Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stein-Bradley
Wednesday, November 25, 2020 9:11 AM
Aguila-Ilze
FW: 2020-130 Southcliff Estates

Please add to public comment
Brad Stein, AICP
Planning & Development Review Manager
Monroe County | Planning & Environmental Resources Department
Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov
305.289.2507
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL. 33050
From: judyjmiller <judyjmiller@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 6:41 PM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: Southcliff Estates

...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Hi,
I joined the public comment meeting a bit late. Forgive my questions.
What is your job? Where are you located? Who is on the planning commission that will ultimately be voting on
the progress of this project? How do they get their job on the planning commission? Is it a full time job? Will a
super majority still be required for a vote to pass? What is the timeline for future public meetings and a vote to
proceed? Is there a way to get public input from potential tenants of the property in addition to input from
nearby concerned neighbors? Will all the units be rented to those with 70% of their income being earned in
Monroe County? How long is that requirement in effect after the project has been completed?
I am Judy Miller, my husband has lived here since the early 80's. He bought the house we live in now (Pirates
Cove) in the early 90's. I moved here in 2007. I am extremely in favor of this project not necessarily on the
merit of the project (though it seems agreeable) but on the notion that "our" community gives great lip service to
the idea that "we" need housing that is affordable and legal that can be rented by workers in our county yet
seems to quash every attempt at adding such housing. Call me a concerned and interested citizen. We plan to
continue to live and work here. I would like to be able to confidently say to others outside our county, YES, you
can get a good full-time job here and island living is amazing and you'll be able to find a place to live, too.
Right now, I can only say the 1st two statements above with certainty.
Thank you,
1

Judy Miller
judyjmiller@sbcglobal.net
214 498 7918
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Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stein-Bradley
Wednesday, November 25, 2020 1:48 PM
Aguila-Ilze
FW: Opposition to SouthCliff Estates 2020-130

Please add to public comment, thank you
Brad Stein, AICP
Planning & Development Review Manager
Monroe County | Planning & Environmental Resources Department
Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov
305.289.2507
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL. 33050
From: Charles Borders <cnborders2@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 12:17 PM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: Opposition to SouthCliff Estates 2020‐130

...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Dear Commissioners.
As a resident of Snapper Lane, I have some significant concerns and am opposed to the planned mulit‐unit development
proposed as South Cliff Estates Workforce housing at MM 95. I attended the November 24, public meeting and offer the
following comments and concerns.
The plan is essentially the same as the plan denied by the Planning Commission in 2017, no significant or notable
changes have been addressed by the developer. The proposed multi‐unit development does not fit with our
neighborhood character.
There are many items the Commissioners raised in the previous plan submission that have not been addressed or
improved upon. Mr Pla stated on Nov 24, the plan was denied on votes, he failed to mention the concerns the
Commissioner raised in support of the no vote.
The major concerns relate to the overall density, major conditional use permit change and traffic safety. The increase to
28 units and higher density, results in traffic issues on Snapper Lane, Lobster Lane and onto Rt 1. The plan calls for 60
parking spaces with the potential mentioned in the meeting of 96 residents. The overflow parking, that inevitably
results in multi‐unit housing, will park on a very narrow Snapper Lane. Further congesting an already narrow
street. The traffic study from 2017, presented 185 trips per day, that has now increased to 207 per day in the current
application, increasing our concern.
Safety and access; The revision now proposes a turn arrow and “right only” sign. This will not prohibit anyone from
turning left onto Snapper Lane. This will create a significant impact to our neighborhood for apartment residents to
1

access the cross‐over at Rt 1 southbound. The new proposed drive from Snapper Lane is around 85 feet from Rt 1 and
just a few feet off‐set from the exit of Key Lime Products retail store. The issue remains, the identified 207 trip coming
and going will impact our community of two streets. The volume and density of this development is not appropriate to
connect to this secondary residential street.
There are several inconsistencies in the plan. The hammock shown to be preserved is shown as a 10 ft buffer on the
plan L‐1. Sheet C‐1 shows a 18 ft protected hammock. This is concerning as a resident of Snapper Lane and it is unclear
as to what will be retained.
I am asking you to deny this request. There may be an opportunity for the site, and would hope the owner would
engage the county and community in a concept that is more fitting to the area.

-Thank you,
Charles Borders

2

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stein-Bradley
Tuesday, December 1, 2020 10:12 AM
Aguila-Ilze
FW: Multiunit development off Snapper Lane, Key Largo.

Please add to 2020‐130 Maj CUP public comments.
Brad Stein, AICP
Planning & Development Review Manager
Monroe County | Planning & Environmental Resources Department
Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov
305.289.2507
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL. 33050
From: andy watkins <andywathpc@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 10:08 AM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: Multiunit development off Snapper Lane, Key Largo.

...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Dear Sir,
As a neighbor and owner of homes on Snapper Lane and Lobster Lane I am writing to you to extend my
concern about this project.
The project was proposed 2 years ago and denied by the Planning Commission and they are resubmitting the
same proposal again without any significant changes.
Our (myself and my family) principal concerns are listed below:
This is a 28 unit project with proposed 60 parking spaces and not single family residences as the present
situation in the surrounding area.
This will change the aspect and impact the house values in the area.
They propose to enter off Snapper Lane overloading the traffic on that street (our street).
If the residents wish to turn South on US1 they will turn down Snapper and return up Lobster Lane thus
increasing traffic on these two streets significantly, a “Right Only” arrow on the road will not deter them!
Basically, after living in this community since 2004, having a “Condo” kind of residence would negatively
impact our quality of life and the tranquility of our neighborhood.
I request that you deny this request once again as the major points have not been addressed since the last
submission 2 years ago!
Sincerely,
Andy Watkins & Family.
1024 Snapper Lane, (925 Lobster Lane),
Key Largo,
1

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Stein-Bradley
Wednesday, December 2, 2020 8:32 AM
Aguila-Ilze
FW: Proposed 28 unit development in Sunrise Point
Lobster Lane basketball net.jpg; Lobster Lane signage.jpg

Please add to 2020‐130 Maj CUP, thank you.
Brad Stein, AICP
Planning & Development Review Manager
Monroe County | Planning & Environmental Resources Department
Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov
305.289.2507
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL. 33050
From: Carol Rose <carolrose@alumni.stanford.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 10:57 PM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: Proposed 28 unit development in Sunrise Point

...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Dear Mr. Stein,
In response to your request for residents to share their concerns, I am emailing you my
concerns about the project. I sincerely hope those in the city who are responsible for the
determination as to whether this is a location beneficial to our city and its residents will
consider all the residents' objections and recommendations.
As a resident and homeowner on Lobster Lane, I have the following four
concerns/objections to the proposed project:
1- The character of the neighborhood will change to the detriment of the current residents of Sunrise Point
2- Adding 28 apartments with an additional 100 or so new residents will cause a dangerous situation for the
current residents who live on Lobster Lane.
3- The residents relied upon the current setting (single family homes) as the norm in Sunrise Point when they
purchased their homes.
1

4- The city or county could lose tax income from property taxes if the value of the homes is diminished.

1- My husband and I moved into our home late August, 2020. We purchased this home in this
neighborhood after years of research regarding where, in Key Largo, we would like to spend our retirement
years. We sought a home on a canal, near the ocean and in a quiet, uncrowded and upscale neighborhood.
Ironically, there were two homes on another canal that were much nicer and cost quite a bit less, however, we
chose the smaller home on Lobster Lane because the neighborhood was more attractive and quiet. We left Los
Angeles in August and moved to Sunrise Point to escape traffic and eliminate crowds. Adding this
development changes the entire character of this neighborhood. It changes the character from a single family
home neighborhood to one that contains these 28 apartments (which I understand means an additional 100 or so
residents). Why is the change significant? I counted on each side of my street, only approximately 15 to 20
people live. On the one side of the street where the development is proposed, considering the 28 apartments, it
appears as many as 100 people will live. This is a huge! This also means at least 50+ adults who will have
probably 50 + vehicles will live there. Sunrise Point will lose its uncrowded feeling and add a great deal of
traffic - this is unfair to the current residents.
2- Lobster Lane is now a safe street (without sidewalks) upon which to walk, run or play. All day, every day,
one sees many couples (usually it seems to be women) doing their daily constitutional (walk) for exercise, dogs
are being walked all the time and children play in the street. I have attached two photographs that “say it
all”. The first one is the basketball stand that is used by some of the children and it has always been placed (as
you can see) so that the games are in the street. Second photograph shows that there are so many children
playing in the street that a sign warning of children playing greets those cars that enter Lobster Lane. Adding
50+ cars that will likely use Lobster Lane as a means to go south on US 1 (where the cut through exists) will
disrupt the walkers, the joggers, and all the residents who walk their dog, and most importantly, the children
playing. The children will either have to stop playing in front of their homes, or they will be placed in danger
by the many cars that are likely to travel on this currently quiet, charming “lane".
3- When the residents have discussed their disappointment that there is a possibility for the development to
encroach on our neighborhood, there is consistent concern about how the value of their homes will be
detrimentally affected. So many of the homes are currently of high value; some I would classify as mini
mansions and many are valued over $1 million. This is because of the old adage “location, location,
location”. The value of this particular “location” is related to the neighborhood that is quiet, with little
vehicular traffic and limited to single family homes. This changes dramatically when you add multiple
apartments that more than quadruple the current population of people and vehicles on the street. I personally
support providing the community with middle income and low income housing but not to be built in an area that
is out of place and which treasures the uncrowded and quiet atmosphere. There are many areas of Key Largo
and its environs that already have multi-family dwellings; the value of the residences/apartments and
condominiums there would likely be unaffected by adding residences that are similar to those already in place.
4- If the apartments are built in Sunrise Point, there is no question in my mind that the house values will be
lower. With lower house values comes the potential for lower property tax assessments on the current
homes. Residents may appeal their assessment once sales occur that show the values have diminished. Lower
taxes on these high end homes would result in less income from the property taxes collected from Sunrise Point
residents..
Please feel free to call or email with any questions. I am happy to provide my energy and life experiences as a
resource in the decision making regarding this project.
Very truly yours,
2

Carol Rose (and husband Doug McAulay)
926 Lobster Lane
Carol's cell (562) 833‐9610
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Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stein-Bradley
Thursday, December 3, 2020 9:49 AM
Aguila-Ilze
FW: Opposition to proposed Southcliffe states

Please add to 2020‐130 Major CUP public comments
Brad Stein, AICP
Planning & Development Review Manager
Monroe County | Planning & Environmental Resources Department
Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov
305.289.2507
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL. 33050
From: Paul Knapp <paul@fiberbuiltumbrellas.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 3, 2020 9:47 AM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: Opposition to proposed Southcliffe states

...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

My name is Paul Knapp my address is 920 Lobster Lane I have a beautiful house on Canal straight out to the
ocean. We bought this house because of the location and how quiet and safe this neighborhood is.
I feel if the proposed housing project is passed it will change the traffic on Lobster Lane and the safety of my
family. Many of us exercise daily, walking up and down Lobster Lane and there are always kids playing in the
street. Presently, the majority of the traffic is local and since there are no sidewalks available The increased
traffic would cause a safety risk And change the relaxing quiet neighborhood I enjoy today.
I am asking you to please vote against letting this project be built in my neighborhood
It will change my nice quiet relaxing slice of heaven that I enjoy today
Paul Knapp 920 Lobster Lane
Mobile 954-444-2417
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Barry Patterson
P.O. Box 372289
Key Largo, FL 33037
(305) 453-8558
klbpatterson@hotmail.com

December 9, 2020
Monroe County
Development Review Committee
Marathon Gov. Center 2798 Overseas Highway
Suite 410
Marathon, FL 33040
Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates
95301 Overseas Highway, Key largo, Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side. File #2020-130
Dear D.R.C. Members:
Thank you for this opportunity to provide neighborhood feedback on this proposed major
conditional use project. I would like to draw your attention to the following:
Conflict Resolution: The Monroe County Comprehensive Plan Update, Sec. 110-133.
Development Agreement Approval Procedures (f), state that, “To the extent of any conflict
between this article and other county ordinances or regulations, the more restrictive is deemed to
be controlling.”
The proposed development is in conflict with the Tavernier Creek to MM 97 U.S. Hwy 1
Corridor Development Standards and Guidelines, (Corridor Plan), specifically with regard to the
density of units allocated for the property and the community character.
Density: Within the Monroe County Land Development Code, Comprehensive Plan and
Livable Communikeys Plans with supporting articles for Low Density residential units, or
a maximum of six (6) units per acre, providing a total of 9.42 units for the development
project.
First, the Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U.S. Highway 1 Corridor Development Standards
and Guidelines (Corridor Plan and/or LCP) (page 6) the subject property is categorized as
Transect Sector 3 Suburban. (Designation maps, next page).
The Corridor Plan (page 27) defines Suburban as:
Characterized by low density residential, this zone is more vegetated than the
general urban zone. In this zone blocks tend to be larger.
•

There are no exceptions in the LCP providing for increased density on any of the
Transect Sectors.

