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WHY A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN?

In 1995, residents of Estero Island launched an era of municipal
governance by voting to form the Town of Fort Myers Beach.  A
flurry of activity began immediately, involving residents, prop-
erty owners and business people in the enterprise of crafting a
small but highly focused town government.

While struggling with the normal day-to-day activities, a two-
year effort was begun to bring into focus the long-range goals for
the town.  That effort has created this Fort Myers Beach Compre-
hensive Plan.  To move toward those long-range goals, this plan
establishes formal policies for the town government and lays the
foundation for a new Land Development Code to guide further
development and redevelopment.

SPECIAL PROBLEMS OF FORT MYERS
BEACH

Fort Myers Beach faces a complex set of problems in addition to
those usually faced by small towns.  The town has already
reached 85% of its maximum population.  Nearly all of the
remaining 15% is beyond the control of the new government,
since development rights have previously vested to individual
property owners.

Despite this lack of control, the town has responsibility for
managing the peak-season congestion that results from overly

generous land-use approvals of the past.  This congestion is
compounded by extreme tourism impacts from southwest Florida
residents and visitors who flock to the welcoming atmosphere at
Fort Myers Beach.  These visitors feel none of the hostility
caused at other beach communities by high bridge tolls, or by
“residents-only” beach parking restrictions.

Fort Myers Beach residents suffer from peak-season congestion
more than vacationers because the residents need to travel to
school and jobs on a daily basis.  Yet most residents tolerate this
congestion because it is the obvious result of so many people
trying to enjoy the same assets that attracted them.  Fortunately,
the peak period lasts less than three months of each year.

The shortness of this period could change.  This plan contains
many efforts to improve the beauty, vibrancy, and livability of
Fort Myers Beach.  These changes might attract so many more
visitors that the period of extreme congestion lengthens to an
intolerable portion of each year.  That result would be the ulti-
mate irony for a community that has welcomed generations of
visitors to share its many charms.

INTRODUCTION
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HOW THIS DOCUMENT IS ORGANIZED

This document is organized into fifteen chapters.  Following this
introduction is “Envisioning Tomorrow’s Fort Myers Beach,” an
optimistic look at the community that the town hopes will
evolve.  The next twelve chapters contain the twelve main “ele-
ments” of this plan, organized by subject area.  The Community
Design Element is placed first because its concepts have inspired
many other parts of this plan.  The final chapter contains proce-
dures for interpreting and monitoring this plan.

Each element contains at least two parts:
# A narrative description of current conditions and

possible courses of action for the town; and
# Formal goals, objectives, and policies selected by the

town as its legally binding comprehensive plan.

The Town of Fort Myers Beach has decided to publish the full
narrative portion of each element in this document.  This pro-
vides its residents with a wealth of interesting information and
an understanding of courses of action that were studied but
perhaps not included in the formal plan.

The town legally “adopted” only certain portions of this docu-
ment as its formal comprehensive plan.  Formally adopted by
Ordinance 98-14, effective January 1, 1999, are:

# All goals, objectives, and policies for each of the
twelve elements;

# A “Future Land Use Map” (Figures 16 and 17 in the
Future Land Use Element) and a “Future Transporta-
tion Map” (Figure 18 in the Transportation Element);

# A five-year schedule of capital improvements (Table
11-7); and

# All of Chapters 1, 2, and 15.

To help readers identify those portions of each element that are
being formally adopted, the goals, objectives, and policies of
each element are printed on gray paper.  The “adopted” portions
of this plan become a law of the Town of Fort Myers Beach. 
Once comprehensive plans are adopted, “…no public or private
development shall be permitted except in conformity with com-
prehensive plans…”  (Section 163.3161(5), Florida Statutes). 
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This chapter takes a peek into the future.  The italicized text
below provides an optimistic look at the future of Fort Myers
Beach, the future that the town hopes to create by adding its
efforts to all others that have shaped this community:

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT:  “The natural features at Fort
Myers Beach remain its primary yet most sensitive assets.  The
beaches are clean and regularly replenished with sand, and
sand dunes have been recreated.  The remaining mangroves
and wetlands are healthy, with disturbed areas now fully
restored.  Little Estero Island and the Matanzas Pass Preserve
contribute to the ecological integrity of the area, and are en-
joyed by many residents on daily walks.

