40 

income as members of the Workforce in Monroe County and who meet the affordable 41 

housing income categories of the Monroe County Code.  Workforce housing shall be 42 

interchangeable with the terms detached or attached dwellings, employee housing or 43 

commercial apartments included in the land use districts and shall be a permitted use in all 44 

land use districts where detached dwelling, attached dwellings, employee housing or 45 

commercial apartments are included as a current permitted use. An applicant choosing to 46 
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develop workforce housing is subject to the requirements of Chapter 139 and all other 1 

requirements included in the land development code, including but not limited to, density, 2 

parking, bufferyards, access, etc. 3 

 4 

Household means all the people who occupy a housing unit. A household includes the related 5 

family members and all the unrelated people, if any, such as lodgers, foster children, wards, or 6 

employees who share the housing unit. A person living alone in a housing unit, or a group of 7 

unrelated people sharing a housing unit such as partners or roomers, is also counted as a 8 

household. 9 

 10 

Maximum sales price, owner occupied affordable housing unit, means a price not exceeding 3.75 11 

times the annual median household income for the county for a one bedroom or efficiency unit, 12 

4.25 times the annual median household income for the county for a two bedroom unit, and 4.75 13 

times the annual median household income for the county for a three or more bedroom unit. 14 

 15 

Redevelopment means the rehabilitation, improvement, and/or demolition and replacement of 16 

existing development on a site. 17 

 18 

*    *    *    *    * 19 

 20 

Chapter 139 AFFORDABLE AND EMPLOYEE HOUSING  21 

Sec. 139-1. Affordable and Employee Housing; Administration. 22 

(a) Purpose. 23 

(1)  The Board of County Commissioners has determined that the public health, safety 24 

and general welfare of the community warrants the implementation of affordable and 25 

employee housing provisions for the following purposes:  26 

a.      To implement the goals, policies and objectives of the Monroe County 2030 27 

Comprehensive Plan and increase the supply of housing affordable to targeted 28 

income groups within the community; and 29 

b. To provide housing opportunities for lower income groups in order to meet the 30 

existing and anticipated housing needs of such persons and to maintain a socio-31 

economic mix in the community; and 32 

c. To address market demands that show that the workforce in the County 33 

continues to require moderately priced housing units, particularly those whose 34 

earnings range from 50 percent up to 120 percent of the County's median 35 

income, the target income groups; and 36 

d.  To reduce the out-migration of the people employed in the County and their 37 

families which has placed increasing stress in maintaining a viable workforce; 38 

and 39 

d. To stimulate the private sector production of affordable housing and encourage 40 

the widespread distribution of affordable housing opportunities throughout all 41 

portions of the community, including within new and expanding developments; 42 

and 43 
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e. To provide for a range of housing opportunities for those who live and work in 1 

Monroe County and who provide the community with essential services, 2 

especially in the public health and safety sectors of the economy.  3 

 4 

(b) Generally. 5 

(1) Notwithstanding the density limitations in Section 130-157, the owner of a parcel of 6 

land shall be entitled to:  7 

a. Develop affordable and employee housing as defined in Section 101-1, on 8 

parcels of land classified as follows: 9 

1.  Urban Residential (UR) at an intensity up to a maximum net residential 10 

density of 25 dwelling units per acre, and on parcels of land classified as  11 

2.  Mixed Use (MU) at an intensity up to a maximum net residential density of 12 

18 dwelling units per acre, and.  13 

3.  Suburban Commercial (SC) at an intensity up to a maximum net residential 14 

density of 18 dwelling units per acre. 15 

b. Develop affordable and employee housing, as defined in Section 101-1, on 16 

parcels of land classified as Suburban Commercial (SC) at an intensity up 17 

to a maximum net residential density of 18 dwelling units per acre and on 18 

parcels of land classified as Urban Residential (UR) at an intensity up to a 19 

maximum net residential density of 25 dwelling units per acre.  20 

b. c. Develop market rate housing, as defined in Section 101-1, as part of an 21 

affordable or employee housing project in accordance with subsection (ba)(8) of 22 

this section, provided that on parcels of land classified as Urban Residential 23 

(UR), the maximum net residential density shall not be greater than 18 dwelling 24 

units per acre.  25 

(2) The maximum net residential density allowed per district and by this section shall not 26 

require Transferable Development Rights (TDR) for affordable and employee 27 

housing and market rate housing developed in accordance with subsection (ba)(8) of 28 

this section.  29 

(3) Market rate housing developed in accordance with subsection (ba)(8) below shall be 30 

eligible to receive points pursuant to Section 138-28(ba)(6).  31 

(4) The requirements of this Land Development Code for the provision of impact fees 32 

shall be waived for affordable and employee housing and any market rate housing 33 

developed in accordance with subsection (ba)(8) of this section.  34 

(5) Notwithstanding the provisions of this article, when calculating density, any existing 35 

lawfully established or proposed affordable or employee housing on a parcel and the 36 

floor area thereof shall be excluded from the calculation of the total gross 37 

nonresidential floor area development that may be lawfully established or permitted 38 

on the parcel, provided, however, that the total residential density allowed on the site 39 

shall not exceed the maximum net density for affordable and employee housing.  40 

(6) In order for the owner of a parcel of land to be entitled to the incentives for affordable 41 

or employee housing outlined in this section and Chapter 138, Articles II and III, the 42 

owner must ensure that:  43 

a. The use of the affordable housing dwelling unit is restricted to households that 44 

meet the adjusted gross annual income limits for median-income as defined in 45 

Section 101-1;  46 
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b. Except as provided for under the special provisions for employer-owned rental 1 

housing as set forth under subsection (ba)(6)k of this section, if the affordable 2 

housing dwelling unit is designed for employee housing, the use of the dwelling 3 

is restricted to households that derive at least 70 percent of their household 4 

income from gainful employment in the county and meet the adjusted gross 5 

annual income limits for median income as defined in Section 101-1;.  6 

c. The use of the affordable or employee dwelling unit is deed restricted for the 99 7 

year period specified in Section 101-1;. 8 

d. Tourist housing use or vacation rental use of affordable or employee housing 9 

units is prohibited;. 10 

e. The parcel of land proposed for development of affordable or employee housing 11 

shall only be located within a tier III designated area. 12 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, and notwithstanding Section 138-24(a)(5), 13 

affordable housing ROGO allocations may be awarded to properties within any 14 

tier, provided all of the following criteria is met:  15 

a1. The property contains an existing market rate dwelling unit that meets the 16 

criteria in LDC Section 138-22(a) and is determined to be exempt from 17 

ROGO;  18 

b2. The proposed replacement affordable dwelling unit meets current Florida 19 

Building Code and is not a mobile home;  20 

c3. The proposed replacement dwelling unit shall be deed restricted for a 21 

period of at least 99 years as affordable housing pursuant to the standards 22 

of the Land Development Code; 23 

d4. The proposed site plan for the replacement affordable dwelling unit does 24 

not propose any additional clearing of habitat; and  25 

e5. The structure is not proposed to be within a V-zone on the county's flood 26 

insurance rating map.  27 

f. At the time of sale of an owner-occupied affordable unit, the total income of 28 

households eligible to purchase the unit shall not exceed the income limits 29 

within the deed restriction for the unit and not exceed 1620 percent of the area 30 

median household income for the county;. However, a unit within a class of 31 

affordable housing eligibility may only be sold to a household within that same 32 

class, i.e., a median income household that purchased a home within this 33 

category must sell the home to a qualifying household within the median 34 

income category;  35 

g. During occupancy of any affordable housing rental unit, not otherwise limited 36 

by state or federal statute or rule concerning household income, a household's 37 

annual income may increase to an amount not to exceed 140 percent of the area 38 

median household income for the county. If the income of the lessee exceeds 39 

this amount, the tenant's occupancy shall terminate at the end of the existing 40 

lease term. The maximum lease for any term shall be one (1) year or 12 months 41 

three years or 36 months;  42 

h. Affordable housing projects shall be no greater than 20 units unless approved by 43 

resolution of the cCounty Planning Commission. The Planning Commission's 44 

decision may be appealed to the BOCC using the procedures described in 45 
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Section 102-185, with the BOCC serving as the appellate body for the purpose 1 

of this section only;  2 

i. When establishing a rental and sales amount, the county shall base the amounts 3 

upon the area median income published for the County on an annual basis by 4 

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and compiled for 5 

household size and the income limit of the unit. assume family size as indicated 6 

in the table below. This section shall not be used to establish the maximum 7 

number of individuals who actually live in the unit. This table shall be used in 8 

conjunction with the development of the maximum rental rates and qualifying 9 

incomes table compiled by the Planning Department according to the defintions 10 

in Section 101-1eligibility requirements created by Section 101-1:  11 

Size of Unit Assumed Household 

Family Size 

Minimum Occupancy 

Efficiency (no separate bedroom) 1 1 

One bedroom 2 1 

Two bedroom 3 2 

Three bedroom 4 3 

Four or more bedroom 5 1 per bedroom 

j. Except for tenants of employer-owned rental housing, as set forth in subsection 12 