From Barry Patterson
To: Monroe County Development Review Committee
Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates
December 9, 2020
Page 2 of 3

From Barry Patterson
To: Monroe County Development Review Committee
Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates
December 9, 2020
Page 3 of 3
Second, Monroe County Florida Land Development Code Sec 130.157, Foot note (e), the
Maximum Permanent Residential Density and Minimum Open Space, for Suburban Commercial
(SC), requires that:
For properties consisting of hammocks, pinelands or disturbed wetlands within
the Mixed Use/Commercial and Mixed Use/Commercial Fishing future land use
category, the maximum net density bonuses shall not be available.

•

The application contains the required Vegetation Survey and Mitigation Plan. The plan
conducted by Julie Cheon, Environmental Consultant surveyed twenty-five (25) native,
four (4) endangered and four (4) regionally important tree and plant species. It also
includes plans to remove more than 180 endangered and threatened mature native
species.

In conclusion, the allowance of higher density is inconsistent with the LCP and should be
determined by the most restrictive regulations, as outlined in the Corridor Plan. Low density
residential allows a maximum of (6) units per acre providing a total of 9.42 units for the
proposed development. This would enable ground level homes to be built around existing native
hammock and protect both the natural environment and the planning area Community Character,
both major components of the LCP.
Sincerely,
Barry Patterson

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jill Patterson <kljpatterson@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, December 15, 2020 8:19 PM
Schemper-Emily; Aguila-Ilze; Cioffari-Cheryl; Santamaria-Mayte; clarke-judith@monroecounty-fl.go
Fw: DRC Comments - Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
ANTOINE_ELASMAR_TRAFFIC STUDY_293 TRIPS per DAY.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Good evening all:
Please find attached a copy of my letter and transportation consultant, Antoine Elasmar June 12, 2017 email.
Thank you,
Jill Patterson

From: Jill Patterson
Sent: Sunday, December 13, 2020 10:51 PM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: DRC Comments ‐ Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020‐130

Jill Patterson
P.O. Box 372289
Key Largo, FL 33037
kljpatterson@hotmail.com

December 13, 2020

Monroe County
Development Review Committee
Marathon Gov. Center 2798 Overseas Highway
Suite 410
Marathon, FL 33040

1

Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo, Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side. File #2020-130
Trips per day calculated at 293.24

Dear D.R.C. Members:

Please consider the following in your discussion on Tuesday, December 15th.

The portion of U.S. Hwy 1 in this area consists of:








Four lanes (two each direction).
Speed Limit 50mph.
A sharp turn from U.S. Hwy 1 onto Snapper Lane (northbound). (No deceleration lane).
U-turn maneuvers.
Two bike lanes.
One bike path (Heritage Trail).
No clear site triangle for the heritage trail (southbound), due to a large utility pole.

In 2017, Monroe County’s transportation consultant, Antoine Elasmar, in an e-mail dated June 12, 2017
calculated that the trips generated should be determined by “the fitted curve equation” to calculate the total
number of trips per day, with a total calculation of 293.24 trips per day (email attached).
According to our Monroe County Land Development Code, Section 114-200, a Level 2 traffic study is required
for a development anticipated to generate between 250-500 trips per day.
A major concern for the community is the projected increase in traffic. We anticipate that the required study,
recommending improvements necessary to meet accepted traffic standards, should address community
concerns.
Sincerely,
Jill Patterson
Encl: Monroe County Transportation Consultant, Antoine Elasmar email of June 12, 2017
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Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stein-Bradley
Wednesday, January 13, 2021 8:32 AM
Aguila-Ilze
FW: Opposition to Southcliff Estates Employee Housing 95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo, Mile
Marker 95.3

Please add to 2020‐130 Southcliff Estates file as public comment.
Brad Stein, AICP
Planning & Development Review Manager
Monroe County | Planning & Environmental Resources Department
Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov
305.289.2507
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL. 33050
From: Linda Osberg <osberg@osberglaw.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2021 5:56 PM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Cc: Mike Braun <Braun@transbordercg.com>
Subject: Opposition to Southcliff Estates Employee Housing 95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo, Mile Marker 95.3

...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.
Dear Mr. Brad Stein and the Monroe County Planning Commission:
My husband, Mike Braun, and I object to the plans to build 28 attached residential dwellings on the parcel of
property located at 95301 Overseas Highway for several reasons. First, it adds a safety and traffic problem that will
impact Key Largo and the surrounding peaceful neighborhoods to Key Largo’s detriment. The high density of residential
dwelling places on one parcel is not acceptable adding a crowdedness that distorts the quality of Key Largo’s design,
essence and safety. The safety impact upon children, bike riders, and residents will create a public safety and liability
that we are not willing to assume. Not only to pedestrians, but also, the liability of danger to drivers and neighborhood
transportation systems should not be compromised or considered.
Second, do not build this housing development because it will harm the environment. It will harm the
hammock, road buffer and drainage systems. We are not willing to stay quiet and allow Monroe County to harm Key
Largo’s neighborhood, ecology and safety by building this dense and harmful housing development.
Please consider our objection and do not approve building this liability.
Sincerely,
Michael and Linda Braun (Owners of 1118 Heron)
Linda Osberg‐Braun, Esq
10800 Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 925
Miami, Florida 33161
305-350-0707 Tel
1

305-895-0364 Fax
osberg@osberglaw.com
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. This
communication may contain material protected by the attorney-client privilege. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivering the e-mail
to the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this e-mail in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify this office by telephone at (305) 350.0707.
Este correo electrónico y los archivos adjuntos contenidos en el son confidenciales y para el uso exclusivo del individuo o la entidad a quienes van dirigidos. Esta
comunicación puede contener información protegida por el privilegio derivado de la relación cliente-abogado. Si usted no es el destinatario o la persona responsable
de hacerle llegar este correo al destinatario, sírvase darse por notificado que ha recibido esta comunicación por error y que la divulgación, modificación,
reproducción o uso de la información aquí contenida está estrictamente prohibida. Si usted recibió esta comunicación por error por favor notifíquelo telefónicamente
de inmediato a esta oficina al número (305) 350.0707.
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Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gary Brawerman <gary.brawerman.u972@statefarm.com>
Tuesday, January 19, 2021 3:05 PM
Aguila-Ilze
FW: South Cliff Estates Workforce housing at MM 95

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Gary Brawerman
State Farm Insurance
10226 Baltimore National Pike, Ste#2
Ellicott City, MD 21042
Phone: (410) 465‐0777
Fax: (410) 997‐1038
gary.brawerman.u972@statefarm.com


If this communication is securities related, click here for additional disclosures.

_____________________________________________
From: Gary Brawerman
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 2:50 PM
To: 'Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov' <Stein‐Bradley@xn‐‐monroecountyfl‐h72h.gov>
Subject: South Cliff Estates Workforce housing at MM 95

Mr. Stein,
As a resident of Snapper Lane, I have some significant concerns and am opposed to the planned mulit‐unit development
proposed as South Cliff Estates Workforce Housing.
The plan is the same as the plan denied by the Planning Commission in 2017, no significant changes have been made.
The concerns relate to the overall traffic increase The increase to 28 units and higher density, results in traffic issues on
Snapper Lane, Lobster Lane and onto Rt 1.
Please deny this request, it is simply a duplicate from 2017 with no attempt to improve.
Thank you,
Gary Brawerman
1007 Snapper lane
garybrawerman@gmail.com
410 245 1194.
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Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Stein-Bradley
Friday, January 22, 2021 1:54 PM
Aguila-Ilze
FW: SouthCliff Estates Plan inconsistencies
SouthCliff Devlopment issues2021.docx

Please add to Maj CUP 2020‐130
Brad Stein, AICP
Planning & Development Review Manager
Monroe County | Planning & Environmental Resources Department
Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov
305.289.2507
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL. 33050
From: Charles Borders <cnborders2@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 12:50 PM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>; Schemper‐Emily <Schemper‐Emily@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: SouthCliff Estates Plan inconsistencies

...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.
Ms Schemper, Mr. Stein,
After reviewing the plans for the proposed SouthCliff Estates, including the Jan 2021 revisions, and the
Development Review Committee meeting minutes, Dec 15, 2020, I am concerned there are some
inconsistencies in the plans that may not have been addressed.
These specifically relate to site clearing area and preserved hammock, site storm water drainage and retention
and traffic safety and discrepancies in traffic engineering documents.
Please take a minute and review the letter which will provide specifics on the areas, in my opinion, should be
addressed.
I have included the EACom Traffic summary email from 2017 that notes 293 trips as that relates to the applicants
207 trip count.

-Thank you for the time.
Charles Borders

1

January 22, 2021
To: Monroe County Planning Commission
Re: SouthCliff Estates Affordable Housing; Letter of opposition, public comment
Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
Name of Applicant / Project Planning Dept. File Number

95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
Street Address (Street, City, State, Zip Code) Approximate Mile Marker

00483370-000000 & 00484390-000000 & 00484400-000000
Real Estate (RE) / Parcel ID Number

As a resident of Snapper Lane, I have some significant concerns with the plans submitted and
am opposed to the planned affordable/low-income housing development proposed as South
Cliff Estates Workforce housing at MM 95.3. I attended the November 24, public meeting and
offer the following comments and concerns.
The plan is essentially the same as the plan denied by the Planning Commission in 2017, no
significant or notable changes have been addressed by the developer. The multi-unit
development at the proposed density does not fit with our neighborhood character or the
character as defined by the Tavernier Creek to MM 97 Development Standards and Guidelines,
2005. As stated in Goal Two: ”preserve and protect the qualities of neighborhoods between Tavernier
Creek Bridge and Mile Marker 97 – its small town unique character, lush natural environment and water
orientation. Additionally, the uncharacteristic location of the 3, two-story, 35 ft tall buildings along Rt 1
and the overseas heritage trail will significantly change the quality of this neighborhood and corridor.

There are many items the Commissioners raised in the previous 2017 plan submission that have
not been addressed or improved upon. That discussion included concerns over congestion,
safety and density raised by the Commissioner.
The major concerns relate to the overall density and the major conditional use permit change
and traffic safety that comes with that density. The increase to 28 units and higher building
density will result in traffic issues on Snapper Lane, Lobster Lane and onto Rt 1. The plan calls
parking spaces with the potential mentioned in the meeting 168 residents on 1.57 buildable
acres. The overflow parking, that inevitably results in multi-unit housing, will be forced to park
on Snapper Lane. Further congesting an already narrow street. The traffic study has now
increased to per Antoine Elasmar AECom email attached, June 12, 2017. There would be
293.24 trips per day if the “fitted curve” equation were used.
Safety and access; The revision now proposes a turn arrow and “right only” sign. This will not
prohibit anyone from turning left onto Snapper Lane. This will create a significant impact to our
neighborhood as apartment residents drive to access the cross-over at Lobster Ln./Rt 1
southbound. The new proposed drive from Snapper Lane is less than 100 ft from Rt 1 for the

predicted 293 vehicles per day turning onto a very tight entrance to Snapper Lane. The
entrance is mere feet off-set from the exit of Key Lime Products retail store. The issue remains,
the identified 293 vehicles coming and going will negatively impact our community of two
streets. The volume and density of this development is not appropriate to connect to this
secondary residential street.
There are several issues with the plans that raise concerns as well. These plans will become the
record and portray what the County and residents will be delivered with the construction.
1. The proposed site elevation, grading and drainage. The existing site grade and elevation
of the surrounding land and adjacent lots is 3 ft- 4.4 ft. The existing grade will be raised
for the proposed building pads to finished 1st floor of 9 ft. and the road to 5 ft. Along
the north property line the building will be off-set merely 5 ft with a proposed swale.
The swale along the south side of the 5 ft crowned road is only proposed for only 100 ft
on east end and a small section on the west end. This leaves the remaining 450 + ft to
storm water/sheet flow onto the adjacent lower elevation property to the south.
2. The plan essentially elevates the center of the site and drains to the perimeter with little
attention to the impact of off-site drainage and flooding.
3. The revised plan, Landscape plans (1-13-21), no longer shows the preserved hammock
along the south property. It has been replaced with new plants.
4. On the previous plan set (7-10-20), Sheet C-1 notes a 18 ft preserved hammock between
the road and the south property.
5. Previous version L-1, showed the swale and a 10 ft preserved hammock. I assume this
has been revised (eliminated) with the 1-13-21 L-1 update.
6. Sheet SI-1 again shows the 18 ft preserved hammock.
The 1-13-21 plan sheet L-1 implies with the lack of hammock and proposed planted landscaping
that NO hammock or native vegetation will be maintained. They will clear the site. The
Developed Area calculations have not been updated to reflect this comparing the two L-1
versions. These inconsistencies in the plans give me pause to really understand what the
developer is proposing and what could be constructed.
There are significant safety, traffic, and planning issues with this proposal that have not been
addressed. I am asking you to deny this request. There may be an opportunity for the site, and
would hope the owner would engage the county and community in a concept that is more
fitting to the area.
Sincerely, Your Neighbor,
Charles Borders

Ilze Aguila
From: Charles Borders <cnborders2@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2021 1:55 PM
To: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>; Schemper‐Emily <Schemper‐
Emily@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: Re: SouthCliff Estates Plan inconsistencies
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do
not click links or open attachments you were not expecting.
Folks,
I am sorry I did not include the AECom email addressing the traffic counts.
In the meantime, I did review the developers traffic analysis and offer this point of view related to traffic
safety
Which‐ever data set is used, 200+ trips will be added to the tight traffic area with high speeds.
The traffic study submitted (KPB Consulting Traffic Impact Analysis) works thru the math of the trip
data. There is no mention of historical accident data in the analysis. The analysis presents the
comparison of the routes, Snapper Lane vs Lobster Lane in time traveled, without delay for traffic
peaks. As the data can be calculated in seconds, this is about public safety.
Snapper Lane vs Lobster Lane in time traveled
Route
Trip Dist/ Time(seconds)
Delta
SB Rt 1 to Snapper
400 Ft : 20 sec
1500 ft : 70 seconds
SB Rt 1 via Lobster
1,900 : 90 sec
Outbound Snapper to U‐Turn
1,800 ft : 40 sec
100 ft : 50 seconds
Outbound via Lobster
1,900 ft : 90 sec
What is not factored is delay time to cross Rt 1 or U‐turn and delay/opportunity, ie. a gap to safely pull
into traffic moving at 50 mph. It takes 1‐2 seconds to dart across Rt 1 onto Lobster Ln or the median;
Where a driver can then safely drive the extra 1,500 ft to their home. This is the decision point for the
County. What is the acceptable level of risk?