“Beach-going residents and visitors select their preference of
quiet beaches at Bowditch Point or lively beaches near Lynn
Hall Memorial Park.  The degradation of water quality in
Estero Bay has finally been reversed.  Well-maintained channels
allow the movement of a wide range of boats, operating safely
in relation to one another and respecting the fragile nature of
the surrounding environment and marine life.”  

MOBILITY:  “A carefully planned and interconnected system
of pedestrian and bicycle paths, shuttles from off-site parking
areas, trolley routes, and water taxis, enables visitors, resi-
dents, and school children to reach all the recreational destina-
tions on Estero Island and move easily from one to another.”  

TIMES SQUARE:  “The lively pedestrian scene at Times
Square is fueled by those who have been swimming, strolling
on the beach, or enjoying the pier, and is especially popular
just before sunset.  Just steps away, they enjoy the outdoor
cafes, shops, and special entertainment events.

“The short blocks to the north along Old San Carlos Boulevard
now have wide sidewalks, street trees, and mid-day shade
provided by overhangs from the new shops and restaurants.  At
the north end, folks reach Marina Plaza, another “people-
gathering place” that is the hub of activity for a fleet of excur-
sion boats, dinner cruises, charter fishing and party boats, and
water shuttles.” 

ENVISIONING TOMORROW’S
FORT MYERS BEACH



ENVISIONING TOMORROW’S FORT MYERS BEACH                                     JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                  PAGE 2 – 2

Quiet Center

Core Area

North End

Near-Town
Civic Complex

South Point

H
igh

-R
ise R

esort

D

       Planning communities for Fort Myers Beach

AVENUE OF PALMS:  “Estero Boulevard has become the
premier public space on the Island, shaped as a memorable
“Avenue of Palms” and lined with new and refurbished struc-
tures which frame the street and contribute to the pedestrian
scale and ambience of the community.

“The sidewalk and streetscape system has been continued be-
yond its 1997 terminus at the Lani Kai to the civic center and
areas beyond.  Motorists on Estero Boulevard during the peak
tourist season move slowly but enjoy the
beauty and interest of the public space, having
learned to relax during the unavoidable sea-
son of the “beach crawl.”  Bicyclists and pedes-
trians share the public space but can also find
quieter alternate routes off of the boulevard to
get to their shopping or recreational destina-
tions.  Traffic calming measures have been
introduced in areas that used to invite speed-
ing whenever congestion lessened.  Pedestrians
now cross safely, and many people use the ex-
panded fleet of trolleys to move around the is-
land.”

RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS: 
“School Street provides the primary entry into
the heart of the island, the special place where
the school, recreation center, ballfields, swim-
ming pool, Playworks playground, Preserve,
Historic Cottage, and Library are all centered. 
Existing and new infill development is in the
spirit and scale of the Beach’s classic cottages,
which can be used as homes or live-work
spaces such as studios and galleries, or for
small-scale retail uses consistent with the his-
toric theme of the street.

“Detached houses or cottages are located near existing areas of
single-family housing, with rowhouses, townhouses, or apart-
ments toward the center.  Mixed uses are found along the Bay
side of Estero Boulevard.  Neighborhood design is not domi-
nated by garages and features porches on the front, walkable
narrow streets with shade trees that double as view corridors to
the Preserve and beach, and quiet internal street connections to
the north and south.
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“The north end of the island retains its residential and resort
identity.  Its motel rooms, older cottages and high-rises all
benefit from their proximity to Bowditch Point and the down-
town “core area,” yet are comfortably removed from seasonal
traffic congestion
and outdoor en-
tertainment ac-
tivities that many
residents find
intrusive.

“The older near-
town neighbor-
hoods across
from San Carlos
Island have shed
the blight that
had begun to
appear in the
1980s.  Their
pleasantly varied
housing types are
just steps away
from lively Estero
Boulevard. 
Apartments for
tourists and local
employees mix
congenially with new homes, many of which contain quiet
home-offices.  A new urban code has ensured that renovations
and new homes mix gracefully with the old in these now highly
desirable neighborhoods.  Neighborhoods have truly achieved a
higher ambition, becoming places where the streets are shady
and public spaces are friendly, unified in design by trees, with
well-used front porches and little traffic.