(ba a)(6)k. of this section, the income of eligible households shall be determined 13 

by counting only the first and highest paid 40 hours of employment per week of 14 

each unrelated adult. For a household containing adults related by marriage or a 15 

domestic partnership registered with the county, only the highest 60 hours of the 16 

combined employment hours shall be counted, which shall be considered to be 17 

75 percent of the adjusted gross annual income. The income of dependents 18 

regardless of age shall not be counted in calculating a household's income; and  19 

k. In the special case of employer-owned rental housing, as defined in Section 20 

101-1, employees shall be eligible as tenants of the affordable rental housing, if 21 

the income of each individual tenant, as determined following the requirements 22 

in subsection (ba)(6)j. of this section, is not more than the 80 percent (low 23 

income) of the area median income adjusted gross income for households within 24 

the county. The tenants of this employer-owned rental housing affordable 25 

employee housing shall be required to derive at least 70 percent of their income 26 

from within the county. The maximum occupancy of employer-owned rental 27 

housing for employees shall be no more than two (2) tenants per bedroom; with 28 

a maximum of three (3) bedrooms per unit. The total monthly lease charged 29 

tenants for each dwelling unit shall not exceed 30 percent of the area median 30 

adjusted gross annual income for households within the county, divided by 12.  31 

(7) Commercial apartment dwelling units, as defined in Section 101-1, shall only be 32 

eligible for the incentives outlined in this section if they meet the requirements of 33 

subsection (ba)(6) of this section for employee housing.  34 

(8) If an affordable or employee housing project or an eligible commercial apartment 35 

designated for employee housing contains at least five (5) dwelling units, a maximum 36 

of 20 percent of these units may be developed as market rate housing dwelling units. 37 
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The owner of a parcel of land must develop the market rate housing dwelling units as 1 

an integral part of an affordable or employee housing project. In order for the market 2 

rate housing dwelling units to be eligible for incentives outlined in this section, the 3 

owner must ensure that:  4 

a. The use of the market rate housing dwelling unit is restricted for a period of at 5 

least 30 years to households that derive at least 70 percent of their household 6 

income from gainful employment in the county; and  7 

b. Tourist housing use and vacation rental use of the market rate dwelling unit is 8 

prohibited. 9 

 10 

(c) Administration and compliance. 11 

(1) Before any building permit may be issued for any structure, portion or phase of a 12 

project subject to this section, a restrictive covenant shall be approved by the 13 

Assistant County Administrator Planning Director and County Attorney and recorded 14 

in the oOffice of the cClerk of the cCounty to ensure compliance with the provision 15 

of this section running in favor of the cCounty and enforceable by the cCounty and, if 16 

applicable, a participating municipality. The following requirements shall apply to 17 

these restrictive covenants:   18 

a. The covenants for any affordable or employee housing units shall be effective 19 

for a period of at least 99 years.  20 

b. The covenants shall not commence running until a certificate of occupancy has 21 

been issued by the building official for the dwelling unit or dwelling units to 22 

which the covenant or covenants apply.  23 

c. For existing dwelling units that are deed-restricted as affordable or employee 24 

housing units, the covenants shall commence running upon recordation in the 25 

Official Records of Monroe County. 26 

(2) Restrictive covenants for housing subject to the provisions of this section shall be 27 

filed that require compliance with the following:  28 

a. Restricting affordable housing dwelling units to households meeting the income 29 

requirements of subsection (ba)(6)a. of this section;  30 

b. Restricting employee housing dwelling units to households meeting the income 31 

and employment requirements of subsection (ba)(6)b. of this section;  32 

c. Restricting market rate housing dwelling units to households meeting the 33 

employment requirements of subsection (ba)(8)a. of this section; and  34 

d. Prohibiting tourist housing use or vacation rental use of any housing developed 35 

or deed-restricted under the provisions of this section.  36 

(3) The eligibility of a potential owner-occupier or renter of an affordable, employee or 37 

market rate housing dwelling unit, developed as part of which is an employee or 38 

affordable housing project/unit, shall be determined by the Planning Department upon 39 

submittal of an affidavit of qualification to the Planning Department. The form of the 40 

affidavit shall be in a form prescribed by the Planning Department. This eligibility 41 

shall be determined by the Planning Department as follows:  42 

a. At the time the potential owner either applies for affordable housing ROGO 43 

allocation, or applies to purchase a unit that used affordable housing ROGO 44 

allocation or applies to purchase a deed-restricted dwelling unit; or  45 
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b. At the time the potential renter applies to occupy a residential unit that used an 1 

affordable ROGO allocation or is deed-restricted.  2 

(4) Except as provided in subsection (cf)(5) of this section, the property owner of each 3 

affordable employee or market rate housing dwelling unit, developed as part of which 4 

is an affordable or employee housing project/unit, shall be required to annually 5 

submit an affidavit of qualification to the Planning Department verifying that the 6 

applicable employment and income requirements of subsection (cf)(2) of this section 7 

are met. The annual affidavit of qualification shall be in a form prescribed by the 8 

Planning Director and shall be filed by the property owner annually by May 1st. upon 9 

receiving written notification by certified mail from the Planning Department.  10 

(5) The owner-occupant of an affordable, employee, or market rate housing dwelling 11 

unit, developed as part of which is an affordable or employee housing project/unit, 12 

who has received a homestead exemption as provided for under the state statutes, is 13 

not required to submit an annual affidavit of qualification as required above in 14 

subsection (cf)(4) of this section if that owner-occupant was qualified previously by 15 

the Planning Department. Prior to any change in ownership (including, but not limited 16 

to: sale, assignment, devise, or otherwise), the owner-occupant shall be required to 17 

provide documentation to the Planning Department in a form prescribed by the 18 

Planning Director proving that the potential occupying household is eligible to 19 

occupy that unit prior to a change in ownership of the property.  20 

(6) Failure to submit the required annual verification as required in subsection (cf)(4) of 21 

this section or failure to provide documentation prior to change in ownership required 22 

in subsection (cf)(5) of this section shall constitute a violation of the restrictive 23 

covenant, the conditions of the certificate of occupancy and this Land Development 24 

Code.  25 

(7) The restrictive covenants for affordable and employee housing required under this 26 

section shall be approved by the Assistant County Administrator Planning Director 27 

and County Attorney prior to the recording of the covenant and issuance of any 28 

building permit.  29 

(8) Upon written agreement between the Planning Director and an eligible governmental 30 

or nongovernmental entity, the Planning Director may authorize that entity to 31 

administer the eligibility and compliance requirements for the Planning and 32 

Environmental Resources Department under subsections (cf))(3), (cf))(4), and (cf))(5) 33 

and (f)(6) of this section. Under such an agreement, the eligible entity is authorized to 34 

qualify a potential owner-occupier or renter of affordable, employee, or market rate 35 

housing developed as part of an employee or affordable housing project, and annually 36 

verify the employment and/or income eligibility of tenants pursuant to subsection 37 

(cf))(2) of this section. The entity shall still be required to provide the Planning and 38 

Environmental Resources Department, by May January 1st of each year, a written 39 

certification verifying that tenants of each affordable, employee, or market rate 40 

housing units meets the applicable employment and income requirements of 41 

subsection (cf))(2) of this section. The following governmental and nongovernmental 42 

entities shall be eligible for this delegation of authority:  43 

a. The county housing authority, not-for-profit community development 44 

organizations, pursuant to subsection (ie) of this section, and other public 45 

entities established to provide affordable housing;  46 
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b. Private developers or other nongovernmental organizations participating in a 1 

federal/state housing financial assistance or tax credit program or receiving 2 

some form of direct financial assistance from the County; or  3 

c. Nongovernmental organizations approved by the BOCC as affordable housing 4 

providers.  5 

(9) Should an entity fail to satisfactorily fulfill the terms and conditions of the written 6 

agreement executed pursuant to subsection (cf))(6) and (8) of this section, the 7 

Planning Director shall provide written notice to the subject entity to show cause 8 

why the agreement should not be terminated within 30 days. If the entity fails to 9 

respond or is unable to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Planning Director that 10 

it is meeting the terms and conditions of its agreement, the agreement may be 11 

terminated by the Planning Director within 30 days of the written notice.  12 

(d) Interlocal affordable rate of growth allocation agreements. 13 

The BOCC may authorize interlocal agreements between the County and the cities of 14 