Housing accessibility issues;
The proposed plan set elevations of the office building and apartment buildings do not address
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) access as cited in Florida Building Code and Fair
Housing Act. All units have stairs. This is critical in the office/public space. The developer
should indicate how the minimum access requirements will be met, while maintaining the
grading, open‐space and parking requirements. Additionally, what percentage of the units will
be constructed for ADA per the HUD‐Fair Housing Act.
Thank you
Charles Borders

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Barry Patterson <KLBPatterson@hotmail.com>
Monday, February 1, 2021 11:45 AM
Stein-Bradley; Schemper-Emily; Roberts-Michael
Aguila-Ilze
Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
02-02-21_SOUTHCLIFF #2020-130_DENSITY.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Dear Planners:
Please find attached an amendment to my letter dated December 9, 2020.
Sincerely,
Barry Patterson
(305) 453‐8558
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Barry Patterson
P.O. Box 372289
Key Largo, FL 33037
klbpatterson@hotmail.com
February 2, 2021
Mr. Brad Stein
Ms. Emily Schemper
Mr. Michael Roberts
Planning and Environmental Resources
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL 33050
Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
Dear Planners:
I wish to amend comments in my earlier letter dated December 9, 2020 regarding density and
intensity Code Compliance.
While I agree that the Zoning District is SC, the FLUM Designation is MC, and the property
contains hammock designated Tier III and the site Gross area is 1.96 acres. There is a
discrepancy in the permissible density.
Sec. 130-157(1) of the LDC stipulates that the Maximum Net Density bonus is not available for
affordable housing in a Mixed Use/Commercial land use category when properties consist of
hammock.
(1)

Sec. 130-157. - Maximum Permanent Residential Density and Minimum Required
Open Space.
The maximum permanent residential density for those uses permitted by this chapter and
minimum required open space shall be in accordance with the following table:

Maximum Permanent Residential Density and Minimum Open Space

Land Use District

Allocated Density(a)(b)
DU/Gross Acre of Upland

Maximum Net Density(a)(b)(c)
DU/Buildable Acre

Minimum
Open
Space
Ratio(d)

Suburban Commercial (SC)

3.0

TDRs: 6.0 (e)
Affordable: 18.0 (e)

0.20

(e)

For properties consisting of hammocks, pinelands or disturbed wetlands within the Mixed Use/
Commercial and Mixed Use/ Commercial Fishing future land use categories, the maximum net density
bonuses shall not be available.

Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
February 2, 2021
Page 2 of 2 pages

The permissible density of dwelling units per gross acre of upland is 3.0 units.
1.96 (Gross Acres) x 3.0 (dwelling units) = 5.88 total dwelling units.
I would ask that the developer be required to bring the plans into full compliance, in keeping
with the Land Development Code. The Community Character of the Greenbelt is balanced with
future development densities and intensities by providing open space and protection of the
natural surroundings.
With plans being revised since the December Development review meeting, I am aware that
there is a need to comply with ADA requirements (something that was missed through this
process), for the public to have confidence in the process there appears to be a need for a second
Development Review Committee meeting, with an ability to discuss the conflicts in the code and
for the public to receive answers to their questions.
Please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,
Barry Patterson
(305) 453-8558
cc: Ilze Aguila, Sr. Coordinator Planning Commission

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jill Patterson <kljpatterson@hotmail.com>
Thursday, February 4, 2021 8:58 AM
Stein-Bradley; Schemper-Emily; Roberts-Michael
Aguila-Ilze
Re: RE:

CAUTION

Thank you for the clarification.

From: Stein‐Bradley <Stein‐Bradley@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 4, 2021 8:27 AM
To: Jill Patterson <kljpatterson@hotmail.com>; Schemper‐Emily <Schemper‐Emily@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>; Roberts‐Michael <Roberts‐
Michael@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Cc: Aguila‐Ilze <Aguila‐Ilze@MonroeCounty‐FL.Gov>
Subject: RE:

Mrs. Patterson,
The Plan reviewed by the DRC is the first one in your email showing the dwelling units oriented to the north. The Planning Commission will not be
asked to vote on the alternative plan.
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Brad Stein, AICP
Planning & Development Review Manager
Monroe County | Planning & Environmental Resources Department
Stein-Bradley@MonroeCounty-FL.Gov
305.289.2507
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
2

Marathon, FL. 33050
From: Jill Patterson <kljpatterson@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 8:14 PM
To: Stein-Bradley <Stein-Bradley@MonroeCounty-FL.Gov>; Schemper-Emily <Schemper-Emily@MonroeCounty-FL.Gov>; Roberts-Michael
<Roberts-Michael@MonroeCounty-FL.Gov>
Cc: Aguila-Ilze <Aguila-Ilze@MonroeCounty-FL.Gov>
Subject:
...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or open attachments you were
not expecting.
Mr. Bradley Stein:
I was surprised to be informed today that this development application is scheduled to go before the PC hearing on February 24, 2021. The revised
application now contains two C-1 site plan development versions. One titled, Site Plan and the second, Site Plan Prelim. Both signed and sealed
7/10/20.
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It is not clear which plan option was reviewed by the Development Review Committee (DRC).
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Please clarify whether the Planning Commission will be asked to vote on which of the alternate plans would be approved.

Sincerely,
Jill Patterson
5

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gary Brawerman <gary.brawerman.u972@statefarm.com>
Friday, February 12, 2021 10:07 AM
Aguila-Ilze
Southcliff Estates.. File # 2020-130

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.
Dear Commissioners,
I have been made aware of a storm water runoff concern voiced by my neighbors.
Current plans do not address this issue.
Please address our concerns before the February 24 meeting.
Thank you,

Gary Brawerman
1007 Snapper Lane
Key Largo Fl 33037
410‐245‐1194
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Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jill Patterson <kljpatterson@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, February 16, 2021 10:33 PM
Aguila-Ilze
Stein-Bradley; Schemper-Emily; Roberts-Michael
Southcliff_File #2020-130
SOUTHCLIFF _FILE #2020-130_Feb 16 2021 Letter.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Good evening Ilze:
Please find attached a letter for distribution to the Planning Commissioners.
Thank you,
Jill Patterson
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Jill Patterson
P.O. Box 372289
Key Largo, FL 33037
kljpatterson@hotmail.com

February 16, 2021
Monroe County Planning Commission
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL 33050
Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
Land Development Code Sec. 114.129 - Responsibility for District Boundary Bufferyards
Dear Planning Commissioners:
The purpose of this letter is to bring attention to Non Compliance in the Major Conditional Use
application. Specifically relating to the buffer yard requirements along the southwestern
boundary adjacent to the Snapper Lane single family IS residential homes.
A Class D 20ft minimum buffer is required between SC and IS Land Use (zoning) Districts when
one side of the boundary is developed. L-1 Landscape Plan dated 1/2/21 indicates only a 10ft
buffer between the two districts.
Staff Memorandum dated February 12, 2021, P. 17 line 33 through P.18 Line 5 states:
“There is a Land Use District boundary buffer required between subject parcels
00483370-000000 (SC) and the parcels designated Improved Subdivision (IS) to the
south/southwest. This required buffer is a Class D buffer per LDC Section 114-126.
A Class D buffer must be a minimum of 20 feet in width and planted in accordance with
the standards provided in LDC Section 114-128.
In accordance with LDC Section 114-129, where both sides of the district boundary are
vacant, each side shall be responsible for half of the required buffer.
The plans include a 10-foot wide buffer area, but do also include the full number of
plants for a full 20-foot buffer area.”
The statement, “both sides of the district boundary are vacant” is incorrect.
A second error was made. The handwritten notation, in blue, on the same plan indicates that a
50/50 provision per LDC 114.129.(a)(2) applies to the Class D 20’ buffer for this development.
In other words that the existing residents on the IS zone lots are responsible for 10ft of the Class
D buffer width.

Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
February 16, 2021
Page 2 of 4 pages

This section of the code only applies when both sides of the district boundary are vacant.
The IS zoned district on the southwestern boundary is NOT vacant. Of the twelve (12) IS
zoned, residential lots adjacent to the southwestern border, all but two have long-established
single-family homes. One lot, with a home, borders the proposed development on two side.
Clearly the wrong section of the code has been applied and Land Development Code Sec. 114129.(b) should apply.
Land Development Code Sec. 114-129. - Responsibility for District Boundary Bufferyards.
(a)

(b)

Where both sides of the district boundary are vacant:
(1)

Where commercial districts abut residential districts (UR, IS, URM, URM-L, SR, SS
and NA) and an E or F buffer is required, the commercial uses shall provide twothirds (2/3) of the required buffer.

(2)

In all other cases, each side shall be responsible for half (½) of the required buffer.

Where one side of the boundary is developed:
(1)

The new use shall be responsible for all the required buffer where no solid fence
exists; but all existing canopy trees, shrubs or understory trees within ten (10) feet
of the property line may be counted up to fifty percent (50%) of the required plant
material.

(2)

The new use shall be responsible for eighty percent (80%) of the required buffer
where a solid fence exists, and may count all existing canopy trees, shrubs or
understory trees within ten (10) feet of the property line up to forty percent (40%)
of the specified plant material.

The incorrect code has been applied to the 20ft southwestern bufferyard and should be corrected
prior to Planning Commission approval, whereby the new use shall be responsible for the entire
width of the 20ft minimum bufferyard.
Sincerely,
Jill Patterson
cc: Mr. Brad Stein; Ms. Emily Schemper; Mr. Michael Roberts

Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
February 16, 2021
Page 3 of 4 pages
Land Development Codes
Sec. 114-128. Bufferyard Standards Minimum width
20ft.

Sec. 114-126. - District Boundary Buffers.
(a)

Bufferyards required by Section 114-124 along district boundaries shall be provided in
accordance with the following table:
District Boundary Buffer Standards

Land Use
(Zoning)
District

SC

Adjoining District

UC UR URM

URMC1 C2 SC SR SS NA MN OS IS DR RV CFA CFV CFS MU I
L

-

B

C

B

-

-

-

D

C

B

B

F

D B

C

G

G

G

-

MI MF AD PR P

A B

-

-

-

F

Re: Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates File #2020-130
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
February 16, 2021
Page 4 of 4 pages

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Charles Borders <cnborders2@gmail.com>
Wednesday, February 17, 2021 8:24 AM
Aguila-Ilze
Southcliff Develpment 202-130 Drainage concerns
SnapperLnDrainage letter.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Ms Aguila.
Please find attached my letter to the Commissioners with concerns
on how the site drainage is addressed for this development.
‐‐
Thank you,
Charles
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To:

Monroe County Planning Commission
Planning and Environmental Resources
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL 33050

From: Charles Borders
1019 Snapper Lane, KL, FL 33037
Re:

File #2020-130 Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
Stormwater Retention and Management

Date: 2/15/2021
Dear Commissioners:
As a full-time resident living on Snapper Lane, our home shares the southern boundary with the
proposed Southcliff development site. After looking at the land elevation of the proposed sites
compared to our property elevation, we are very concerned about the stormwater runoff from the
roof and paved areas, as a result of the property being filled.
Specifically, the proposed Southcliff Building type “B” shows an existing grade elevation of 2.84.2 feet and a finished grade elevation of 8.6 feet. Building type “C” shows an existing grade
elevation of 4.1-4.3 feet and a finished grade elevation of 8.6 feet. These are the buildings to be
constructed behind our homes along Snapper Lane. Clearly, a substantial amount of fill is
planned.
The conservation easement – hammock area bordering our property is at a natural elevation of
4.0-4.4 ft. Our property has elevation points of 4.8 feet and 5.0 feet in the back corners. Our
property shares the hammock area as part of our rear yard 10 setback area.
The Southcliff plans do not show how the stormwater flow will be directed towards the retention
pond areas at the east end of the property and away from our backyards as part of the
neighboring residential IS lots 3-13, on Snapper Lane. The planned density, elevation and
planned configuration lead to the issues with drainage and the developer’s responsibility to
contain and manage the run-off from the development. The plan relies on over half of the
planned site drainage quantity in this hammock area. This is of major concern.
Swales are indicated on the Southcliff Stormwater Plan. And Section 2.5.3.16 of the Monroe
County Stormwater Management Master Plan states that a swale is “a drainage connection” …
that “conveys stormwater runoff or other surface discharge from adjacent properties onto FDOT
facilities.” Shouldn’t we, as adjacent neighbors, be concerned that swales would convey
stormwater runoff from the Southcliff elevated (filled) property to our adjacent lower-lying
properties?