“Renovations and infill development have borrowed from the
design tradition of cottages, using porches and decks, with
fronts of houses facing the street.  Pedestrian and bicycle paths
have been created which link to an interconnected network.

“The town’s historic
past is memorialized
through the designation
of a large historic dis-
trict.  Visitors enliven
the streets by strolling
through revitalized
neighborhoods with self-
guided tour booklets
pointing out buildings
of historic and architec-
tural merit.

“The quiet center of
Estero Island remains
peacefully between the
bustling portions of
Estero Boulevard and
the high-rises further
down the beach.  Some
condominiums and
smaller resorts coexist
with the predominately 

single-family neighborhoods.  This portion of the island re-
mains low rise and residential except for a few existing towers
and the big mid-island marina.  Estero Boulevard now has
continuous sidewalks on both sides, and the side streets have
become even more walkable with the maturing of shade trees
and links to the town’s “hidden path” system of neighborhood
walkways.
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“The high-rise/resort district is distinctly different in character. 
Panoramic views of Estero Bay and the Gulf of Mexico are
widely available along with popular recreational amenities
such as golf, tennis, and private swimming pools.  The
abundant wildlife on Little Estero Island are a continuing focal
point for local residents and visitors alike.  The town works
with other agencies to provide public access and stewardship for
this priceless resource.”

A SECOND “MAIN STREET”:  “The Villa Santini area has
been fully redeveloped as a neighborhood-scale “Main Street”
for this end of Estero Island.  It also serves the needs of visitors
to the vast beaches at Lovers Key.  The town and the private
sector have worked in partnership to bring about this

revitalization.  Tree-shaded sidewalks and bike paths link the
surrounding neighborhoods to the new town center, making
pedestrian trips comfortable and inviting.

“Estero Island’s south end faces the active boating along Big
Carlos Pass and the popular state park at Lovers Key.  Despite
pressures of commercialization to serve park visitors, this area
retains its strictly residential character and its mostly low-rise
housing type.  Sidewalks and landscaped entry features an-
nounce the arrival and departure into the town.”

FORT MYERS BEACH, A LIVING PARK:  “The Town of
Fort Myers Beach, through the dedicated efforts of the commu-
nity, has become a living park, existing for the comfort, safety,
and quality of life of its residents and the peaceful enjoyment of
its visitors:
- “An ecologically sensitive park where visitors have learned

to enjoy the unique natural amenities and to take responsi-
bility for protecting the natural environment;

- “An archaeologically significant park where people come to
learn about the native cultures of this area;

- “An historic and livable park where residents are proud of
the community’s heritage and place;

- “A family friendly park where parents and children are
equally nurtured and where recreation is educational;

- “A semitropical island beach park where all ages enjoy the
clean and safe waterfront;

- “A tranquil resort park where visitors relax in the warm
island ambiance and atmosphere;

- “A vital community park where retired and working citi-
zens share in a positive spirit of volunteerism to assure that
future generations will have the opportunity to enjoy its
magic and tranquillity; and

- “An economically sustainable park which protects and
promotes its commercial interests and where a partnership
with the past provides the focus for the future.”



INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 1

COMMUNITY DESIGN AND LIVABILITY . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 1

HISTORY OF DEVELOPMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 3

WORKING TOWARD THE VISION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 5
Downtown Core Area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 5
Civic Complex – “Heart of the Island” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 8
Bowditch/North End . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 12
Near-Town Neighborhoods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 12
Quiet Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 13
High-Rise / Resort Area and Santini Plaza . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 14
South Point . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 15

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE CONNECTIONS . . . . . . . . 3 - 16

GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 17
OBJECTIVE 1-A ESTERO BOULEVARD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 17
OBJECTIVE 1-B OTHER PUBLIC SPACES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 18
OBJECTIVE 2-A HIDDEN PATHS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 18
OBJECTIVE 2-B SIDE STREETS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 19
OBJECTIVE 3-A HEART OF THE ISLAND . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 19
OBJECTIVE 3-B NEAR-TOWN NEIGHBORHOODS . . . . . . . 3 - 21
OBJECTIVE 3-C SANTINI “MAIN STREET” . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 21
OBJECTIVE 3-D TIMES SQUARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 - 22

COMMUNITY DESIGN ELEMENT



A
sd

f



COMMUNITY DESIGN ELEMENT                                                                  JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                 PAGE 3 – 1

INTRODUCTION
The overall “vision” for the future of Fort Myers Beach was
provided in Chapter 2 of this plan.  The vision is refined for
individual areas in this element.