Marathon, and Key West, and Islamorada, Village of Islands for the purpose of sharing 15 

residential rate of growth affordable housing allocations. The interlocal agreements may be 16 

based upon a specific project proposal within one or more jurisdictions or may be for a 17 
specific allocation of units on an annual basis, from the county to a municipality or from a 18 

municipality to the county. The interlocal agreements may also accept and/or transfer 19 

allocations pursuant to the 2012 Hurricane Evacuation Clearance Time Memorandum of 20 

Understanding.  All allocations made available to a jurisdiction must meet the applicable 21 

affordable housing requirements of the receiving jurisdiction's land development 22 

regulations and affordable housing ordinances. 23 

(e)(b) Residential Inclusionary hHousing rRequirements. 24 

(1) Purpose and intent. The purpose of this subsection (eb), consistent with Goal 601 of 25 

the Comprehensive Plan, is to ensure that the need for affordable housing is not 26 

exacerbated by new residential development and redevelopment of existing 27 

affordable housing stock. The intent of this subsection is to protect the existing 28 

affordable housing stock, to permit owners of mobile homes and mobile home spaces 29 

to continue established mobile home uses consistent with current building and safety 30 

standards and regulations and to ensure that, as residential development, 31 

redevelopment and mobile home conversions occur, Comprehensive Plan policies 32 

regarding affordable housing are implemented.  33 

(2) Applicability. Except as provided in subsection (eb)(3) of this section, the residential 34 

inclusionary housing requirements set forth below shall apply. Determinations 35 

regarding the applicability of this subsection shall be made by the Planning Director. 36 

The applicant shall provide the necessary information to determine compliance with 37 

the residential inclusionary housing requirements on the forms prescribed by the 38 

Planning Director. For purposes of calculating the number of affordable units 39 

required by this subsection, density bonuses shall not be counted and only fractional 40 

requirements equal to or greater than 0.5 shall be rounded up to the nearest whole 41 

number.  42 

a. Residential developments, other than mobile home or mobile home spaces 43 

covered by subsection (eb)(2)b. of this section, that result in the development or 44 
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redevelopment of three (3) or more dwelling units on a parcel or contiguous 1 

parcels shall be required to develop or redevelop at least 30 percent of the 2 

residential units as affordable housing units. Residential development or 3 

redevelopment of three (3) units on a parcel or contiguous parcels shall require 4 

that one (1) developed or redeveloped unit be an affordable housing unit. For 5 

the purpose of this section, and notwithstanding subsection (eb)(2)b. of this 6 

section, any dwelling unit exceeding the number of lawfully established 7 

dwelling units on site, which are created by either a TRE or ROGO allocation 8 

award, shall be considered developed units.  9 

b. The removal and replacement with other types of dwelling units of ten (10) or 10 

more mobile homes that are located on a parcel or contiguous parcels and/or the 11 

conversion of mobile home spaces located on a parcel or contiguous parcels into 12 

a use other than mobile homes shall be required to include in the development 13 

or redevelopment a number of affordable housing units equal to at least 30 14 

percent of the number of existing units being removed and replaced or 15 

converted from mobile home use or, in the event the new use is nonresidential, 16 

to develop affordable housing units at least equal in number to 30 percent of the 17 

number of mobile homes or mobile home spaces being converted to other than 18 

mobile home use. Removal and replacement or conversion to a different use of 19 

ten (10) mobile homes or mobile home spaces on a parcel or contiguous parcels 20 

shall require that three (3) units be replaced or converted to deed-restricted 21 

affordable housing.  22 

c. In calculating the number of affordable housing units required for a particular 23 

project, or phase of a project, all dwelling units proposed for development or 24 

redevelopment or mobile homes or mobile home spaces to be converted from 25 

mobile home use since the effective date of the ordinance from which this 26 

section is derived shall be counted. In phased projects, the affordable housing 27 

requirements shall be proportionally allocated among the phases. If a 28 

subsequent development or redevelopment is proposed following a prior 29 

development approved on the same property as it existed as of the effective date 30 

of the ordinance (ORD 030-2003, 017-2006, 011-2008 & 006-2016) from 31 

which this section is derived, which prior development did not meet the 32 

compliance thresholds set forth in subsection (eb)(2)a. or (db)(2)b. of this 33 

section, the requirements of subsection (eb)(2)a. or (eb)(2)b. of this section shall 34 

be met as part of the subsequent development for all units proposed for 35 

development or redevelopment after the effective date of the ordinance from 36 

which this section is derived.  37 

(3) Exemptions and waivers. 38 

a. The following uses shall be exempt from the inclusionary housing requirements 39 

set forth in subsection (eb)(2)a. of this section: affordable housing, employee 40 

housing, nursing homes, or assisted care living facilities.  41 

b. The BOCC may reduce, adjust, or waive the requirements set forth in this 42 

subsection (eb) where, based on specific findings of fact, the BOCC board 43 

concludes, with respect to any developer or property owner, that:  44 

1. Strict application of the requirements would produce a result inconsistent 45 

with the Comprehensive Plan or the purpose and intent of this subsection;  46 
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2. Due to the nature of the proposed residential development, the development 1 

furthers Comprehensive Plan policies and the purpose and intent of this 2 

subsection through means other than strict compliance with the 3 

requirements set forth herein;  4 

3. The developer or property owner demonstrates an absence of any 5 

reasonable relationship between the impact of the proposed residential 6 

development and requirements of this subsection (eb); or  7 

4. The strict application with the requirements set forth herein would 8 

improperly deprive or deny the developer or property owner of 9 

constitutional or statutory rights; or.  10 

5. In the event of a declared State of Local Emergency after a natural disaster, 11 

the BOCC adopts a resolution recognizing that the strict application of the 12 

residential inclusionary requirements would not protect the health, safety 13 

and welfare of the community by delaying the recovery of the populace 14 

displaced by the natural disaster. 15 

c. Any developer or property owner who believes that he/she may be eligible for 16 

relief from the strict application of this section may petition the BOCC for relief 17 

under this subsection (eb)(3) of this section. Any petitioner for relief hereunder 18 

shall provide evidentiary and legal justification for any reduction, adjustment or 19 

waiver of any requirements under this section.  20 

(4) Alternate compliance. 21 

a. Deed-restriction of existing dwelling units. Compliance with this subsection 22 

may be achieved through the deed-restriction of existing dwelling units requiring 23 

that the affected units remain subject to the county's affordable housing 24 

restrictions for a period not less than the period prescribed in subsection (5)(c)3., 25 

below, according to administrative procedures established by the county.  26 

The following example is set forth to illustrate potential application options:  27 

Example: Owner/developer has 100 development rights 28 

• Option 1: Owner/developer may build up to 70 market rate units and shall 29 

build 30 affordable units (using conventional compliance method.) The 30 

owner's 100 development rights yield a ratio of 70 market rate units and 31 

30 affordable units.  32 

• Option 2: Owner/developer may build up to 70 market rate units and shall 33 

purchase and deed-restrict 30 existing market rate units (in lieu of building 34 

30 new affordable units.) The owner's 100 development rights again yield 35 

a ratio of 70 market rate units to 30 affordable units.  36 

• Option 3: Owner/developer may build up to 100 new market rates. If the 37 

developer wishes to use all 100 development rights for market rate 38 

development, his/her inclusionary compliance requirement to purchase 39 

and deed-restrict existing market rate units increases, and in this case for 40 

example, calculates to 43 total affordable units. (The owner's 100 41 

development rights yield a ratio of 100 market rate units to 43 affordable 42 

units, which is equivalent to the ratio of 70 market rates units to 30 43 

affordables units: 100/43 = 70/30.)  44 
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b. In-lieu fees. The developer of a project subject to the requirements of this 1 

subsection (eb) may contribute a fee in-lieu of the inclusionary housing 2 

requirements for all or a percentage of the affordable housing units required by 3 

subsection (eb)(2). The developer shall pay per unit in-lieu fees, the current 4 

maximum sales price for a one-bedroom affordable unit as established under 5 

Section 139-1(a) 101-1. All in-lieu fees shall be deposited into the affordable 6 

housing trust fund and spent solely for the purposes allowed for that fund. The 7 

developer, along with any corresponding in-lieu fees, shall transfer to the county 8 

ownership of the associated ROGO allocations or ROGO-exempt development 9 

rights for any affordable unit(s) required by this section for which the in-lieu fee 10 

option is used to construct the affordable unit(s). In order to utilize the in-lieu 11 

fee alternate compliance option, the developer must contribute the fee with 12 

associated ROGO allocations or exemptions. If ROGO allocations or 13 

exemptions are not available, the developer may not utilize this option. 14 

c. Land donation. Upon the acceptance of the BOCC of a proposed onsite or 15 

offsite parcel (or parcels), a developer may satisfy the requirements of this 16 

subsection by donating to the county, or other agency or not-for-profit 17 

organization approved by the BOCC board, one (1) IS or URM platted lot for 18 

each inclusionary unit required but not provided through actual construction or 19 

in-lieu fees (or a parcel or parcels of land zoned other than IS or URM as long 20 

as the donated parcel(s) will support the development of an appropriate number 21 

of affordable inclusionary units). Lots or other parcels so provided shall not be 22 

subject to environmental or other constraints that would prohibit immediate 23 

construction of affordable housing units. The developer, along with any 24 

corresponding donated parcel(s), shall transfer to the county ownership of the 25 

associated ROGO allocations or ROGO-exempt development rights for any 26 

affordable unit(s) required under this section.  In order to utilize the land 27 

donation alternate compliance option, the developer must donate the land with 28 

associated ROGO allocations or exemptions. If ROGO allocations or 29 

exemptions are not available, the developer may not utilize this option. 30 

(5) Applicable standards. 31 

a. Incentives. All incentives and bonuses provided by the land development and 32 

other regulations for the construction of affordable housing shall be available to 33 

builders of affordable housing provided pursuant to this subsection (eb) 34 

including, but not limited to, density and floor area ratio bonuses, residential 35 