Section 2.5.3.16 also states that “Without permeable soils, swales are simply
conveyances…[they] must be designed properly…and maintained regularly.” Unfortunately,
Keys residents are often faced with road flooding after a rain event. To what extent is that due to
the waning effectiveness of swales, due to the build-up of silt and fine road debris? How long are
swales effective before they need attention? And who will be responsible for providing that
attention and maintenance?
In the June 2020 Layman’s Brochure: Guidelines for preparation of a site plan for single family
and duplex lots in Monroe County, Section A is titled: “Stormwater Management is an important
element of the site plan.” Section B on Guidelines to prepare site plan includes point (b): Provide
“proposed drainage directions and areas draining to each retention system. Site grading must
drain towards retention system.” Section C on Guidelines to address stormwater management
lists: “Reduce Lot Fill. Carefully consider the need to import any fill for the lot.”
We would like to be informed about what is being done to address the Southcliff stormwater
issue and safeguard that stormwater does not flow from the Southcliff roofs, roadways, parking
areas and additional landfill into the hammock easement and flood our residential backyards.
Your attention to this matter is critical to us as neighboring property owners and greatly
appreciated.
Sincerely,
Charles Borders

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

KAREN ODONNELL <kodaxt@yahoo.com>
Thursday, February 18, 2021 6:27 PM
Aguila-Ilze
Southcliff Estates File #2020-130, 95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.

Monroe County Planning Commission
c/- Ms. Ilze Aguila
Aguila-Ilze@MonroeCounty-FL.Gov

Re: Integrity of the Natural Areas, Preserving Hammock and Mitigation
Southcliff Estates File #2020-130, 95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo

Dear Planning Commissioners:

Monroe County Land Development Code Sec. 118-1 supports the conservation and
protection of the environmental resources by ensuring that the integrity of natural
areas is protected when land is developed.The square footage of hammock in the
plans and documents do not convey the same information.

Page 18 of the February 12, 2021 Staff Report states that the application is “In
Compliance” with the Environmental Design criteria and Mitigation Standards (LDC
Sections 118-6, 118-7, 118-8 & 118-10), but it seems new landscaping will replace the
existing hammock on the southern boundary.
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Apparently, the developer is permitted to clear 40% of the existing hammock. This is a
great loss to our community and needs to be monitored carefully.

The site improvement plan, on page 103 of their application, shows an 18ft wide
Conservation Easement on the south side of the property.
Site Improvement Plan dated 2/27/2018 with a Conservation Easement
Hammock: 18ft x 476.9ft (8,582sq.ft)

The Landscape plan on page 106 shows a 10ft wide new Landscape buffer on the
same south side of the property, but the Conservation Easement and existing
hammock has disappeared. This means more than 40% of the hammock is being
cleared.
Landscape Plan dated 2-27-18 with new Landscaping: 10ft x 476.9ft (4,769sq.ft)

There is also conflicting information in the staff report. Page 4 says that:

“according to a vegetation survey and mitigation plan by Julie Cheon, updated
8/04/2020… the hammock area consists of approximately 10,854 square feet”.

Then, on page 18 of the same staff report there is a conflicting statement,

“The plans submitted with the application indicate that the total area of hammock on
the site is 12,006 square feet.Within the Tier III overlay district, 40% of the native
vegetation is allowed to be cleared (4,802 square feet).”

The total number of square feet matter because it is that number that is used to
calculate the clearing allowed.
2

I was unable to find any reference to the total square feet of existing hammock in Ms.
Cheon’s vegetation survey and mitigation report. How do we know, exactly, how many
square feet of hammock currently exists on the property?

The site plan on page 103 of the revised application shows shaded areas of existing
hammock, some of these areas, but not all, have a square footage.

Loss of habitat is permanent and has great potential to change the Planning area
Community Character and destroys habitat for wildlife. It is essential that clarity is
provided when mitigating loss of any existing hammock.

Page 18 of the Staff Report says that the mitigation for removal of native trees from the
site is estimated at $85,094. Page 23 of the Staff Report states that “Mitigation in
accordance with LDC Chapter 118-8 shall be required prior to permit issuance.” Where
does this money go? Why aren’t there conditions stipulating that all mitigation
money received shall be used in the planning area to restore the natural environment
and maintain our Community Character of green space.

The Plans and documents should relate and be easy to follow. With the potential loss
of so much habitat, transparency should be provided before approval of any project.

Sincerely,

Karen O’Donnell
1020 Dove Road, Key Largo, FL 33037

Attachments:
3

Land Development Codes Sec 118-1, 118-6, 118-7. 118-8, 118-10
Site Improvement Plan
Landscape Plan
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Sec. 118-1. - Purpose of Environmental Performance Standards.
It is the purpose of this chapter to provide for the conservation and protection of the environmental resources of the
Florida Keys by ensuring that the functional integrity of natural areas is protected when land is developed.
( Ord. No. 006-2016 , § 1(Exh. 1), 4-13-2016)

Sec. 118-6. - Environmental Design Criteria.
No land shall be developed, used or occupied except in accordance with the criteria in this chapter unless the County
Biologist recommends an authorized deviation in order to better serve the goals, objectives and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan and the Planning Director or Planning Commission approves the recommendation as a minor or
major conditional use subject to the standards and procedures set forth in Chapter 110, Article III. No recommendation for
an authorized deviation from these environmental design criteria shall be made unless the County Biologist makes written
findings of fact and conclusions of biological opinion that substantiate the need and/or benefits to be derived from the
authorized deviation.
( Ord. No. 006-2016 , § 1(Exh. 1), 4-13-2016)

Sec. 118-7. - General Environmental Design Criteria.
No land shall be developed except in accordance with the following general criteria:
(a)

Development shall not disturb the following vegetation:

(1)

Champion trees (listed nationally or in the State of Florida);

(2) Native specimen trees (diameter at breast height that is greater than seventy-five percent [75%] of the record tree of
the same species for the State of Florida); and
(3)

Plant species listed by the USFWS as threatened or endangered.

(b) To the maximum extent practicable, development shall be sited so as to preserve all listed threatened and
endangered native plant species; species of special concern; and regionally important native plant species. In those
instances where an applicant can demonstrate that avoidance of such species is not possible by clustering or by an
alternate design approach, then the applicant shall make a payment into the Monroe County Land Management and
Restoration Fund in accordance with Section 118-8.
(c) The habitat of protected plants and animals (including but not limited to species listed as endangered, threatened,
species of special concern, or protected under laws such as the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) shall be preserved to the
maximum extent practicable through the configuration of open space. Habitat includes, but is not limited to, foraging,
roosting, breeding, and natural and artificial nesting habitat. This includes, but is not limited to, bird rookeries and bird
nesting colonies. No habitat of protected species shall be disturbed without prior notification and approval by the County
Biologist. Impacts to endangered species habitat that result in a "May Affect" determination through the application of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Species Assessment Guides will require coordination with the USFWS in
accordance with Chapter 122-8.
(d) All areas of disturbance shall be managed to avoid the introduction and/or establishment of invasive exotic plant
species as defined in Section 101-1.
5

(e)

All invasive exotic plant species shall be removed from the parcel proposed for development.

(f) It is the purpose of this subsection to minimize the environmental impacts of development by requiring design of a
development on a parcel of land to incorporate clustering of the development away from the natural areas on the parcel
that are the most susceptible to harmful impacts of development. Clustering requirements shall apply to all development,
including plat design, and shall be achieved in the following manner:
(1) When a parcel proposed for development contains more than one habitat type, all development shall be clustered
on the least sensitive portions of the parcel. For the purpose of this subsection, the relative sensitivity of separate habitat
types shall be as listed below with subsection (f)(1)a. of this Section being the most sensitive and subsection (f)(1)j. of this
Section being the least sensitive.
a.

Cactus hammock;

b.

Palm hammock;

c.

Beach/berm;

d.

Pinelands;

e.

Hammock;

f.

Disturbed beach/berm;

g.

Disturbed with slash pines;

h.

Disturbed with hammock;

i.

Disturbed; and

j.

Disturbed with exotics.

(2) Development within the least sensitive habitat shall achieve the maximum density or intensity allowable by Chapter
130, and shall fully use the net buildable area of the habitat prior to expanding to the next least sensitive habitat type on
the site. For proposed plats, these clustering requirements shall be applied such that the number of proposed lots are
sized and configured to achieve the highest allowable density within the least sensitive habitat prior to locating additional
lots within the next least sensitive habitat. For disturbed habitats only, development or proposed plats shall use 100
percent of the disturbed habitat, except for the area of any required setbacks, before expanding to the next least sensitive
habitat type.
(3) In addition to the requirements of subsections (f)(1) and (f)(2) of this Section, development shall be clustered within
the least ecologically valuable area of each habitat as determined by the County Biologist.
(4) All development shall be clustered in a manner that reduces habitat fragmentation and preserves the largest
possible area of contiguous, undisturbed habitat. The Planning Director may vary the clustering requirements described
above in order to reduce habitat fragmentation.
(g) The Planning Director, in consultation with the County Biologist, may approve an application that modifies or waives
the minimum yard requirements set out in this Land Development Code in order to preserve champion and specimen
trees or the habitat of protected species.
( Ord. No. 006-2016 , § 1(Exh. 1), 4-13-2016)
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Sec. 118-8. - Mitigation Standards and County Environmental Land Management and Restoration Fund.
(a) Mitigation standards. Unless alternative mitigation is approved as part of a minor or major conditional use pursuant
to Section 118-6, the removal of any listed threatened or endangered native plant species; any regionally important native
plant species; any native plant species that reaches reproductive maturity at less than four (4) inches DBH as identified in
Section 118-2(c); and any other native plant species with a diameter at breast height DBH of four inches or greater shall
require payment to the Monroe County Environmental Land Management and Restoration Fund in an amount sufficient to
replace each removed plant or tree on a 2:1 basis, as determined in accordance with subsection (b). The number,
species, and sizes of trees and plants to be mitigated shall be identified in the existing conditions report provided pursuant
to Section 118-2 and approved by the County Biologist.
(b) Mitigation fees determination. The mitigation fee shall be based on the replacement cost of the specific plants and
trees. The costs for replacement plants and trees shall be based upon a price schedule maintained by the County
Biologist. This schedule shall be based on price quotes by at least three private plant nurseries within the County or
Miami-Dade County.
(c) County environmental land management and restoration fund. Mitigation fees shall be paid into the Monroe
County Environmental Land Management and Restoration Fund. Revenues and fees deposited in this fund shall be used
for restoration and management activities of public resource protection and conservation lands, as specifically detailed by
resolution of the BOCC.
( Ord. No. 006-2016 , § 1(Exh. 1), 4-13-2016)

Sec. 118-10. - Environmental Design for Specific Habitat Types.
In addition to the general criteria set forth in this chapter, specific criteria shall apply to individual habitats as outlined in
this Section.
(a) Hammock. All structures developed, used or occupied on land classified as hammock (all types and all levels of
quality) shall be designed, located and constructed such that:
(1) All areas of required open space are maintained in their natural condition, including the preservation of canopy,
midstory, understory vegetation, ground cover and leaf litter layer; and
(2) Clearing of native vegetation is limited to the area of approved clearing shown on the approved site plan, which shall
include a construction impact zone around all structures. Construction barriers shall be required at the outer edge of the
construction impact zone and shall be visible and of durable material such as wood, fabric, wire fencing, plastic safety
fencing, or similar types that provide openings to allow the passage of wind and water through them. Barriers shall be
staked and remain in place and maintained in a functional condition until final inspection for a certificate of occupancy has
been approved. During construction, there shall be no disturbances of the ground surface and vegetation within required
open space areas.
(b) Pinelands. All structures developed, used or occupied on land classified as pinelands (all types and all levels of
quality) shall be designed, located and constructed such that:
(1) All areas of required open space are maintained in their natural condition, including canopy, midstory, understory
vegetation, and ground cover. Dead vegetative matter, including leaf litter layer, may be removed for fire safety; and
(2) All structures are separated from the body of the pinelands by a clear, unvegetated fire break of at least 15 feet
width. Any clearing required to create this firebreak shall be deducted from the total area of clearing allowed for the parcel.
Clearing of native vegetation shall be limited to the area of approved clearing shown on the approved site plan, and the
required firebreak. Construction barriers shall be required at the outer edge of the area to be cleared and shall be visible
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and of durable material such as wood, fabric, wire fencing, plastic safety fencing, or similar types, that provide openings to
allow the passage of wind and water through them. Barriers shall be staked and remain in place and maintained in a
functional condition until final inspection for a certificate of occupancy has been approved. During construction, there shall
be no disturbances of the ground surface and vegetation within required open space areas.
(c) Beach berm complex or disturbed with beach berm. All structures developed, used or occupied on land
classified as a beach berm complex or as disturbed with beach berm shall be designed, located and constructed such
that:
(1)

All structures are elevated on pilings or other supports.