This vision has evolved from many years of working together to
plan for the future of Fort Myers Beach.  Benchmark efforts
include the 1989 convening of the Fort Myers Beach Land Use
Plan Committee which resulted in the adoption of Goal 18 of the
Lee County Comprehensive Plan; the formation and active imple-
mentation of the Estero Island CRA (a component area of the Lee
County Community Redevelopment Agency); and ultimately the
incorporation of the town as of December 31, 1995.

During this process, a significant body of work has been pro-
duced which has continuing value in the town’s efforts to develop
and implement its vision of the future.  These include the Core
Area Master Plan, December 1995, prepared by Wallace, Roberts
& Todd (WRT), Working Papers prepared by WRT in May of
1993, and the University of Florida College of Architecture study
prepared in July of 1991.

In 1997, community members worked together to convert this
emerging vision into specifics through two community-wide
workshops: “Designing Our Town” on January 31 and February
1, and “Enhancing our Resources” on March 22.  That work
forms the basis of this Community Design Element.

COMMUNITY DESIGN AND LIVABILITY
This element describes how each physical piece of the town
(open spaces, buildings, streets, paths) will work together to
achieve a coherent whole, creating a special character and
enhanced “livability” for residents and guests.

This element reinforces the small-town character of Fort Myers
Beach, a place where permanent residents coexist comfortably
with tourism.  The policies reflect an appropriate balance among
neighborhood needs, economic vitality, and tourist development,
and the balance between the need to move cars and all other
types of movement (on foot or by bicycle or boat).

COMMUNITY DESIGN ELEMENT
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The following design principles will help achieve the town’s
vision of livability:

# Foster neighborliness and face-to-face interactions.  Reinforce
a positive family environment and sense of community safety
and stability through design measures such as:
# Shaping public spaces to feel like outdoor rooms, the

“floor and walls” being the streets, trees, and building
facades that encompass places to shop, park, meet a
friend, eat, hold a parade. 

#N Promoting walkable streets designed for pedestrian com-
fort, with shade and interesting vistas.

# Promoting streets as the neighborhood realm, differenti-
ated from fully private areas; bringing buildings closer to
the street, with the private space on the other side of the
structure’s wall; using the elevation required by flood
regulations (rather than a deep front yard) to create
privacy; using front porches, decks, picket fences, and
other “cottage” elements to define space and promote a
natural surveillance of the street.

# Rejuvenate the existing fabric of
the community, encouraging
its special character without
being stuffy, and treasuring
the eclectic nature of the
town’s physical structures
through such means as:

# Using design to promote
compatibility of mixed land
uses, making good neighbors
of commercial uses (some-
where to walk to get a quart
of milk), and accommodating
residential uses of varying
types and affordability.

# Changing the behavior of motorists through traffic calm-
ing techniques to avoid speeding during off-hours and
off-season.

# Planning for interconnected streets and pedestrian paths
to allow mobility despite seasonal congestion on Estero
Boulevard.

# Encourage private investment in the economic life, physical
form, and natural amenities of the town, directing infill
change and redevelopment toward the town’s vision through
such means as:
# Focusing planning efforts on specific areas that are in

transition, and reinforcing the quality of existing stable
neighborhoods.

# Improving linkages to and sharing the town’s precious
sensitive resource areas in ways that sustain their viabil-
ity over time, and creating mechanisms for responsible
stewardship of these areas.

# Reserving the most important sites at the end of street
vistas for civic and religious buildings or monuments, and
designing other buildings to fit together as ensembles
rather standing out as icons.

# Strengthen views to the waterfront to promote a feel of
shared use of these irreplaceable amenities.

# Establish clear and consistent rules governing both public
and private sector development to integrate all of the pieces.