ROGO allocation set asides and points, and impact fee waivers.  36 

b. Developer financial responsibility.  37 

1. If a developer does not elect to meet the requirements of subsection (b)(2) 38 

of this section through alternative compliance as set forth in subsection 39 

(b)(4) of this section, or obtain approval for an adjustment to, a partial 40 

exemption from or a waiver of strict compliance pursuant to subsection 41 

(eb)(3) of this section, the developer must post a bond equivalent to 110 42 

percent of the in-lieu fees that otherwise would have been required 43 

through the in-lieu alternate compliance option prior to the issuance of a 44 

building permit for any market rate units. The county shall retain any bond 45 

money or guaranties in escrow until the affordable housing is completed, 46 
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or for a period of three years, whichever comes first. Upon the issuance of 1 

certificates of occupancy for the affordable housing units, the county shall 2 

release to the developer any bonds or guaranties relating to the portion of 3 

the inclusionary housing requirement satisfied. If the developer has not 4 

satisfied the requirements of this section by completing the required 5 

affordable housing units within three years, all or the corresponding 6 

portion of the bond funds shall be forfeited to the affordable housing trust 7 

fund.  8 

1.2. If the applicant elects to pursue alternative compliance as set forth in 9 

subsection (eb)(4) of this section, the deed-restriction of existing dwelling 10 

units shall be recorded prior to the issuance of a building permit for any 11 

market rate unit; and/or any in-lieu fees must be paid or parcels donated, 12 

including the transfer to the county ownership the associated ROGO 13 

allocations or ROGO-exempt development rights, prior to the issuance of 14 

a building permit for any market rate unit.  15 

2. If a developer does not elect to meet the requirements of subsection 16 

(eb)(2) of this section through alternative compliance as set forth in 17 

subsection (eb)(4) of this section, or obtain approval for an adjustment to, 18 

a partial exemption from or a waiver of strict compliance pursuant to 19 

subsection (eb)(3) of this section, the developer must post a bond 20 

equivalent to 200 110 percent of the in-lieu fees that otherwise would have 21 

been required through the in-lieu alternate compliance option prior to the 22 

issuance of a building permit for any market rate units. The county shall 23 

retain any bond money or guaranties in escrow until the affordable 24 

housing is completed, or for a period of three (3) years, whichever comes 25 

first. Upon the issuance of certificates of occupancy for the affordable 26 

housing units, the county shall release to the developer any bonds or 27 

guaranties relating to the portion of the inclusionary housing requirement 28 

satisfied. If the developer has not satisfied the requirements of this section 29 

by completing the required affordable housing units within three (3) years, 30 

all or the corresponding portion of the bond funds shall be forfeited to the 31 

affordable housing trust fund.  32 

c. Standards. Affordable housing provided pursuant to subsection (eb)(2) of this 33 

section shall comply with the standards set forth in subsections (b) and (c) and 34 

below. and Aapplications for development projects subject to these 35 

requirements and developers and property owners shall provide to the county 36 

information and necessary legal assurances to demonstrate current and 37 

continued compliance with these provisions, consistent with the applicable 38 

enforcement mechanisms set forth in subsection (cf) of this section, as amended 39 

or supplemented from time to time. The county may institute any appropriate 40 

legal action necessary to ensure compliance with this subsection.  41 

1. Affordable housing units required pursuant to subsection (eb)(2) of this 42 

section are restricted to sales prices and annual rental amounts for 43 

households that shall not exceed the adjusted gross annual income limits for 44 

moderate-income owner-occupied or rental housing, as defined in Section 45 

101-1;  46 
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2. Affordable housing units may be sold or rented only to persons whose total 1 

household income does not exceed the adjusted gross annual income limits 2 

for moderate-income as defined in Section 101-1;  3 

3. Except as specifically provided otherwise herein, affordable housing dwelling 4 

units are restricted for a period of 99 years to households that meet the 5 

requirements of subsection (eb)(5)c.2. of this section;  6 

24. Affordable housing units provided pursuant to subsection (eb)(2) of this 7 

section may be provided on-site, off-site or through linkage with another 8 

off-site project as provided in subsection (gc) of this section;  9 

5. Affordable housing units may not be used for tourist housing or vacation 10 

rental use; 11 

36. Each affordable unit provided pursuant to subsection (eb)(2) of this section 12 

shall contain a minimum of 350400 square feet of habitable floor area and 13 

the average enclosed habitable floor area of all units so provided shall be at 14 

least 700 square feet;  15 

7. Each affordable unit provided pursuant to subsection (b)(2) shall contain a 16 

minimum of 400 square feet of habitable floor area; and during occupancy 17 

of any affordable housing rental unit, not otherwise limited by state or 18 

federal statute or rule concerning household income, a lessee household's 19 

annual income may increase to an amount not to exceed 140 percent of the 20 

median household income for the county, to be annually verified. If the 21 

income of the lessee household exceeds this amount, the occupancy shall 22 

terminate at the end of the existing lease term. The maximum lease for any 23 

term shall be three years or 36 months;  24 

8. When determining eligibility criteria, the county shall assume family size as 25 

indicated in the table set forth in subsection (a)(6)i. of this section. That 26 

table shall not be used to establish the maximum number of individuals who 27 

actually live in the unit, but shall be used in conjunction with the eligibility 28 

requirements created by the definition of "affordable housing" in Section 29 

101-1;  30 

9. The income of eligible households shall be determined by counting only the 31 

first and highest paid 40 hours of employment per week of each unrelated 32 

adult. For a household containing adults related by marriage or a domestic 33 

partnership registered with the county, only the highest 60 hours of the 34 

combined employment hours shall be counted, which shall be considered to 35 

be 75 percent of the adjusted gross income. The income of dependents 36 

regardless of age shall not be counted in calculating a household's income; 37 

and  38 

410. The county will not issue certificates of occupancy for market rate units 39 

associated with development or redevelopment projects subject to the 40 

provisions of this subsection (eb) unless and until the developed affordable 41 

housing units have an approved and recorded deed restriction, and 42 

certificates of occupancy have been issued for required affordable housing 43 

units lot donations are complete, or in-lieu fees have been paid as provided 44 

herein.  45 

(6) Monitoring and review. 46 
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The requirements of this subsection (eb) shall be monitored to ensure effective and 1 

equitable application. Every two years following the effective date of the ordinance 2 

from which this section is derived, the BOCC may request the pPlanning dDirector 3 

shall provide to the BOCC a report describing the impact of this subsection on the 4 

provision of affordable housing and other market or socioeconomic conditions 5 

influencing or being influenced by these requirements. Issues such as affordability 6 

thresholds, inclusionary requirements, and the impacts of these provisions on the 7 

affordable housing inventory and housing needs in the county shall be addressed, in 8 

addition to other matters deemed relevant by the Planning Ddirector.  9 

 10 

(f) Nonresidential Inclusionary housing requirements. 11 

(1) Purpose. Consistent with Goal 601 of the Comprehensive Plan, the purpose of this 12 

subsection (f) is to ensure that the need for affordable housing is not exacerbated by 13 

nonresidential and transient development, as follows: 14 

a.  Promote the health, safety and general welfare of the citizens of the County 15 

through the implementation of the goals, objectives and policies of the 2030 16 

Monroe County Comprehensive Plan; and  17 

b.  To ensure that affordable housing opportunities are available throughout the 18 

entire community and to maintain a balanced and sustainable local economy and 19 

the provision of essential services; and 20 

c.  To increase the supply of housing affordable to targeted income groups within 21 

the community; and 22 

d.  To provide a range of housing opportunities for those who work in Monroe 23 

County but may be unable to pay market rents or market housing prices in the 24 

community; and 25 

e.  To increase the percentage of the workforce living locally and to provide 26 

housing opportunities for lower income groups in order to meet the existing and 27 

anticipated housing needs of such persons and to maintain a socio-economic 28 

mix in the community; and 29 

f.  To address the affordable workforce housing needs generated by the 30 

construction and expansion of nonresidential/transient development, and the 31 

employment that occurs at the nonresidential/transient development after the 32 

construction or expansion is completed; and 33 

g.  To ensure that affordable housing is provided to the local workforce by the 34 

employee generating development proportionate with the demand for affordable 35 

housing the development creates; and 36 

h.  To address market demands that show that the workforce in the County 37 

continues to require moderately priced housing units, particularly those whose 38 

earnings range from 50 percent up to 120 percent of the County's median 39 

income (the target income groups); and 40 

i.  To stimulate the private sector production of affordable housing and encourage 41 

the widespread distribution of affordable housing opportunities throughout all 42 

portions of the community, including within new and expanding developments. 43 

 44 

(2) Intent. Nonresidential and transient use development or redevelopment generates a 45 

direct impact on housing for the workforce. The intent of this section is to ensure that 46 