(2) No beach berm material is excavated or removed and no fill is deposited on a beach berm except as needed for
shoreline stabilization or beach renourishment projects with a valid public purpose that furthers the goals of the Monroe
County Comprehensive Plan, as determined by the Planning Director. If applicable, all such projects shall require
approval by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers prior to the
commencement of development or construction and/or prior to the issuance of a County 'Notice to Proceed.'
(3) The clearing of beach berm vegetation is limited to the minimum clearing required to allow development of a
permitted use. Beach berm areas disturbed during construction shall be immediately restored to stable condition pursuant
to a restoration plan approved by the County Biologist. Restoration techniques shall be designed to achieve the maximum
stability possible. Native plants shall be used exclusively in re-vegetation.
(4) A construction impact zone is provided and construction barriers are required at the outer edge of the construction
impact zone and shall be visible and of durable material such as wood, rope or wire cable. No fencing or other material
that can entrap wildlife may be used as a construction barrier on a beach berm. No vehicular or pedestrian traffic shall be
permitted outside of the construction barriers for the duration of the construction period. Barriers shall remain in place and
maintained in a functional condition until final inspection for a certificate of occupancy has been approved.
(d) Offshore islands. All structures developed, used or occupied on land classified as an offshore island shall be
designed, located and constructed such that:
(1) Development shall be prohibited on offshore islands (including spoil islands) which have been documented as an
established bird rookery or nesting area based on resource agency best available data or surveys (see Conservation and
Coastal Management Policy 206.1.2.);
(2)

New resource extraction pits shall be prohibited on offshore islands;

(3) Campgrounds and marinas shall not be permitted on offshore islands; however, temporary primitive camping by the
owner, in which no land clearing or other alteration of the island occurs, shall be the only use of an offshore island which
may occur without necessity of a permit;
(4) The use of any motorized vehicles including, but not limited to, trucks, carts, buses, motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles
and golf carts shall be prohibited on offshore islands that do not contain any development;
(5)

Planting with native vegetation shall be encouraged whenever possible on spoil islands; and

(6) County public facilities and services, excluding electricity over which the Public Services Commission of the State of
Florida exercises jurisdiction, shall not be extended to offshore islands. The extension of public facilities shall be required
to comply with Policy 101.12.2.
(e) Mangroves, wetlands, and submerged lands. All structures developed, used or occupied on land classified as
mangroves, wetlands or submerged lands (all types and all levels of quality) shall be designed, located and constructed
such that:
(1) Generally. Only docks and docking facilities, boat ramps, walkways, water access walkways, water observation
platforms, boat shelters, nonenclosed gazebos, riprap, seawalls, bulkheads, and utility pilings shall be permitted on or
over mangroves, wetlands, and submerged lands, subject to the specific restrictions of this subsection. Trimming and/or
removal of mangroves shall meet Florida Department of Environmental Protection requirements.
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(2) Protection of circulation patterns. Shoreline structures shall be designed to protect tidal flushing and circulation
patterns.
(3)

Dredging. The following restrictions shall apply to dredging activities:

a. No new dredging shall be allowed in the county except as specified for boat ramps in section 118-12(1) (shoreline
setback, boat ramps).
b. No maintenance dredging shall be permitted within areas vegetated with seagrass beds or characterized by hard
bottom communities except for maintenance dredging in public navigation channels; in canal restoration projects pursuant
to Comprehensive Plan Policy 202.4.6; or in the manmade artificial canals of Duck Key (MM 61), to restore navigational
access obstructed by natural depositions, subject to the requirements of Section 118-10(d)(3)f.3.
c. In order to facilitate establishment and prevent degradation of bottom vegetation, maintenance dredging in artificial
waterways shall not exceed depths greater than six feet at mean low water (MLW). This restriction does not apply to the
entrance channels into Key West Harbor and Safe Harbor.
d. All dredged spoil materials shall be placed on permitted upland sites designed and located to prevent runoff of spoil
material into wetlands or surface waters.
e. All dredge activities require approvals by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers prior to issuance of a county permit.
f.

Exemptions:

1. Pursuant to Policy 202.4.7, canal restoration projects developed to determine the effectiveness of water quality
strategies of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Water Quality Protection Program that meet the following criteria
are exempt from the restrictions in [Section] 118-10(d)(3)b:
i. Projects are limited to previously dredged artificial canals characterized as having poor or fair water quality within the
2013 Monroe County Canal Management Master Plan;
ii.

Projects are performed or funded by public entities (county, state, or federal) for organic material removal; and

iii. Projects are backfilled to a depth of six to eight feet, or an alternative depth as determined by best available scientific
data and authorized by the state and federal permitting agencies; and
iv. Hydraulic (vacuum) dredging shall be considered the preferred means of removal of the organic material. If hydraulic
dredging is not proposed to accomplish the organic material removal, a public hearing before the Board of County
Commissioners (BOCC) shall be required prior to issuance of a county permit.
2. Pursuant to Policy 202.4.6, two demonstration pilot canal restoration projects to remove decomposing organic
material from previously dredged artificial canals (down to the bedrock) without backfilling will be performed and evaluated
for effectiveness. Water quality monitoring of these two organic removal pilot projects shall be conducted at a two-year
point of time and a ten-year point of time after completion of the pilot projects, and a water quality report shall be reviewed
to determine the effectiveness in improving dissolved oxygen concentrations, as identified in the surface water quality
criteria in Chapter 62-302.530, F.A.C., in the two organic removal pilot projects canals.
3. Pursuant to Comprehensive Plan Policies 202.4.3 and 202.4.4, maintenance dredging of the manmade artificial
canals within Duck Key (MM 61) for the purpose of restoring navigational access is exempt from the restrictions in Section
118-10(d)(3)b. if all of the following criteria are met:
i.

Shoaling or natural deposition has obstructed or reduced reasonable access to open water;

ii. The maintenance dredging cannot be used to dredge natural barriers (areas that have not been previously dredged)
separating canals from adjacent wetlands and/or other surface waters;
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iii. The maintenance dredging shall not exceed depths greater than minus six (-6) feet mean low water, or to the depths
of refusal (rock), whichever is more restrictive (e.g. the shallowest depth shall control);
iv. The maintenance dredging methodology shall not cause degradation of water quality or secondary and/or cumulative
impacts to surrounding benthic resources;
v. Turbidity controls shall be used to prevent reduction of light availability to seagrasses and increased sedimentation in
adjacent surface waters and benthic resources.
vi. The quantity of mitigation for seagrass/hardbottom community resource impacts shall meet the requirements
specified by the State of Florida's Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM); and
vii. The proposed maintenance dredging is in the "public interest" (for the purposes of this policy, "public interest"
means demonstrable environmental, social, and economic benefits which would accrue to the public at large as a result of
a proposed action). The applicant shall be responsible for providing justification that the proposed maintenance dredging
is in the "public interest."
(4)

Placement of fill. No fill shall be permitted in any mangroves, wetlands, or submerged lands except:

a. As specifically allowed by this Section or by Section 118-12(k) (Bulkheads, Seawalls, Riprap) and 118-12(l) (Boat
Ramps);
b. To fill a manmade, excavated water body such as a canal, boat ramp, boat slip, boat basin or swimming pool if the
County Biologist determines that such filling will not have a significant adverse impact on marine or wetland communities;
c. As needed for shoreline stabilization or beach renourishment projects with a valid public purpose that furthers the
goals of the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan, as determined by the County Biologist;
d. For bridges extending over salt marsh and/or buttonwood association wetlands that are required to provide
automobile or pedestrian access to lawfully established dwelling units located on upland areas within the same property
for which there is no alternate means of access. Such bridges shall be elevated on pilings so that the natural movement of
water, including volume, rate and direction of flow shall not be disrupted or altered; or
e. As approved for Disturbed Salt Marsh and Buttonwood Association Wetlands with appropriate mitigation as defined
by the wetland regulations of subsection (e)(6) of this Section.
(5) After-the-fact exclusion. No after-the-fact permits shall be issued that violate the County dredge and filling
regulations. All fill shall be removed and all damages mitigated.
(6) Development in disturbed wetlands. Lands classified as disturbed with salt marsh and buttonwood association may
be filled for development in accordance with the following criteria:
a. Disturbed wetlands proposed for filling will be evaluated by a County Biologist using the Keys Wetlands Evaluation
Procedure (KEYWEP) and assigned a KEYWEP score. The County Biologist may conduct a current KEYWEP analysis to
confirm or update a parcel's KEYWEP scores.
1.

Wetland quality categories based on KEYWEP scoring:

i. High functional capacity wetlands: those wetlands that score higher than 5.5, regardless of previous disturbance.
Development is prohibited under any circumstances.
ii. Moderate functional capacity wetlands: those wetlands that score 5.5 or less, but greater than or equal to 4.6. These
wetlands are suitable for development with appropriate mitigation.
iii. Low functional capacity wetlands: those wetlands that score less than 4.6 or are assigned a green-flag designation
as suitable for development. These wetlands are suitable for development with appropriate mitigation.
10

2. Wetlands determined by KEYWEP to have a high functional capacity (those wetlands that score above 5.5 or those
wetlands that are assigned a red flag) are not suitable for filling. The open space ratio for such wetlands will be 1.0
(100%).
3. Wetlands determined by KEYWEP to have moderate or low functional capacity (those wetlands that score 5.5 or less
or are assigned a green flag) are suitable for filling with appropriate mitigation, as determined by the Florida Department
of Environmental Protection (DEP) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). All such projects shall require
documentation that all aspects of DEP and ACOE mitigation have been satisfied prior to the commencement of
construction and/or prior to the issuance of a County 'Notice to Proceed.'
b. Placement of fill within disturbed wetlands is subject to the environmental design clustering criteria (see Section 1187(f)). Less sensitive habitats on the subject parcel must be developed before disturbed wetlands are filled.
c. Any portion of a wetland filled under these provisions shall be considered disturbed habitat with a required open
space ratio of 0.20. In the event that state and/or federal permits restrict fill to the development area only, this provision
will not apply.
d. Any development within a wetland so filled shall conform to the setbacks established by the DEP and the ACOE
permits, and to the minimum yards required by Chapter 131 of this LDC.
(7) Vegetated buffer required between development and wetlands. Except as allowed in Section 118-7 (general
environmental design criteria), a minimum vegetated setback of 50 feet shall be maintained as an open space buffer and
shall be protected by a grant of conservation easement running in favor of the County for development occurring adjacent
to all types of wetlands, with the following exceptions:
a. If a 50-foot setback results in less than 2,000 square feet of principal structure footprint of reasonable configuration,
then the setback may be reduced to allow for 2,000 square feet of principal structure footprint of reasonable configuration,
provided that the setback is not reduced to less than 25 feet.
b. On properties classified as scarified adjacent to wetlands, the wetland setback may be reduced to 25 feet, without
regard to buildable area, if the entire setback area:
1. Is planted and maintained in native vegetation meeting the standards of a class D bufferyard or a bufferyard
providing similar protection (Section 114-128 Bufferyard standards) with the exception that understory trees may be
substituted for canopy trees;
2.

Contains a site-suitable stormwater management plan approved by the County Biologist; and

3.

Is placed under a conservation easement.

c. The wetland setback required by this subsection shall not apply to mangrove or wetland fringes occurring along
manmade canals, channels, or basins.
d. The wetland setback required by this Section shall not apply to areas filled in accordance with 118-10(d)(6) where
state and/or federal permits restrict the fill to the development area only.
e. On properties where the wetland is located between the development and water (shoreline), the terms of the grant of
conservation easement may be amended to allow up to a four-foot wide (4 ft) boardwalk or similar water-access structure
to allow access to the water. The terms may only be amended if the County Biologist makes written findings of fact and
conclusions of biological opinion that substantiate the need and/or benefits to be derived from the amendment.
( Ord. No. 006-2016 , § 1(Exh. 1), 4-13-2016; Ord. No. 011-2018 , § 1, 5-16-2018; Ord. No. 015-2019 , § 2, 5-22-2019)
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Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Roland Muench <rtm10@bellsouth.net>
Thursday, February 18, 2021 8:02 PM
Aguila-Ilze
Southcliff Estates Development Application
Tavernier Corridor Development Standards and Guidelines Final.PDF