HISTORY OF DEVELOPMENT
Planning for the future begins with an appreciation of the special
character and the physical form of Estero Island.  The boundaries
of the town encompass all of Estero Island, which has a rich
early history including proximity to Mound Key, the apparent
capital of the Calusa kingdom.
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In the late 1800s the Koreshan Unity homesteaded Estero Island. 
The “Mound House” was built in 1906 on an Indian mound on
the bay side.  In 1912, the first beach hotel was constructed,
beginning Estero Island’s colorful entertainment and recreation
era of beaches, dance halls, and gambling casinos.

Visitors and residents arrived on the island by way of a swing
bridge built in 1926, passing through memorable stone arches
and a palm-lined San Carlos Drive to the beach (then called
Crescent Beach).  The swing bridge made the island convenient
for many new winter residents and tourists. 

By the late 1930s many other cottages were being constructed. 
Stone was being brought in from the mainland for seawalls, and
most houses were built on short pilings to protect against high
seas and hurricanes.  The first church, Chapel by the Sea, was
built in 1936.  In the 1940s, mail delivery was extended beyond
the mid-island area.  The island was growing rapidly, with land
being dredged for canals, larger homes replacing smaller cot-
tages, and businesses centering around Times Square.  In 1965
the south end of the island was connected to Black Island by a

bridge span-
ning Big Car-
los Pass; a
two-way flow
of traffic be-
gan.  In 1979,
the new Sky
Bridge 
replaced the
decrepit swing
bridge.

Despite these road improvements, or perhaps because of them,
the old traffic problems reappeared as more and more tourists
came.  Many chose to stay permanently.  High rise condomini-
ums sprang up.  Seawalls began to line the back bay.  Condos,
restaurants, and manicured lawns replaced the mangroves and
sea oats.  Times Square needed a face lift, and traffic congestion
during the season became an established way of life.
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WORKING TOWARD THE VISION
Achieving the vision for the future of Fort Myers Beach also
requires an understanding of current conditions and opportuni-
ties.  The island’s development has evolved such that it can be
divided into seven areas, each with a quite different character.

During 1997, community members worked together with urban
designers and planners to identify the unique characteristics that
represent the best of “what is.”  They discussed what should be
enhanced in order to develop a common vision for these areas. 
They identified the sensitive and historic sites; areas which
function as neighborhood centers; and naturally occurring focus
points in terms of social contact and civic or commercial activity. 
They developed proposals about how lost space could be recap-
tured to private and public benefit; how pedestrian links could be
strengthened; and what constraints or incentives could apply to
future infill development and redevelopment in the town. 

The community reviewed the design concepts that were devel-
oped by Dover, Kohl & Partners from the proposals made in the
“Designing Our Town” workshop and then provided additional
input.  The result of that work, combined with the Core Area
Master Plan, is described below in the vision for each planning
area, and then translated into the goals, objectives, and policies
of the Community Design Element at the end of this element.

The following sections provide
an overview of the existing
characteristics and the collec-
tive vision for each of the
seven areas, and for Estero
Boulevard which links all of
them together.

Downtown Core Area
Existing Characteristics and Opportunities
The Times Square area, also known as the downtown core area,
begins at the base of the Sky Bridge, extends from the Bay to the
Gulf, and is bounded on the north by Lynn Hall Park, the com-
mercial area across the street from Lynn Hall Park, and the north
side of Old San Carlos Boulevard.  The canal south of Crescent
Street defines the southerly boundary, with another portion of
the planning area extending southward along Estero Boulevard
to Pearl Street.

For planning purposes the Core Area is further divided into
Districts, each with its own characteristics.  District 1, Old San
Carlos Boulevard, used to be the main entrance to the island but
is currently characterized by several vacant lots, the bridge ramp,
some seriously deteriorated structures, and little pedestrian
activity.  However, at the Bay end it is anchored by an active
marina where gambling and cruise ships dock, and at the beach
end it is anchored by Times Square and Lynn Hall Park.