Red = new text underlined & strikethrough of existing text 
Blue = moved existing text 

 
Ordinance No. ____- 2020         Page 20 of 31 

File 2019-097 

there is an affordable supply of housing for the local workforce. This will be 1 

accomplished by requiring affordable housing be provided for all new development 2 

and redevelopment in an amount proportionate to the need for affordable housing that 3 

the nonresidential and transient use development or redevelopment creates. The intent 4 

of this subsection is to permit nonresidential and transient use owners to continue to 5 

establish uses consistent with the current building and safety standards and to ensure 6 

that as development and redevelopment occurs, comprehensive plan policies 7 

regarding affordable housing are implemented. The technical support and analysis 8 

upon which the nonresidential inclusionary housing requirements are established are 9 

based upon the ‘Affordable Workforce Housing Support Study for Non-Residential 10 

Development,’ prepared by Clarion Associates, LLC, prepared in June 2017. 11 

 12 

(3)  Applicability. Except as provided in subsection (4) of this section, the nonresidential 13 

inclusionary housing requirements set forth below shall apply. This will be 14 

accomplished by requiring affordable housing be provided for all new development 15 

and expansions in an amount proportionate to the need for affordable housing that the 16 

nonresidential and transient uses create. Expansion as used in this section means 17 

extending a use or structure to occupy a greater amount of floor area or square 18 

footage beyond that which it occupied. Determinations regarding the applicability of 19 

this subsection shall be made by the Planning Director. The applicant shall provide 20 

the necessary information to determine compliance with the nonresidential 21 

inclusionary housing requirements on the forms prescribed by the Planning Director. 22 

For purposes of calculating the number of affordable units required by this 23 

subsection, density bonuses shall not be counted and only fractional requirements 24 

equal to or greater than 0.5 shall be rounded up to the nearest whole number. 25 

a.  New Development. Each new development project not exempted by subsection 26 

(4), shall mitigate 50% of the affordable housing demand created by the 27 

proposed development by one or a combination of the methods identified in 28 

subsection (5). 29 

b.  Redevelopment With An Expansion. Each redevelopment project not exempted by 30 

subsection (4), shall mitigate 50% of the affordable housing demand created by 31 

the proposed redevelopment by one or a combination of the methods identified in 32 

subsection (5). The affordable housing required for nonresidential development 33 

when an existing use is expanded shall be calculated based on the incremental 34 

increase is size of the existing use (net additional square footage). 35 

c.  Redevelopment With A Change In Use Increasing Housing Demand. Each 36 

redevelopment project with a change of use, not exempted by subsection (4), 37 

shall mitigate 50% of the affordable housing demand created by the proposed 38 

redevelopment by one or a combination of the methods identified in subsection 39 

(5). The affordable housing required for nonresidential development when a new 40 

use replaces an existing use shall be calculated based on the square footage 41 

proposed for conversion and/or based on the incremental increase in size of the 42 

new uses (if any). 43 

d.   Redevelopment Without An Expansion Which Increases Housing Demand.  An 44 

applicant proposing a redevelopment project that proposes to increase the 45 

intensity of the development, by increasing services or amenities available within 46 
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the existing square footage, shall provide an analysis of the anticipated employee 1 

generation pre- and post- development. The applicant shall conduct an 2 

independent calculation to determine if there is an increase in the total demand 3 

for employees and housing. The independent calculation shall be subject to the 4 

following: 5 

1.    An independent calculation shall require a public meeting with the Board of 6 

County Commissioners to determine if there is a mutually agreeable 7 

approach to the calculation prior to the application proceeding to the 8 

Development Review Committee for review. The review of the independent 9 

calculation will not be scheduled as a public hearing, but as a public meeting 10 

during which the BOCC may offer their input and direction and the public 11 

may have input on the proposed methodology and calculation. 12 

2.  The applicant shall use generally accepted principles and methods and 13 

verifiable local information and data, and other appropriate materials to 14 

support the employee generation data and housing demand calculated. 15 

3.  The BOCC may agree or disagree with the independent calculation for 16 

mitigation based on generally recognized principles and methodologies of 17 

impact analysis and the accuracy of the data, information, and assumptions 18 

used to prepare the independent calculation. 19 

4.  If the analysis determines the redevelopment project will increase the 20 

demand for employees and housing, by increasing the services or amenities 21 

available within the existing square footage, then the nonresidential 22 

inclusionary requirements shall apply.  Each redevelopment project pursuant 23 

to this subsection and not exempted by subsection (4), shall mitigate 50% of 24 

the demand for affordable housing created by the development. The 25 

affordable housing demand created by the proposed redevelopment may be 26 

satisfied by one or a combination of the methods identified in subsection (5). 27 

e.  Unspecified Use. If a proposed development project does not fall within one of 28 

the specific use categories in the table within subsection (5), then the Planning 29 

Director shall determine whether the use is comparable to a use category listed 30 

and assign a category or may allow the applicant to conduct an independent 31 

calculation to determine the appropriate affordable housing inclusionary 32 

requirement. If the applicant chooses to propose an independent calculation, the 33 

following applies: 34 

1.    An independent calculation shall require a public meeting with the Board of 35 

County Commissioners to determine if there is a mutually agreeable 36 

approach to the calculation prior to the application proceeding to the 37 

Development Review Committee for review. The review of the independent 38 

calculation will not be scheduled as a public hearing, but as a public meeting 39 

during which the BOCC may offer their input and direction and the public 40 

may have input on the proposed methodology and calculation. 41 

2.  The applicant shall use generally accepted principles and methods and 42 

verifiable local information and data, and other appropriate materials to 43 

support the employee generation data and housing demand calculated. 44 

3.  The BOCC may agree or disagree with the independent calculation for 45 

mitigation based on generally recognized principles and methodologies of 46 
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impact analysis and the accuracy of the data, information, and assumptions 1 

used to prepare the independent calculation. 2 

4.  Each development project subject to an independent calculation and not 3 

exempted by subsection (4), shall mitigate 50% of the demand for 4 

affordable housing created by the development. 5 
 6 

(4) Exemptions and waivers. 7 

a. The following uses shall be exempt from the nonresidential inclusionary housing 8 

requirements set forth in subsections (f)(3) and (5) of this section:  9 

1. Affordable housing developments; and 10 

2. Residential developments; and  11 

3. Nursing homes, assisted care living facilities, and retirement homes; and 12 

4. Mobile home and manufactured home parks and subdivisions; and 13 

5. Public facilities and public uses limited to parks, public infrastructure and 14 

utilities, and wireless communication facilities; and  15 

6. Airport uses; and 16 

7. Agricultural uses; and  17 

8. The redevelopment, remodeling, repair or cumulative expansion of a 18 

lawfully established nonresidential use that does not increase the area of the 19 

nonresidential use by more than 1,000 square feet of gross floor area and the 20 

use is not changed to a different use category. 21 

b.  The BOCC may reduce, adjust, or waive the requirements set forth in this 22 

subsection (f), based on specific findings of fact, where the BOCC concludes, 23 

with respect to any applicant, that:  24 

1. Strict application of the requirements would produce a result inconsistent 25 

with the Comprehensive Plan or the purpose and intent of this subsection;  26 

2. Due to the nature of the proposed nonresidential development, the 27 

development furthers Comprehensive Plan policies and the purpose and 28 

intent of this subsection through means other than strict compliance with 29 

the requirements set forth herein;  30 

3. The applicant demonstrates an absence of any reasonable relationship 31 

between the impact of the proposed nonresidential development and 32 

requirements of this subsection (f);  33 

4. The strict application with the requirements set forth herein would 34 

improperly deprive or deny the applicant of constitutional or statutory 35 

rights; or 36 

5. In the event of a declared State of Local Emergency after a natural disaster, 37 

the BOCC adopts a resolution recognizing that the strict application of the 38 

nonresidential inclusionary requirements would not protect the health, 39 

safety and welfare of the community by delaying the recovery of the 40 

populace displaced by the natural disaster. 41 

Any applicant who believes that he/she may be eligible for relief from the strict 42 

application of this section may petition the BOCC for relief under this subsection 43 