...
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.
Ilze Aguila
Sr. Planning Commission Coordinator
Planning and Environmental Resources
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL 33050
Ref: File # 2020‐130 Southcliff Estates Major Conditional Use Application
Dear Planning Commissioners,
As residents of the area impacted by the above referenced application, we respectfully request to be on record in firm
opposition to the project:
Location: A very narrow strip of land contains the last existing contiguous green space in the neighborhood selected for the
above referenced project. The native hammock and vegetation inside the subdivisions of Sunrise Point and Lime Grove Estates
would be irreversibly destroyed with no realistic way to locally mitigate. Currently, the adjacent neighborhoods consist
entirely of single‐family residential homes already developed to capacity by any reasonable standard. The proposed multi‐unit
development promoted as ”workforce housing” is completely inconsistent with the character of the surrounding community
and its remaining green space.
Process: This application for major conditional use was previously rejected in 2017 by the Planning Commission based on
evidence clearly formulated in presentations and referenced material in multiple communications. Please see attachments for
reference. Yet, the applicant is submitting a virtually identical project plan whose scope and impact continues to be in the
same contradiction to land use regulations, the Livable Communikeys Master plan, preservation mandates and allows for
destruction of native vegetation and negative impacts on the existing neighborhoods. Specifically, the absence of effective
buffers, functional and safe road access, no recreational space for residents and no acceptable space for green areas make
this area unfeasible for any development of the proposed volume.
Traffic: Sole vehicular access to the project would be from Snapper Lane in close proximity to US 1, allowing only right hand
turns onto the highway from this road. Snapper Lane is a narrow, dead‐end residential street which allows for neither parking
nor turnarounds. A single truck blocks the entire street. No merge lane exists onto US 1, and left hand (southbound) turns are
not possible. No deceleration lane is provided for the many vehicles forced to U‐turn on US 1 at Dove Road which is the only
way for the estimated 50% of exiting cars to safely merge onto a southbound lane of the highway. Again, there is no space to
safely merge at this location either. We do not believe that the previously conducted traffic study accurately reflects the
resulting congestion and sudden stops onto and off the highway at this location. In addition, heavy additional vehicular traffic
must be expected from the new “Key Largo Ocean Resort” development which is nearing completion and occupancy. This
development is located immediately to the south of the proposed project and will add hundreds of vehicles to the same
section of US 1, bound to result in major congestion and accidents at the intersections of Snapper Lane and Dove Road with
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US 1 due to sudden slowing and necessary lane changes of turning traffic in both directions. This dangerous situation has not
been taken into consideration to our knowledge.
We recognize the need for and pressure on the county to provide affordable housing in the Keys but believe that the Planning
Commission also bears responsibility to protect the character and safety of existing homes and residential
neighborhoods. This high‐density project is out of scale and character for the planning area.
Goal 101 of our Comprehensive Land Use Plan states; “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.”
We urge the Planning Commission to deny the application of this ill‐conceived project in its entirety.
Sincerely,
Roland and Sloan Muench
1001 Dove Road
Key Largo, FL 33037
rtm10@bellsouth.net

Attachments:

Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U.S. Highway 1 Corridor Development Standards and Guidelines
Livable Communikeys Plan for Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 (LCP)
Referenced:
Monroe County Year 2030 Comprehensive Land Use Plan:
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. [F.S. § 163.3177(1)]
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Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U.S. Highway 1
Corridor Development Standards and Guidelines
August 17, 2005
Monroe County, Florida
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The Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U.S. Highway 1 Corridor Development
Standards and Guidelines prescribe the basic rules for development on properties fronting
US Highway 1 between Tavernier Creek and Mile Marker 97. These rules were
developed in keeping with the recommendations of the Livable CommuniKeys Plan
(LCP). These guidelines function as an overlay and should be used to direct development
and redevelopment within the Corridor.
The intent of the standards and guidelines is to provide guidance to regulate the
appearance of development and redevelopment in the US 1 Corridor, in order to help
maintain and increase a unique cultural identity of Tavernier in relation to other locations
along the US 1 Highway.
The guidelines also address the issue of assisting the Tavernier community to develop,
strengthen, reinforce and more fully express a desired sense of physical identity. At
present, there are few clues to let visitors know when they have arrived in Tavernier,
other than the obvious ones: passing over the Tavernier Creek bridge from the south, or
seeing the signs announcing the community limits.
The architecture of the corridor is an amalgam of building styles and sizes, colors and
materials, covering nearly three-quarters of a century. Other than the tropical and subtropical landscaping and foliage, it is often difficult to discern where one is; the roadside
character seems equally appropriate to Lawrence KS or Tucson AZ as to the Florida
Keys.
At present, the most obvious sign that one has
arrived at the “center” of the community is that the
road treatment shifts from a rural section to a more
urban section complete with concrete curbs and
gutters, landscaped medians and sidewalks on both
sides of the highway. It is hoped that the application
of the guidelines contained in this document can
help reinforce the desired community character,
particularly in the “downtown,” by controlling
simple yet critical architectural issues such as
building placement, building configuration, and the
use of materials, elements and color.
Ultimately, it is hoped that the materials in this
document will help guide architects, contractors,
developers and property owners looking to develop
and redevelop sites and structures within Tavernier
so that, over time, a byproduct of their efforts will be
a more coherent and cohesive sense of place for the
community as a whole.
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Tavernier began as a farming community
late in the 19th Century, and later, with the
introduction of Henry Flagler’s railroad
connecting Key West to the mainland, it
became a fishing village and a railroad
town. Although the advance of the Overseas
Highway (now US Highway 1) was
partially due to the hurricane of 1935 that
destroyed the railroad, the highway’s origin
dates back to land boom of 1921. Tavernier
was mostly developed by the Key Largo
Development Company in 1925. By 1928,
!
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the railroad was on what are today the
southbound lanes of US Highway 1, and the
Overseas Highway was on today’s northbound lanes. The hurricane of Labor Day 1935
not only wiped out the railroad, it took the lives of over 420 people, many of whom were
WW I veterans working on the bridges and roads of the Overseas Highway. By 1937, as
Tavernier continued its unhurried development, Flagler’s railroad right-of-way was
bought and the reconstruction of a roadway to connect Key West with the mainland
resumed.
In February of 1939 the nation was made aware of the Overseas Highway when President
F. D. Roosevelt drove through Tavernier en route to Key West and the Caribbean. During
WW II Commissioner Harry Harris moved the bar he owned from the ocean side to the
bay side knowing the highway would be expanded to four lanes, thus favoring his and
others new locations by allowing for parking. The highway was expanded to four lanes in
the late 1950s and early 1960s, making necessary the relocation of one building (today
Schwartz’s offices) and the condemnation of a handful of minor buildings north of the
Tavernier Hotel. Between 1978 and 1983 most of the bridges along the highway were
replaced, including the bridge over Tavernier Creek.
The wide right-of-way section that characterizes Tavernier today is the product of having
parallel alignments for the railroad and the highway, and later on, the desire of
community leaders to maintain a divided four lane highway.
Interest in planning the form and appearance of US Highway 1 from Tavernier Creek to
Mile Marker 97 gained momentum with the implementation of the Livable
CommuniKeys Plan (LCP), which was developed as an extension of the county’s
comprehensive growth management and local community participation. The LCP
recommended that guidelines for the commercial district be drafted, and these guidelines
respond to the goals presented in the LCP:
Goal One: direct future growth to lands that are most suitable for development,
prevent sprawl into less developed areas and encourage preservation of environmentally
sensitive lands.

-

Goal Two: preserve and protect the qualities of neighborhoods between Tavernier
Creek Bridge and Mile Marker 97 – its small town unique character, lush natural
environment and water orientation.
Goal Three: define, maintain and enhance the community character from MM91 to
MM93.5, and
Goal Four: protect and enhance historic, cultural and archeological resources
within Tavernier to maintain the integrity of the community’s unique character.
These guidelines were developed with the participation and input collected during a fourday workshop (February 22 through 25, 2005). This workshop was set up in order to
help the consultant team understand the aspirations of the Tavernier community and
revisit the goals and vision stated in the LCP.
An issue is the identity of the Overseas Highway versus the fast-paced US Highway 1;
both are one and the same, but the name Overseas Highway has lost prominence. Also, a
central issue is the relation between the town, the community and the highway and how it
relates to the place that the community knows as “downtown.”
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The US Highway 1 Corridor from Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 is a regional
highway comprising three distinct conditions: exurban - places where the natural
environment is dominant and there is little if any development; suburban - places where
some development occurs but without an organizing urban structure to them; urban - the
place where the greatest concentration of development occurs, also known as the
“downtown.”
The corridor is categorized by measuring two dimensions: the corridor’s length and its
cross section. These two dimensions are analyzed using the concept of the Transect.
Applicable to any location, the Transect (Figure 4) is an idealized geographical slice in
which sectors vary in the amount of development and natural space running from the
most densely developed sectors – the urban core, to the undeveloped sectors – the natural
zone. An overlap of characteristics occurs where one sector transitions to the next. The
Transect is used here to analyze and prescribe the guidelines central to this document.
The Transect does not eliminate the standards set by the county’s land development
regulations or zoning law; instead, it helps organize the regulations according to the
sector of the Transect to which they belong.
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Three Transect sectors (zones) occur in Tavernier: general urban zone (T4), suburban
zone (T3) and exurban zone (T2). Figure 5 illustrates the locations of each zone in
Tavernier.
The General Urban zone occurs in downtown Tavernier from the Tavernier Creek to
approximately Mile Marker 92. It is the area where most of the retail and commercial
mixed-use development are found, it is also the area that the community identifies as its
center.
The Suburban zone occurs in five locations along the corridor: from Mile Marker 92 to
Mile Marker 93; on the Bay Side north of Camelot Dr.; from Dove Creek States, through
Mile Marker 95, to the Ocean side to Saint Heights; on Mile Marker 96 on the Ocean side
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from Lime Grove Estates to Wynken Blynken & Nod Estates; and On the Bay side
between Mile Markers 96 and 97. The Suburban zone is characterized by intermittent
occurrences of open space, residential development of diverse densities, and industrial
and general commercial uses following a pattern similar to that found in the mainland
suburbs.
The exurban zone is the sparsest and accounts for the areas not included above; some
areas are actual conservation zones where no development may occur, but in other areas
varied uses may exist.
The vision for the corridor allows the individual zones to maintain their distinctive
characteristics, yet, this document encourages a unified image of the corridor as a whole,
where landscape and the built environment share common elements.
Like many highway-oriented communities, Tavernier has to deal with a duality. On the
one hand, it needs to recognize the demands for the highway to accommodate and serve
the needs of high-speed through traffic. On the other hand, the town also needs to turn
inwards to define a true community center with destinations, design standards and an
overall character that helps provide a sense of identity and place for the community itself.
The LCP recommended that the segment between Mile Marker 91 and Burton Drive be a
community center. Its node is at the Mariner’s Hospital and the Winn-Dixie general area.
The Tavernier historic district on the Ocean side of the highway was mostly developed in
the 1920s and is now protected as an architectural and historic resource. The Tavernier
Creek to Mile Marker 97 U.S. Highway 1 Corridor Development Guidelines were
developed in conjunction with an overlay for the historic district, called the Tavernier
Historic Preservation Guidelines.
Other than the historic district there is no consistent theme to the architecture that
populates the corridor. However, in the development of new architecture there is the
expressed intention to use materials and architectural forms that are seen as appropriate to
the Keys, such as metal roofs, stucco or wood siding, arcades and porches (Figure 6).
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The Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U.S. Highway 1 Corridor Development
Guidelines are the rules for development on the parcels fronting US Highway 1, outside
of the public right-of-way. They are adopted by the County Commission as an overlay to
the existing zoning, and administered by the Monroe County Planning Department as
stipulated in the Monroe County Land Development Regulations (LDR).
The guidelines are divided into three regulating Zones according to the level of
development in the corridor (General Urban, Suburban and Exurban), and three
regulating standards of construction: site development, building configuration, and
building elements and materials (Table 1).
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Site Development
Frontages
The intent of the guidelines for building frontages is to promote consistent façade planes
and landscaped buffers for the zones of the Transect found along the corridor.
General Urban – There are three unique conditions where the public frontage has
to be slightly different because of the conditions created by different development
patterns. Areas 2 and 3 in Figure 7 maintain most of the original platting or lot
subdivision and have shallow lots, whereas Area 1 is composed of large parcels.
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Bay Side-Deep Lots: This frontage
has raised curbs drained by inlets,
and narrow sidewalks separated from
the vehicular lanes by a wide planting
strip. The planting consists of a
single tree species planted at regular
intervals. There is a strip devoted to
automobiles for a driveway, parking,
or a Porte Cochere. The main
entrances to buildings face the public
frontage. A narrow strip separates the
vehicular realm from the building.
67
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When the lot depth is greater than
-07
4 '
150 feet, it is recommended that the
!
2
4
!
8.
minimum setback be 35 feet, of
which the 10 feet adjacent to the right-of-way will be a landscaped buffer (Figure
8). Driveways will be specified with curb-and-gutter details similar to the existing
urban curb. The planning director may authorize a roof overhang of not more than
three (3) feet into the front yard setback.

Bay Side-Shallow Lots: This frontage
has raised curbs drained by inlets,
and narrow sidewalks separated from
the vehicular lane by a wide planting
strip. The planting consists of a
single tree species placed at regular
intervals. There is no parking or
driveways between the building and
the right-of-way other than the
driveways to access parking areas in
the rear or to the side of buildings.
The main entrances to buildings face
67
07
07
the public frontage. When the lot is
4 '
less than 150 feet deep, the minimum
!
4 !
8.
front yard setback shall be 15 feet
(Figure 9). The planning director
may authorize a roof overhang of not more than three (3) feet into the front yard
setback.
Ocean Side: This frontage has raised
curbs drained by inlets, and narrow
sidewalks separated from the
vehicular lane by a narrow planting
strip. The planting consists of a
single tree species placed at regular
intervals. There is no parking or
driveways between the building and
the right-of-way other than the
driveways to access parking areas in
the rear or to the side of buildings.
The main entrances to buildings face
the public frontage. The minimum
front yard setback shall be 15 feet
(Figure 10). The planning director
may authorize a roof overhang of not
more than three (3) feet into the front
yard setback.
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Suburban – This frontage has
open
swales
drained
by
percolation, without parking, and
a bicycle path or sidewalk along
one or both sides. The
landscaping consists of multiple
species arrayed in naturalistic
clusters. The recommended front
yard setback is 25 feet (Figure
11).
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Exurban – This frontage has
open
swales
drained
by
percolation, without parking, and
a bicycle path or sidewalk along
one or both sides. The
landscaping consists of the
existing natural condition or
multiple species arrayed in
naturalistic clusters. Buildings
are buffered by a recommended
minimum front yard setback of
50 feet (Figure 12).