District 2, Times Square, the lively commercial/tourist center of
town, is on the upswing following the recently completed CRA
improvements.  The new pedestrian mall, with its palm trees and
outdoor dining areas, sets the design theme for further public
and private improvements.  Sidewalk and streetscape improve-
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ments have already been extended on the beach side of Estero
Boulevard to the Lani Kai, and construction plans have been
completed to do the same directly across on the Bay side.  Exist-
ing conditions that are being addressed through these efforts in-
clude: the need for facade improvements; strengthened mix of
businesses and services; reduction of traffic congestion and
pedestrian vehicular conflicts; inadequate (or unorganized)
parking to serve the needs of business and visitors; drainage
problems; and the removal of unsightly and potentially hazard-
ous overhead utilities.

District 3, Crescent Street, consists of a mix of commercial and
residential uses, many of which are showing signs of deterioration.

District 4, Estero/Beachfront Residential District, consists of
traditional beach cottages, tall condominiums, and resort struc-
tures on the beach side.  Estero Boulevard here is characterized
with tourist and retail uses on both sides with extremely con-
strained right-of-way and setback conditions. 

The Core Area Master Plan consists of a Vision Statement, a Vision
Plan, the Regulating Plan, and Design Guidelines.  The recently
adopted “Regulating Plan” provides optional changes to the
development regulations to encourage redevelopment that fur-
thers the vision for the area.

The vision will take shape incrementally as improvements are
made to private property and as additional public improvements
are made.  Specific recommendations for further actions to be
taken by the public sector to implement the vision for the Core
Area are found in the goals, objectives, and policies at the end of
this element.

Core Area Vision:
“The Downtown Core Area boasts a revitalized entertainment
area with tree-shaded outdoor cafes, pedestrian streets, and an

“old Estero Island” character to the buildings.  A Gulf-front
boardwalk system connects beachfront uses.  The expanded
Lynn Hall Park hosts regular beach volleyball tournaments and
remains the most lively and popular beach in Lee County. 
Shopping areas are served by convenient on-street parking and
large reservoirs of shared off-street parking, screened from
view.  A broad array of shopping opportunities serves both
residents and visitors.  On the Bay side, tree-shaded plazas
surround the expanded marina which hosts vessels from excur-
sion boats to water taxis to commercial fishing boats bringing
fresh seafood to sell from scattered kiosks.  New buildings add
to the theme originally developed for the Times Square area.

“Old San Carlos Boulevard is an active pedestrian-friendly
“Main Street” linking Times Square and the marina on the Bay
side.  The street is framed with refurbished and new buildings
designed to flood regulations with stores on the ground level. 
On-street parking is available.  Continuous tree-lined sidewalks
and safe intersections promote pedestrian safety and comfort. 
The corner at Third Street has become as a focal point midway
between Times Square and the Bay side, with “corner stores”
providing a variety of goods and services.

“Crescent Street, now linked to Old San Carlos by the pedes-
trian plaza, provides in-town housing for persons who wish to
live or work here.  The redevelopment overlay zone has been
successful in encouraging compact development on Crescent
Street.  A sidewalk have been added on the south side, with
regularly spaced shade trees growing along the street.

“Along the beach side of Estero Boulevard, infill development is
designed to minimize traffic congestion and has opened new
view corridors to the Gulf.  Existing refurbished small cottages
provide a human scale to the beachfront, and new development
is taking the form of long narrow buildings or in clusters rather
than massive structures of the past.”
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Looking east on Old San Carlos — what could be…

Estero Boulevard Vision:
“Estero Boulevard has become the premier public space on the
island, with a strong sense of place, shaped as a memorable
“Avenue of Palms” linking the revitalized downtown to the civic
center, the new “heart of the island.”  The Boulevard is lined
with new and refurbished structures that frame the street and
contribute to the pedestrian scale and casual ambience.

“The sidewalk and streetscape system has been continued be-
yond its 1997 terminus at the Lani Kai to the civic center and
areas beyond.  Motorists on Estero Boulevard during the peak
tourist season move slowly but enjoy the beauty and interest of

the public space, having learned to relax during the unavoid-
able season of the “beach crawl.”  Bicyclists and pedestrians
share the public space but can also find quieter alternate routes
off of the boulevard to get to their shopping or recreational
destinations.  Traffic calming measures have been introduced in
areas of the boulevard that used to invite speeding whenever
congestion lessened.  Pedestrians now cross safely, and many
people use the expanded fleet of trolleys to move around the is-
land.”