(f)(4). Any petitioner for relief hereunder shall provide evidentiary and legal 44 

justification for any reduction, adjustment or waiver of any requirements under 45 

this section. The petitioner shall use generally accepted principles and methods 46 
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and verifiable local information and data, and other appropriate materials to 1 

support the requested relief. 2 

 3 

(5) Compliance Requirements. Nonresidential development or redevelopment projects 4 

shall provide affordable inclusionary housing as provided in subsection (3) of the 5 

affordable housing demand created by the new or expanded development or 6 

redevelopment in accordance with the table below.  7 

 8 

a. The table indicates the number of affordable housing units or in-lieu fee needed 9 

for every square foot (and per 1,000sf) of new development or redevelopment 10 

(expanded or converted square footage) for each category of non-residential 11 

land use.  12 

 13 
TOTAL NEED CREATED BY NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT  

(for construction and post-construction employees). 

Land Use Category 

Total Housing 

Need per 

1,000sf 

(units/1000sf) 

Total 

Housing 

Need per sf 

(units/sf) 

Total In-Lieu 

Fee per 1,000sf 

(monetary fee 

/1000sf) 

Total In-Lieu 

Fee per sf 

(monetary fee 

/sf) 
     

Commercial Retail  

(Retail stores, supermarkets, shopping 

centers, restaurants, etc.) 

0.416 0.000416 $66,722 $66.72 

     

Office 

(Professional and non-professional office 

buildings, etc.) 

0.704 0.000704 $78,492 $78.49 

     

Industrial 

(Light manufacturing, lumber yards, 

warehousing, storage facilities, etc.) 

0.226 0.000226 $24,397 $24.39 

     

Institutional 

(Religious facilities, private schools, 

colleges, daycares, etc.) 

0.337 0.000337 $36,284 $36.28 

     

Tourist/recreational  

(Theatres, auditoriums, nightclubs, tourist 

attractions, etc.) 

0.614 0.000614 $104,691 $104.69 

     

Hotel & Motel 

(Transient uses) 
0.295 0.000295 $49,947 $49.94 

     

Governmental  

(Governmental office buildings, public 

schools, etc.) 

0.427 0.000427 $38,285 $38.28 

     

Other  

(Utility, gas, and electric uses, mining, and 

sewage disposal facilities) 

0.644 0.000644 $99,838 $99.83 

Data for the mitigation requirement is from the ‘Affordable Workforce Housing Support Study for Non-14 
Residential Development,’ prepared by Clarion Associates, LLC, for Monroe County in June 2017. 15 

 16 

b. The inclusionary housing unit requirement (or required number of affordable 17 

housing dwelling units) for the nonresidential development or redevelopment 18 

shall be calculated by multiplying the per square foot requirement for the 19 

appropriate type of land use category by the proposed square footage of the 20 
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nonresidential development and/or the incremental increase in size of the 1 

nonresidential use (net additional square footage) and applying the appropriate 2 

mitigation percentage required.  3 

 4 

c. The inclusionary in-lieu fee requirement (or required amount of monetary fee) 5 

for the nonresidential development or redevelopment shall be calculated by 6 

multiplying the per square foot requirement for the appropriate type of land use 7 

category by the proposed square footage of the nonresidential development 8 

and/or the incremental increase in size of the nonresidential use (net additional 9 

square footage) and applying the appropriate mitigation percentage required. 10 

 11 

d.  Expansions to nonresidential and transient uses shall be tracked for cumulative 12 

changes and compliance with subsection (f). In phased projects, the inclusionary 13 

requirements shall be proportionally allocated among the phases. If a 14 

subsequent development or redevelopment is proposed following a prior 15 

development approved on the same property, after the effective date of this 16 

ordinance, the requirements in this section shall be met as part of the subsequent 17 

development or redevelopment. 18 

 19 

e.  The following table provides example calculations of the nonresidential 20 

inclusionary requirements: 21 

 22 
 Total 

Housing 

Need per 

sf 

(units/sf) 

Total In-

Lieu Fee 

per sf 

(monetary 

fee /sf) 

 
100% Mitigation 50% Mitigation 30% Mitigation 

Units In-lieu fees Units 
In-lieu 

fees 
Units 

In-lieu 

fees 

          

Commercial Retail  

(Retail stores, 

supermarkets, 

shopping centers, 

restaurants, etc.) 

0.000416 $66.72 

5,000 SF 2.08 $333,610 1.04 $166,805 0.62 $100,083.0 

10,000 SF 4.16 $667,220 2.08 $333,610 1.25 $200,166 

20,000 SF 8.32 $1,334,440 4.16 $667,220 2.50 $400,332 

          

Office 

(Professional and 

non-professional 

office buildings, etc.) 

0.000704 $78.49 

5,000 SF 3.52 $392,460 1.76 $196,230 1.06 $117,738 

10,000 SF 7.04 $784,920 3.52 $392,460 2.11 $235,476 

20,000 SF 14.09 $1,569,840 7.04 $784,920 4.23 $470,952 
          

Industrial 

(Light manufacturing, 

lumber yards, 

warehousing, storage 

facilities, etc.) 

0.000226 $24.39 

5,000 SF 1.13 $121,985 0.56 $60,993 0.34 $36,596 

10,000 SF 2.26 $243,970 1.13 $121,985 0.68 $73,191 

20,000 SF 4.51 $487,940 2.26 $243,970 1.35 $146,382 
          

Institutional 

(Religious facilities, 

private schools, 

colleges, daycares, 

etc.) 

0.000337 $36.28 

5,000 SF 1.69 $181,420 0.84 $90,710 0.51 $54,426 

10,000 SF 3.37 $362,840 1.69 $181,420 1.01 $108,852 

20,000 SF 6.74 $725,680 3.37 $362,840 2.02 $217,704 

          

Tourist/recreational  

(Theatres, 

auditoriums, 

nightclubs, tourist 

attractions, etc.) 

0.000614 $104.69 

5,000 SF 3.07 $523,455 1.54 $261,728 0.92 $157,037 

10,000 SF 6.14 $1,046,910 3.07 $523,455 1.84 $314,073 

20,000 SF 12.28 $2,093,820 6.14 $1,046,910 3.69 $628,146 

          

Hotel & Motel 0.000295 $49.94 5,000 SF 1.58 $249,735 0.79 $124,868 0.47 $74,921 



Red = new text underlined & strikethrough of existing text 
Blue = moved existing text 

 
Ordinance No. ____- 2020         Page 25 of 31 

File 2019-097 

(Transient uses) 10,000 SF 3.15 $499,470 1.58 $249,735 0.95 $149,841 

20,000 SF 6.31 $998,940 3.15 $499,470 1.89 $299,682 
          

Governmental  

(Governmental office 

buildings, public 

schools, etc.) 

0.000427 $38.28 

5,000 SF 2.14 $191,425 1.07 $95,713 0.64 $57,428 

10,000 SF 4.28 $382,850 2.14 $191,425 1.28 $114,855 

20,000 SF 8.55 $765,700 4.28 $382,850 2.57 $229,710 
          

Other  

(Utility, gas, and 

electric uses, mining, 

and sewage disposal 

facilities) 