4

4

!

067
4 '

!

( 39

4

!

Parking
The intent is to adequately provide off-street parking and to maximize the efficiency of
parking in the downtown area.
General Urban – On-street parking available along the each site’s frontage can be
counted as part of the parking requirement for the uses found on that site. The
required parking may be within a 5-minute walk (¼ mile) from the lot, subject to
a signed parking agreement between the parties. Parking lots
need to be buffered at the front or when viewed from the
fronting street. Residential parking requirements in this zone
are lowered to 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit. Hotel parking
requirements in this zone are lowered to 0.75 spaces per
(
room. Retail parking requirements are lowered to 3.0 spaces
per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. Shared parking is
( /
calculated as follows: the sum of required parking spaces for
4

(
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any two uses is divided by the ratios in Table 2 to obtain the shared parking
required.
Suburban – Overlay does not affect the underlying zoning.
Exurban – Overlay does not affect the underlying zoning.
Building Configuration
Width
The intent is to break down the apparent mass of buildings wider than 50 feet by creating
façade insets at intervals appropriate to the mass of the building.
General Urban and Suburban – The
maximum continuous façade of any
building fronting onto US Highway
1 cannot be greater than 50 feet. A
building wider than 50 feet will be
architecturally defined as a series of
smaller units, with insets between
primary façades. The inset façade
shall not be setback less than 6 feet.
The inset façade should not be
wider than 1/3 of a primary façade
segment or 17 feet. The arcade of a
!
-# '
:
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building may continue across this
setback to provide architectural and pedestrian continuity at the ground level
(Figure 13).
Exurban – No guideline applies because the setbacks would obscure the building
from the highway. However, it is recommended that large footprint buildings
follow the guideline above.
Depth
The intent is to break down the apparent mass of buildings deeper than 50 feet by
creating façade insets at intervals appropriate to the mass of the building. This guideline
applies particularly to buildings whose main entrance or whose primary parking area
fronts a side façade.
General Urban and Suburban –
Buildings deeper than 50 feet
should show architectural insets
defined as a series of smaller
units. The minimum façade inset
setback should be 3 feet (Figure
14).
Exurban – No guideline applies.
However, it is recommended that
large footprint buildings follow
the guideline above.
!
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Roof Shape
The intent is to create a unifying architectural character in the corridor.
General Urban – Sloped roofs are
encouraged; however, commercial
buildings may have flat roofs
terminated with parapets that extend
no less than 2 feet and no more than 4
feet from the edge of the roof (figure
15). Roof-top mechanical equipment
should not be visible from the
!
0"
sidewalk on the opposite side of any
fronting street directly across from the
subject building.
Suburban and Exurban – All buildings in residential zones should have sloped
roofs. Sloped roofs can be hipped or gabled and may carry dormers that are
structurally integrated.
Porches and Arcades
The intent is to encourage the use of porches and arcades in the General Urban zone to
enhance the pedestrian realm.
General Urban - All buildings
fronting US Highway 1 must
have a treatment such as arcades
or porches. At a minimum, the
building must have awnings
extending no less than 6 feet
from the main façade of the
building (Figures 16 and 17).
Arcades and porches start at the
setback line, and the clear
interior dimension is not
!
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narrower than 6 feet or wider
than 12 feet.
The area must be used for
circulation only, and will not
count toward the NROGO. The
proportions of the bays in
arcades and porches should be
predominantly
vertical;
the
!
# '
height should be at least 10%
greater than the width. The
minimum width for a bay is 8
feet.
Suburban and Exurban – No guidelines apply, however, the use of arcades and
porches is encouraged for commercial buildings.

-

Building Elements and Materials
Although there is no single dominant vernacular architecture within Tavernier, over time
an architectural theme has developed and includes metal roofs, clapboard siding, and
clear glazing fenestration.
Roofing
The intent is to use materials characteristic of Tavernier architecture.
General Urban - Roof materials
such as standing seam metal
(Figure 18), stamped metal and
V-crimp metal are recommended.
Flat roofs must be raked at the
minimum slope necessary to shed
water and must include parapets
as described earlier. Composition
!
2
5 %
tile is not recommended
Suburban and Exurban – Materials include standing seam metal, stamped metal,
V-crimp metal, and composition tile for residential buildings. Commercial
buildings may have flat roofs.
Exterior Walls
The intent is to have a unified palette of materials characteristic of Tavernier.
General Urban, Suburban and
Exurban – Materials include clapboard
siding and novelty or drop siding.
Masonry exterior finishes, such as
stucco and textured stucco as well as
exposed and painted brick, are
recommended
for
commercial
structures. Materials resembling wood
siding may be acceptable if the
!
!
'
building technique is properly applied.
Fish scale siding is acceptable (Figure 19). The use of board and batten siding
should be allowable only for residential use in the Suburban and Exurban zones.

/

Doors
The intent is to have doors that are
compatible with Tavernier architecture.
General Urban and Suburban –
All commercial buildings should
have panel or flush doors with
clear glass insets (Figure 20.
Doors should be hinged; pivot or
sliding doors are not acceptable.
Exurban – No guideline applies,
however, it is recommended that
the guideline above be observed.
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Windows
The intent is to have windows that are compatible with Tavernier architecture.
General Urban and Suburban –
Window types should include bay,
Mullion
Lintel/Cap
casement, single hung, and double
hung. Single-pane and awning
windows are permissible if the window
Minimum
has imbedded mullions. The minimum
1.5
Times
vertical proportion of a window should
its Width
be 1.5 times its width (Figure 21).
Windows may be grouped in bands of
two or more when separated by a
Width
Sill
visible wider mullion. The use of a
window lintel (or cap) is optional;
!
( <
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however, all windows should have
sills. The glazing in all windows should be clear and non-reflective; stained glass
may be used for accents.
Exurban – No guideline applies, however, it is recommended that the guideline
above be observed.
Railings
The intent is to have architectural elements that are compatible with the type of
architecture encouraged.

0

General Urban and Suburban – The
use of railings is recommended for
exterior
porches,
and
not
recommended for arcades unless
required by the building code. All
railings must meet the requirements
of the applicable building code.
Railings should consist of square or
!
((
5
rectangular section stiles. Railings
with flat-board carved motifs may be acceptable (Figure 22). Aluminum, plastic
and wrought iron railings are not recommended.
Exurban – No guideline applies, however, it is recommended that the guideline
above be observed.
Shutters
The intent is to allow the use of shutters that are compatible with the architecture of
Tavernier.
General Urban, Suburban and
Exurban – Shutters should be
operable and should cover the entire
surface of the window when closed.
Removable hurricane shutters are
allowed if they are used only during
storm events and their railing or
application is not conspicuous. Two
!
(- .
types of shutters are encouraged:
bahama and hinged shutters (Figure 23).
Dormers
The intent is to allow the use of dormers that are an integral part of the building.
General Urban and Suburban –
Dormers are allowable; however,
applied dormers that are not
structurally and spatially integral to
the building are not allowable.
Dormers may be used as vents for the
buildings
mechanical
system.
Dormers can also be used to expand
the head room in the interior of a
building (Figure 24).
Exurban – No guideline applies,
however, it is recommended that the !
(/
'
&
guideline above be observed.
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Signs
The intent is to have signs that are appropriate in scale and graphics to the character of
the corridor.
General Urban, Suburban and
Exurban –guidelines apply to two
types of signage:
1.
Applied signs that are attached
directly to a building; these are
generally referred to as building signs
(Figure 25).
2.
Projecting signs that are
!
(0 #
perpendicular to a building façade, to
be seen as pedestrians pass by; these are often referred to as blade signs (Figure
26).
These two forms of signs are controlled in order to
help create an effective overall environment and
remain sympathetic to the design of the subject
building. Signs should be externally illuminated, not
translucent or internally illuminated. Signs must be
designed concurrently and coherently with the façade
or shop front with which they are associated, sharing
overall composition, material and color.
Signs built to be seen from the automobile can be wall
sign, canopy sign, vertical blade sign, and window
sign. Wall signs and vertical blade signs must be
affixed to the primary façade of the building,
immediately above the designated commercial use.
Canopy signs must be affixed to the canopy or awning
immediately in front of the commercial use. Window
signs must be within the windows of the designated
use. Neon lighting can be used for window signs.

!
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When more than one commercial use is contained within a building, all of the
commercial uses must use the same type of auto-oriented signage. Exceptions to
this requirement must be negotiated on a case-by-case basis with the Director of
Planning.
Each use along US Highway 1 that has a distinct street number must portray that
number adjacent to the appropriate entryway and should be wall-mounted or
window-mounted.
Signs built to be seen primarily by pedestrians can be wall sign, horizontal blade
sign, and window sign. Wall Signs must be affixed to the wall of the structure, in
front of the designated commercial use. Blade signs must hang overhead within

arcades or porches, in front of the designated commercial use. Blade signs can
also be supported by horizontal brackets that project from the wall of the
structure. Window signs must be within the windows of the designated
commercial use. Neon lights can be used for window signs.
Signs that are attached to a building identifying the building, as opposed to its
uses or tenants can be wall or vertical blade signs.
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The intent is to guide the development of new construction so that buildings continue to
define a character for Tavernier and that the massing, scale and materials of new
structures are compatible with this character. These are the recommended types for new
construction in the corridor. The listed building types are not the universe of buildings
that can be developed in the corridor; they are merely applied examples of the guidelines
and standards in this document. Figure 27 does not accurately reflect all county
regulations and is illustrative of building concept only.
Large Commercial Building
The intent is to create a building
prototype that would fit in the
General Urban zone deep lots or in
the suburban zone.
This building type is characterized by
the aggregation of smaller buildings;
where possible, these should be
arranged as to create positive
accessible open space (Figure 27).
The building may be clad with siding
or finished with stucco. The primary
façade is lined with arcades and
!
( :
balconies; windows are covered with
operable Bahama shutters, and roofs are standing seam metal.
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Multifamily Residential
The architecture of the building should consist of the materials recommended in these
guidelines and it should be compatible with architectural and urban character of
Tavernier. Access to individual units should be obvious from the street level (Figure 28).
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The width of a multifamily building
should not be greater than 50 feet. A
building wider than 50 feet should be
architecturally defined as a series of
smaller and repetitive units, with insets
between primary façades. The inset
façade should not be setback less than 6
feet. The inset façade should not be
wider than 1/3 of a primary façade
section (Figure 29).
!
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The depth of a multifamily building
when deeper than 50 feet, it should show
architectural insets defined as a series of
smaller repetitive units. The minimum
façade inset setback should be 3 feet
(Figure 30).
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The following is a summary of the existing conditions, architectural character of the
Tavernier Historic District and the findings from a four-day community-based design
exercise held at the Lion’s Club in Key Largo between February 22 and 25, 2005. In
addition, the consultant team held a telephone conference and met with Historic Florida
Keys Foundation (HFKF) historic preservationist, George Born. Between 22 and 25
February 2005, the HDR Team hosted a planning workshop to gauge the community’s
interest and understanding of its historic resource. On a separate session, the HDR Team
met with members of the Monroe County Historic Preservation Commission (and others
not in the HPC) to gather their expert view and aspirations for the historic district.
a.

Image Preference Survey (IPS)

Methodology
The IPS was developed utilizing commercial and residential images taken from the
Tavernier Historic District and the US 1 corridor. The goal was to provide the attendees
with a comprehensive “snapshot” of individual historic buildings and architectural
elements. The end result would be an analysis of the goals and objectives for the design
guidelines.
Summary
The IPS was conducted Tuesday, February 22, 2005 during the first meeting and again
Thursday, February 24. The attendees were asked to rate the images, which were grouped
into categories and subcategories. The attendees rated the images based on a scale of -5, 3, -1, 0, 1, 3 or 5, with -5 being the least preferred and 5 the most preferred. The survey
was divided into two parts. Part 1 concentrated on the US 1 commercial corridor and Part
2 examined the residential historic district. Each section contained an average of 50
images.
Results of the Survey
Part 1 US 1 Commercial Corridor
1.
Placement – the attendees preferred buildings located in the mid-lot range;
not too close to the road but not too far back.
2.
Scale – the attendees preferred smaller one-story buildings.
3.
Materials – wood was the material of choice for the attendees.
4.
Roofs – hip roofs with dormers were the roof type preferred by the
attendees.
5.
Opening (Doors and Windows) – classic vertical rectangular doors and
openings are preferred.
6.
Ground Plane – the attendees preferred that there should be some
landscaping located adjacent to where the building hits the ground. Lattice
work is preferable as a material linking buildings to the ground.
7.
Color- muted colors and white were the color preferences for buildings.
8.
Brackets and railings – there wasn’t a general consensus for brackets and
railings, however concrete railings were not preferred.
(

9.
10.

Shutters – the attendees rated the shutters that were non-functional and
fixed to the wall as the worst type of shutters. The other shutters were all
seen as desirable.
Signs – color and creativity are preferred elements when noting signs.
The interior lit signs were the least favorable.

Part 2 Residential Historic District
1.
Placement – the attendees preferred the residences to be located in the
mid-lot range.
2.
Scale – the scale preference of the attendees leaned towards smaller
structures.
3.
Materials – the attendees preferred wood to stucco. A combination of the
materials received mixed views.
4.
Roofs – every roof shown received favorable ratings. Hip roofs are the
typical roof form found in the historic district.
5.
Openings (Doors and Windows) – the attendees preferred openings based
on vertical windows and wood doors with either a single pane of glass or
multiple panes of glass.
6.
Ground Plane – landscaped ground plane adjacent to the building was
preferred by the attendees.
7.
Color – muted colors and white were preferred.
8.
Brackets and Railings – attendees prefer wood brackets and railings to
metal ones. Also within the context of the building style attendees
preferred buildings with brackets and railings as opposed to those without.
9.
Shutters – all traditional shutters were seen as appropriate except
aluminum clam shell shutters.
b.

Design Workshops

The residents of Tavernier were invited to attend a four-day series of design activities
conducted by Monroe County and HDR, Inc. The purpose of the activities was to solicit
input and gather comments regarding the development of design guidelines for the US 1
commercial corridor and the residential historic district. The activities included two-hour
long workshops consisting of presentations that incorporated the existing conditions, built
environment analysis and guidelines for development on the US1 commercial corridor
and within the residential historic district. The workshops also included an image
preference survey and question / answer session among the residents.
The workshops yielded a set of new options for development along the US 1 corridor and
the residential historic district. The options were displayed as architectural renderings.
The renderings derived from the existing architectural heritage of Tavernier and the
results of the image preference survey. The renderings included residential, commercial,
and mixed-use types.
The activities culminated with a report on the image preference survey results, meetings
with stakeholders and a summary of the four-day visioning workshop. The consensus of

((

the residents was to create a consistent image of Tavernier through the implementation of
design guidelines. In addition, the attendees agreed that enhancement of the commercial
design standards for development would benefit the overall economy of Tavernier.
Workshop Notes
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Some attendees felt that the zero setbacks –having building constructed immediately
along their property lines -- were not desirable for the commercial corridor.
The general consensus from the attendees was that the design guidelines should be
more restrictive.
One attendee was in favor of no restrictions at all.
The T2, T3, T4 districts are seen as a good way to mix the guidelines.
The notion of the “greenbelt” for Tavernier was brought up in regards to the districts.
The attendees mentioned that landscape requirements should be incorporated into the
guidelines.
The sentiment that the “new buildings should match the old buildings” was agreed
upon by the attendees.
There was a suggestion that Monroe County provide financial incentives to the
property owners to improve the appearance.
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The following code language is contained within the existing Monroe County Land
Development Regulations. Text amendments are identified (underlined text) where
appropriate to codify these guidelines.
9.5-260.2

Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U. S. Highway 1 Corridor
Overlay.

(a) Purpose: The purpose of the Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U. S. Highway 1
Corridor Overlay is to implement the policies of the comprehensive plan and
Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 Livable CommuniKeys Master Plan by protection
of existing resources and enhancement of future development.
(b) Application: The Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U.S. Highway 1 Corridor
Development Standards and Guidelines are hereby adopted by reference and declared
a part of this chapter. Within the overlay district, uses permitted as of right and uses
requiring a minor or major conditional use permit shall be evaluated based upon the
Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 Corridor Development Standards and Guidelines.
(c) The Tavernier Creek to Mile Marker 97 U.S. Highway 1 Corridor Development
Standards and Guidelines may be amended by resolution of the Board of County
Commissioners upon recommendation of the Planning Commission and the Director
of Planning.
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Art Deco

Architectural style characterized by bold outlines
and streamlined shapes. Stucco is the predominant
exterior wall material.

Bahama Shutter

Type of storm shutter made of horizontal elements,
when open it allows visibility while shading the
window, when closed it provides good storm
protection.

Base height

Building base height is the height to which the first
habitable floor is built.

Board-and-Batten

Type of siding where vertical boards are overlapped
by narrow wooden strips.

Certificate of Appropriateness

A Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) is a
document approving work on local landmarks or
properties in historic districts based on consistency
with applicable design guidelines or standards.

Chimney

A vertical element that project through and above the
roof used as an exhaust for air, smoke or fumes.

Commercial Vernacular

Commercial vernacular architecture is buildings that
are used for selling products or services, but are not
of the "pure architecture," such as department stores
designed by famous architects

Composite Tile

A manufacture tile made of more than one material
to improve durability and installation.

Comprehensive Plan

The guiding policy document for all land use and
development regulations in Monroe County, and for
regional services throughout the County including
transportation, sewers, parks and open space.

Contributing Structure

A historic building that is part of the register of
historic buildings.

Coral Stone

It is a fossilized stone that contains remnants of
marine life.

Depth

The depth of a building is the distance between its
front and back walls.

Dormer

A gabled extension built out from a sloping roof to
accommodate a vertical window

Driveway

The extension of a street into a private property to
access parking.

(0

Exurban

Used in this document as a substitute to the term
rural which is not used because in land use law it
triggers development and services restrictions.

Fence

An accessory structure intended for use as a barrier
to property ingress or egress or for decorative use.

Frame Modern

A wooden frame building that has for base a
reinforced concrete structure.

Frame Vernacular

A wooden frame building that uses traditional wood
frame technology.

General Urban

Used in this document to indicate the denser and
more developed areas along the corridor. The
predominant uses are retail and office with some
residential mix.

Gabled Roof

The end of a building as distinguished from the front
or rear side. The triangular end of an exterior wall
from the level of the eaves to the ridge of a doublesloped roof.

Guidelines

Set of rules and suggestions to guide development

Height

The height of a building is the distance between the
ground and its highest point, and it can be measured
to a parapet or ridge.

Hipped Roof

The inclined external angle formed by the
intersection of two sloping roof planes. Runs from
the ridge to the eaves.

Land Development Regulations

Are the policies and regulations on land use,
development and construction.

Livable CommuniKeys Plan

It is Monroe’s County Master Plan for the county
and its parts.

Lot coverage

The percentage of the lot area covered by the ground
floor of principal and accessory buildings.

Masonry Vernacular

It is a masonry building where the masonry has been
applied in a traditional way.

New Construction

In the guidelines, new construction refers to new
buildings developed within the Tavernier Historic
District

Non-Contributing Structure

In the guidelines, the term refers to existing
buildings within the historic district that are not
recorded as historic.

Novelty Siding

Type of milled siding that is thin above and thicker
below with a concave bevel.
(1

Overlay

The superimposition of a district that changes the
rules for development from the underlying zoning.

Porch

An exterior space attached to the building, generally
under a separate roof shape.

Rafter

A sloping roof member that supports the roof
covering which extends from the ridge or the hip of
the roof to the eaves.

Setbacks

The minimum distances that structures must be held
back from property lines.

Suburban

Characterized by low density residential, this zone is
more vegetated than the general urban zone. In this
zone blocks tend to be larger.

Transect

Is a geographical cross-section of the region used to
reveal a sequence of environments. The purpose of
transect planning is to identify the main qualities of
immersive environment to then find the balance
between them.

Width

The width of a building is the distance between the
edges along its front and it can be measured to an
exterior wall or to the edge of a porch.
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Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Charles Borders <cnborders2@gmail.com>
Friday, February 19, 2021 12:05 PM
Aguila-Ilze
Traffic Date Land use Category. SouthCliff Develpment 2020-130
Traffic Count Land use Cat.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.
Ms. Aguila,
Please find attached my letter with concern regarding the Traffic Report
With the Institute of Transportation Engineer (ITE) Trip Generation Manual
there are multiple Land use categories that should have been addressed in the report. Specifically ITE Land Use category
#223 Affordable Housing.
‐‐
Thank you,
Charles

1

To:

Monroe County Planning Commission
Planning and Environmental Resources
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL 33050

From: Charles Borders
1019 Snapper Lane, Key Largo, FL 33037
Re:

File #2020-130 Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo Mile Marker 95.3, Ocean Side
Trip Calculation and ITE Land use.

Date: 2/19/2021
Dear Commissioners:
As a follow-up to my earlier Jan 25, 2021 letter regarding traffic counts and concerns, I wanted to bring
another issue to the attention of the Planning Department and Commission.
The use of the most appropriate Institute of Transportation Engineer (ITE) Trip Generation Manual land
use category.
It is required by the Monroe County Traffic Guidelines Manual for Transportation Site Report Analysis to
provide a traffic study for a development like the proposed Southcliff Estates Affordable housing. The
manual cites the use of the Institute of Transportation Engineer (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. The most
current is the 10th Edition which would include any supplements as the “latest edition”
According to Section 3 of the Monroe County Manual; Level 1 Study Shall include the following:
a. Provide a detailed assessment of the number of additional daily trips generated by the development as
calculated by the most current edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual;
The ITE Trip Generation Manual 10th Edition, with supplements, includes multiple categories to calculate
the trip total for apartments. Multi-family apartment #220, and with the ITE 10th Edition supplement
includes a calculation for Affordable Housing #223. The proposed Southcliff Estates is planned as
affordable housing, therefore this land use calculator should have been used.
In a review by Mr Juan Calderon, CALTRAN Engineering Group, Inc, Miami, FL, and using the
Affordable Housing #223 land use form ITE, the AM Peak would be substantially higher using the
Affordable Housing #223 land use. Although this factor does not provide for total daily trips, it can be
estimated that the impact would carry over to 20%-30% higher daily trips than Multi-Family #220 which
was used.

Table comparing #220 and #223 AM Peak
This evaluation would present information that could require a Level 2 traffic study. Furthermore, KBP
did not address this in their methodology. They did include the recommendation in the analysis that
additional data is necessary.
“It is expected that the number of bedrooms and number of residents are likely correlated to the number
of trips generated by residential site. Many of the studied included in this land use did not indicate the
total number of bedrooms. To assist in future analysis of this land use, it is important that this
information be collected and included in trip generation data submissions.”
I am requested the Trip Generation report be recalculated to include revise AM/PM peaks using the most
appropriate ITE land use criteria.
Sincerely,

Charles Borders
Attachements;
KBP traffic report
Caltran Email

Juan Calderon <jcalderon@caltrangroup.com>

10:52 AM
(35 minutes
ago)

Hi Charles,
As per our conversation, Monroe County uses ITE as per the latest 2017 approved
methodology for traffic impact studies (link below). The new ITE trip generation
10th Edition includes a new affordable housing land use (223), this new land use is still
under scrutiny by ITE as it does not provide full daily trips yet but based on AM peak
traffic shown below, it could be clearly be estimated that the daily trips can be as much
as 20%-30% higher than Multi Family (LUC 220) daily trips .
https://www.monroecounty-fl.gov/DocumentCenter/View/23359/2017-Monroe-CountyTraffic-Report-Guidelines-Manual--For-Transportation-Site-Impact-AnalysisF?bidId=

Thank you,
Juan S. Calderon, P.E.
PTOE, PTP, RSP.
CALTRAN Engineering Group, Inc.
790 NW 107 Avenue, Suite 200
Miami, FL 33172
Tel. (786) 456-7700
Cell. (786) 449-5093
Fax (786) 513-0711
www.caltrangroup.com

Aguila-Ilze
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Connie Golden <constgolden@yahoo.com>
Friday, February 19, 2021 5:14 PM
Aguila-Ilze
Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Whether you know the sender or not, do not click links or
open attachments you were not expecting.
To:

Ilze Aguila
Sr. Planning Commission Coordinator
Planning and Environmental Resources
2798 Overseas Highway, Suite 400
Marathon, FL. 33050

From: Connie and Patrick Golden
1017 Snapper Lane
Key Largo, FL. 33037
Re:

File #2020-130 Major Conditional Use Permit, Southcliff Estates
95301 Overseas Highway, Key Largo MM 95.3, Ocean Side
Stormwater Retention and Management

Date:

2/19/2021

Dear Commissioner Aguila:
Upon review of the Southcliff revised application that references how stormwater runoff will be maintained on site, the
developer’s calculations show a total volume of retention of 25,449 cubic feet. While it’s stated that that number exceeds
the required 18,838 cubic feet, it is very disturbing to see the following breakdown of their numbers: Swale Area A has a
volume of 928 cf, Swale Area B has a volume of 4,170 cf, the Retention Pond has a volume of 4351 cf, and listed as
WATER TO HAMMOCK is 16,000 cf! That means that more than half of the total volume of retention is headed to the
existing hammock area – the hammock area that we share on our boundary!
We can only ask: what is to keep the stormwater runoff to the hammock on the Southcliff side and out of our backyard?
This points to a very serious adverse impact on Snapper Lane neighbors adjacent to Southcliff.
Your consideration of this serious situation is most appreciated.
Sincerely,
Connie and Patrick Golden
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