0.000644 $99.83 

5,000 SF 3.22 $499,190 1.61 $249,595 0.97 $149,757 

10,000 SF 6.44 $998,380 3.22 $499,190 1.93 $299,514 

20,000 SF 12.88 $1,996,760 6.44 $998,380 3.86 $599,028 

 1 

f.  All nonresidential uses not exempted by subsection (4) shall mitigate the 2 

demand for affordable housing created by the proposed development or 3 

redevelopment by one or a combination of the methods identified below. 4 

1. The construction of affordable housing dwelling units on the site of the 5 

development project. The affordable housing dwelling units shall meet the 6 

County's affordable housing restrictions as specified in Section 139-1(b) and 7 

(c), for a period not less than 99 years;   8 

2. The construction of affordable housing dwelling units off-site of the 9 

development project but within a 30 mile radius of the nonresidential 10 

development or redevelopment. The affordable housing dwelling units shall 11 

meet the County's affordable housing restrictions as specified in Section 12 

139-1(b) and (c), for a period not less than 99 years; 13 

3. The deed-restriction of existing dwelling units within a 30 mile radius of the 14 

nonresidential development or redevelopment, provided the units meet the 15 

County's affordable housing restrictions as specified in Section 139-1(b) and 16 

(c), for a period not less than 99 years;  17 

4. The donation of land to the County, upon the acceptance of the BOCC of a 18 

proposed parcel or parcels, may satisfy the requirements of this subsection 19 

by donating one (1) IS or URM zoned platted lot for each unit required but 20 

not provided through actual construction or in-lieu fees (or a Tier III parcel 21 

or parcels of land zoned other than IS or URM as long as the donated 22 

parcel(s) will support the development of the required number of affordable 23 

inclusionary units); and/or 24 

5. The payment of a fee in-lieu for the inclusionary housing requirement for all 25 

or a percentage of the affordable housing units required. The in-lieu fee shall 26 

be paid prior to issuance of a building permit for the nonresidential 27 

development or redevelopment. 28 

e.   If the affordable housing requirement results in less than one (1) affordable 29 

dwelling unit, then the applicant may choose to build one (1) affordable 30 

dwelling unit or pay the fee in-lieu amount. 31 

 32 

(6) Applicable Standards. 33 

a. Incentives. All incentives and bonuses provided by the land development and 34 

other regulations for the construction of affordable housing shall be available to 35 

builders of affordable housing provided pursuant to this subsection (f) 36 
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including, but not limited to, density and floor area ratio bonuses, residential 1 

ROGO allocation set asides and points, and impact fee waivers.  2 

b. Standards. Affordable housing provided pursuant to subsection (f) shall 3 

comply with the standards set forth in subsections (b) and (c) and below.  4 

Applications for development projects subject to these requirements and 5 

applicants shall provide to the County information and necessary legal 6 

assurances to demonstrate current and continued compliance with these 7 

provisions, consistent with the applicable enforcement mechanisms set forth in 8 

Section 139-1(c). The County may institute any appropriate legal action 9 

necessary to ensure compliance with this subsection.  10 

1. Affordable housing units required pursuant to this subsection are restricted 11 

to sales prices and annual rental amounts for households that shall not 12 

exceed the annual income limits for owner-occupied or rental housing, as 13 

defined in Section 101-1;  14 

2. Affordable housing units provided pursuant to subsection (f) may be 15 

provided on-site, off-site as provided in subsection (f)(5);or through 16 

linkage with another off-site project as provided in subsection (g) of this 17 

section;  18 

3. Each affordable unit provided pursuant to this subsection shall contain a 19 

minimum of 350 square feet of habitable floor area;  20 

4. The County will not issue certificates of occupancy for the nonresidential 21 

and transient development or redevelopment projects subject to the 22 

provisions of this subsection (f) unless and until: (1) the required number of 23 

inclusionary affordable housing units have an approved and recorded deed 24 

restriction, and certificates of occupancy have been issued for the 25 

affordable housing units; and/or (2) the required number of existing 26 

dwelling units must have an approved and recorded deed-restriction; and/or 27 

(3) the donation of parcels to the County is completed. 28 

5. Prior to the issuance of a building permit for the nonresidential and 29 

transient development or redevelopment projects, any in-lieu fees must be 30 

paid. 31 

 32 

(7) Monitoring and review. 33 

The requirements of this subsection (f) shall be monitored to ensure effective and 34 

equitable application. Every two years, following the effective date of the ordinance 35 

from which this section is derived, the BOCC may request the Planning Director 36 

provide to the BOCC a report describing the impact of this subsection on the 37 

provision of affordable housing and other market or socioeconomic conditions 38 

influencing or being influenced by these requirements. Issues such as affordability 39 

thresholds, inclusionary requirements, and the impacts of these provisions on the 40 

affordable housing inventory and housing needs in the county shall be addressed, in 41 

addition to other matters deemed relevant by the director.  42 

 43 

(8) Inclusionary Requirement Reduction for Very low and Low Income Units. 44 

Certain types of affordable housing are relatively more desirable in satisfying the 45 

affordable housing needs of the workforce. To address the market demands that show 46 
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that the workforce in the County continues to require lower priced rental housing 1 

units, particularly those whose earnings are up to or below 80 percent of the County's 2 

median income, an applicant with an inclusionary requirement of five (5) or more 3 

units, which builds all the required affordable units as low-income and very low-4 

income either on site or within 10 miles of the nonresidential or transient  5 

development project, shall have a reduced inclusionary housing requirement of 40%. 6 

The affordable housing dwelling units shall meet the County's affordable housing 7 

rental restrictions as specified in Section 139-1(b) and (c), for a period not less than 8 

99 years. The tenants of this affordable housing shall be required to derive at least 70 9 

percent of their income from within the County. An applicant may not propose the 10 

payment of a fee in-lieu for any portion of the inclusionary housing requirement. 11 

 12 

(gc) Linkage of projects.   13 

(1)  Two or more development (residential and/or nonresidential) projects that are required 14 

to provide affordable housing may be linked to allow the affordable housing 15 

requirement of one development project to be built at the site of another project, so long 16 

as the affordable housing requirement of the latter development is fulfilled as well and 17 

the projects are within 30 miles of each other. The project containing the affordable 18 

units must be built either before or simultaneously with the projects without, or with 19 

fewer than, the required affordable units. Sequencing of construction of the affordable 20 

component of linked projects may be the subject of the pPlanning department or the 21 

pPlanning cCommission's approval of a project. 22 

(2)  In addition, if a developer builds more than the required number of affordable units at a 23 

development site, this development project may be linked with a subsequent 24 

development project to allow compliance with the subsequent development's affordable 25 

unit requirement provided: the developer may not utilize affordable units previously 26 

built with County financial investment, other than building permit fee waivers and 27 

impact fee waivers; the projects are within 30 miles of each other; and the affordable 28 

units proposed to satisfy the inclusionary housing requirement may not have received 29 

certificates of occupancy three (3) years prior to the project approval for the 30 

development triggering the inclusionary housing requirement. The linkage must be 31 

identified supplied by the developer to the pPlanning cCommission at the time of the 32 

subsequent development's conditional use approval.   33 

(3)  Finally, aAll linkages under this subsection may occur between sites within the county 34 

and in the cities of Key West, Marathon and Islamorada, subject to an interlocal 35 

agreement, where appropriate.; however, The linkage must occur within 30 miles of 36 

each project and within the same geographic planning area, i.e., lower middle and upper 37 

keys. All linkages must be approved via a covenant running in favor of the cCounty, 38 

and if the linkage project lies within a city, also in favor of that city. The covenant shall 39 

be placed upon two or more projects linked, stating how the requirements for affordable 40 

housing are met for each project. The covenant shall be approved by the BOCC and, if 41 

applicable, the participating municipality.   42 

(4)  Projects with existing affordable units that have existing approvals, approved prior to 43 

the effective date of this ordinance, which allow linkage of the affordable housing units 44 

to satisfy inclusionary requirements shall not be subject to the provisions subsection (g) 45 

and shall follow the provisions of the existing, approved development order(s). 46 

Commented [S1]: The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff 
to evaluate the legal, financial and economic issues and make 
recommendations on whether and how to amend the land 
development code to not allow inclusionary requirements to be 
satisfied through ‘linkage’ under Sec. 130-161 (c) with affordable 
housing units built in proportion of the government investment. 
 
The AHAC recommends the BOCC direct staff to evaluate the legal, 
financial and economic issues and make recommendations on 
whether and how to amend land development code to not allow 
inclusionary requirements to be satisfied through ‘linkage’ under 
Sec. 130-161 (c) with affordable housing units already 
existing/built. 
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(hd) Affordable housing trust fund. 1 

The affordable housing trust fund (referred to as the "trust fund") is established. The trust 2 

fund shall be maintained with funds earmarked for the purposes of furthering affordable 3 

housing initiatives in municipalities and unincorporated areas of the county. Monies 4 

deposited into the trust fund shall not be commingled with general operating funds of the 5 

county. The trust fund shall be used only for the following:  6 

(1) Financial aid to developers as project grants for affordable housing construction; 7 

(2) Financial aid to homebuyers as mortgage assistance, including, but not limited to, 8 

loans or grants for down payment assistance;  9 

(3) Financial incentives for the conversion of transient units to affordable residential 10 

units;  11 

(4) Direct investment in or leveraging housing affordability through site acquisition, 12 

housing development and housing conservation; or  13 

(5) Other affordable housing purposes as may be established by resolution of the BOCC, 14 

which shall act as trustees for the fund. The BOCC may enter into agreements or 15 

make grants relating to the use of trust funds with or to the county housing authority 16 

or other local government land or housing departments or agencies, a qualified 17 

community housing development organization or nonprofit or for-profit developer of 18 

affordable or employee housing, or a municipality within the county.  19 

(ie) Community housing development organization. 20 

The BOCC may establish a nonprofit community housing development organization 21 

(CHDO), pursuant to federal regulations governing such organizations, to serve as developer 22 

of affordable housing units on county-owned property, including or located in the 23 

municipalities of the county, upon interlocal agreement. In such event, the county may 24 

delegate to the community housing development organization all or partial administration of 25 

the affordable housing trust fund.  26 

 27 
(f) Administration and compliance. [moved to subsection (c)]  28 

(1) Before any building permit may be issued for any structure, portion or phase of a project 29 
subject to this section, a restrictive covenant shall be approved by the Assistant County 30 
Administrator and county attorney and recorded in the office of the clerk of the county to 31 
ensure compliance with the provision of this section running in favor of the county and 32 
enforceable by the county and, if applicable, a participating municipality. The following 33 
requirements shall apply to these restrictive covenants:  34 

a. The covenants for any affordable or employee housing units shall be effective for 35 
a period of at least 99 years.  36 

b. The covenants shall not commence running until a certificate of occupancy has 37 
been issued by the building official for the dwelling unit or dwelling units to 38 
which the covenant or covenants apply.  39 

(2) Restrictive covenants for housing subject to the provisions of this section shall be filed that 40 
require compliance with the following:  41 

a. Restricting affordable housing dwelling units to households meeting the income 42 
requirements of subsection (a)(6)a. of this section;  43 

b. Restricting employee housing dwelling units to households meeting the income 44 
and employment requirements of subsection (a)(6)b. of this section;  45 
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c. Restricting market rate housing dwelling units to households meeting the 1 
employment requirements of subsection (a)(8)a. of this section; and  2 

d. Prohibiting tourist housing use or vacation rental use of any housing developed 3 
under the provisions of this section.  4 

(3) The eligibility of a potential owner-occupier or renter of an affordable, employee or market 5 
rate housing dwelling unit, developed as part of an employee or affordable housing project, 6 
shall be determined by the planning department upon submittal of an affidavit of qualification 7 
to the planning department. The form of the affidavit shall be in a form prescribed by the 8 
planning department. This eligibility shall be determined by the planning department as 9 
follows:  10 

a. At the time the potential owner either applies for affordable housing ROGO 11 
allocation, or applies to purchase a unit that used affordable housing ROGO 12 
allocation; or  13 

b. At the time the potential renter applies to occupy a residential unit that used an 14 
affordable ROGO allocation.  15 

(4) Except as provided in subsection (f)(5) of this section, the property owner of each affordable 16 
employee or market rate housing dwelling unit, developed as part of an affordable or 17 
employee housing project, shall be required to annually submit an affidavit of qualification to 18 
the planning department verifying that the applicable employment and income requirements 19 
of subsection (f)(2) of this section are met. The annual affidavit of qualification shall be in a 20 
form prescribed by the Planning Director and shall be filed by the property owner upon 21 
receiving written notification by certified mail from the planning department.  22 

(5) The owner-occupant of an affordable, employee, or market rate housing dwelling unit, 23 
developed as part of an affordable or employee housing project, who has received a 24 
homestead exemption as provided for under the state statutes, is not required to submit an 25 
annual affidavit of qualification as required above in subsection (f)(4) of this section if that 26 
owner-occupant was qualified previously by the planning department. Prior to any change in 27 
ownership (including, but not limited to: sale, assignment, devise, or otherwise), the owner-28 
occupant shall be required to provide documentation to the planning department in a form 29 
prescribed by the planning director proving that the potential occupying household is eligible 30 
to occupy that unit prior to a change in ownership of the property.  31 

(6) Failure to submit the required annual verification as required in subsection (f)(4) of this 32 
section or failure to provide documentation prior to change in ownership required in 33 
subsection (f)(5) of this section shall constitute a violation of the restrictive covenant, the 34 
conditions of the certificate of occupancy and this Land Development Code.  35 

(7) The restrictive covenants for affordable and employee housing required under this section 36 
shall be approved by the Assistant County Administrator and county attorney prior to the 37 
recording of the covenant and issuance of any building permit.  38 

(8) Upon written agreement between the Planning Director and an eligible governmental or 39 
nongovernmental entity, the Planning Director may authorize that entity to administer the 40 
eligibility and compliance requirements for the Planning and Environmental Resources 41 
Department under subsections (f)(3), (f)(4), (f)(5) and (f)(6) of this section. Under such an 42 
agreement, the eligible entity is authorized to qualify a potential owner-occupier or renter of 43 
affordable, employee, or market rate housing developed as part of an employee or affordable 44 
housing project, and annually verify the employment and/or income eligibility of tenants 45 
pursuant to subsection (f)(2) of this section. The entity shall still be required to provide the 46 
Planning and Environmental Resources Department, by January 1 of each year, a written 47 
certification verifying that tenants of each affordable, employee, or market rate housing meet 48 
the applicable employment and income requirements of subsection (f)(2) of this section. The 49 
following governmental and nongovernmental entities shall be eligible for this delegation of 50 
authority:  51 
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a. The county housing authority, not-for-profit community development 1 
organizations, pursuant to subsection (e) of this section, and other public entities 2 
established to provide affordable housing;  3 

b. Private developers or other nongovernmental organizations participating in a 4 
federal/state housing financial assistance or tax credit program or receiving some 5 
form of direct financial assistance from the County; or  6 

c. Nongovernmental organizations approved by the BOCC as affordable housing 7 
providers.  8 

(9) Should an entity fail to satisfactorily fulfill the terms and conditions of the written agreement 9 
executed pursuant to subsection (f)(6) of this section, the Planning Director shall provide 10 
written notice to the subject entity to show cause why the agreement should not be terminated 11 
within 30 days. If the entity fails to respond or is unable to demonstrate to the satisfaction of 12 
the Planning Director that it is meeting the terms and conditions of its agreement, the 13 
agreement may be terminated by the Planning Director within 30 days of the written notice.  14 

 15 
(g) Interlocal affordable rate of growth allocation agreements. [moved to subsection (d)] 16 
The BOCC may authorize interlocal agreements between the County and the cities of Marathon, and Key 17 
West, and Islamorada, Village of Islands for the purpose of sharing residential rate of growth affordable 18 
housing allocations. The interlocal agreements may be based upon a specific project proposal within one 19 
or more jurisdictions or may be for a specific allocation of units on an annual basis, from the county to a 20 
municipality or from a municipality to the county. All allocations made available to a jurisdiction must 21 
meet the applicable affordable housing requirements of the receiving jurisdiction's land development 22 
regulations and affordable housing ordinances. 23 
 24 

 25 
Section 2. Severability. If any section, paragraph, subdivision, clause, sentence or provision of 26 

this ordinance shall be adjudged by any court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such judgment shall 27 
not affect, impair, invalidate, or nullify the remainder of this ordinance, but the effect thereof shall be 28 
confined to the section, paragraph, subdivision, clause, sentence, or provision immediately involved in the 29 
controversy in which such judgment or decree shall be rendered. 30 

 31 
Section 3. Conflicting Provisions. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with this 32 

ordinance are hereby repealed to the extent of said conflict. 33 
 34 
Section 4. Transmittal. This ordinance shall be transmitted to the Florida State Land Planning 35 

Agency as required by F.S. 380.05 (11) and F.S. 380.0552(9). 36 
 37 
Section 5. Filing. This ordinance shall be filed in the Office of the Secretary of the State of 38 

Florida but shall not become effective pursuant to Section 9 until a final order is issued according to F.S. 39 
380.05(6) by the Florida State Land Planning Agency or Administration Commission approving the 40 
ordinance, and if the final order is challenged, until the challenge to the order is resolved pursuant to F.S. 41 
Chapter 120. 42 

 43 
Section 6. Inclusion in the Monroe County Code. The provisions of this Ordinance shall be 44 

included and incorporated in the Code of Ordinances of the County of Monroe, Florida, as an addition to 45 
amendment thereto, and shall be appropriately renumbered to conform to the uniform marking system of 46 
the Code.  47 

 48 
Section 7. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective as provided by law and stated 49 

above. 50 
  51 
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 1 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of County Commissioners of Monroe County, Florida, 2 

at a regular meeting held on the   day of   , . 3 

 4 
Mayor Heather Carruthers  _______ 5 

Mayor Pro Tem Michelle Coldiron _______ 6 

Commissioner Craig Cates  _______ 7 

Commissioner David Rice  _______ 8 

Commissioner Sylvia Murphy _______ 9 

 10 

 11 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 12 

OF MONROE COUNTY, FLORIDA 13 
 14 
BY ______________________________ 15 

 MAYOR HEATHER CARRUTHERS 16 

 17 

(SEAL) 18 

 19 

ATTEST:  KEVIN MADOK, CLERK 20 

____________________________________ 21 

DEPUTY CLERK 22 

 23 
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