Civic Complex – “Heart of the Island”

Existing Characteristics and Opportunities
This area includes both sides of Estero Boulevard from about
Pearl Street to Donora Boulevard, and extends to the Bay behind
the Bay Oaks Recreation Center and the Matanzas Pass Preserve. 
Currently along Estero Boulevard there is a mix of commercial
and residential uses with little coherent integration among them. 
The current floodplain and coastal setback regulations severely
restrict what can be done here.
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Many community facilities are in this area, including the tempo-
rary quarters of Town Hall in the NationsBank building, Topps
Grocery (formerly Winn-Dixie), the public library, the Beach
United Methodist Church, Bay Oaks Recreation Center, and the
historic elementary school.  Also located here is the Matanzas
Pass Preserve, with developed trails, boardwalks, and a restora-
tion site, and the recently renovated Historic Cottage which will
serve as a museum and interpretive center for the Preserve.  A
community swimming pool is being built just south of the market
and west of the ballfield.  To the south of the Preserve is the Gulf
View Trailer Park and the Red Coconut RV Resort.  While there
are no current plans to change the use of either property, consid-
eration has been to appropriate future uses in the event of a
change of ownership or plans or a natural disaster.

Civic Complex Vision:
“The civic complex, centered around the public library and Bay
Oaks Recreation Center, has expanded and serves as the “other
end” of the revitalized portion of Estero Boulevard, with its
rows of coconut palms, wide colorful sidewalks, and lively street
scene.  It has truly become the “Heart of the Island” and embod-
ies the traditional neighborhood concepts that minimize unnec-
essary trips onto the boulevard.  It is the keystone of the system
of interconnected pedestrian and bicycle paths extending
throughout the island.

“School Street provides the primary entry into the “Heart of the
Island,” the special place where the school, recreation center,
ballfields, swimming pool, Playworks playground, Preserve,
Historic Cottage, and Library are all centered.  Internal connec-
tions have been made to the grocery complex to the north and,
through a new internal street network, to areas to the south. 
Many residents now have access here without traveling on
Estero Boulevard.  School Street itself has also become a key
connection from the bay to the beach, a palm-lined showcase of
restored and new cottages.  Motorists catch a glimpse of a

replica of Estero Island’s stone arches, which had been absent
since the late 1970s.  The town’s cooperative spirit is captured
in this project, a civic effort that memorializes its pride in civic
life and a historic past.  Existing and new infill development on
School Street is in the spirit and scale of the Beach’s classic
cottages, which can be used as homes or live-work spaces such
as studios and galleries, or for small-scale retail uses consistent
with the historic theme of the street.
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photo courtesy Mohsen Salehi           

“Proceeding south along Estero Boulevard just past the library,
the boulevard curves, offering an exemplary civic site on the Bay
side at the end of the long straight view from Times Square. 
This site would be ideal for a prominent civic or religious build-
ing.

“The Red Coconut – Gulfview Colony area is the southern end of
the “Heart of the Island,” whether continuing its current use as
a pleasant home for visitors and long-term residents or in some
other traditional neighborhood form.  A vision for this area, if
redeveloped at some point in the future, is as a complete neigh-
borhood with an internal circulation system making it possible
to walk or ride bikes to school, recreation areas, and shopping
without using Estero Boulevard.  An ideal plan would retain the
psychological connection and views both directions to the pre-
serve and the beach, and offer a variety of housing types and
opportunity for mixed uses including some continued commer-
cial uses on the Bay side of Estero Boulevard.

“In this vision, detached houses or cottages are located near
existing areas of single-family housing, with rowhouses, town-
houses, or apartments toward the center.  Mixed uses would be
found along Bay side of Estero Boulevard.  Neighborhood design

is not dominated by garages and features porches on the front,
walkable narrow streets with shade trees that double as view
corridors to the preserve and beach, and quiet internal street
connections to the north and south.”
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Bowditch/North End

Existing Character and Opportunities
North of Times Square, Estero Boulevard is lined with generally
low-rise homes on the Bay and taller condominium and resort
structures on the Gulf.  The residential areas on the Bay consist
of mostly single-family homes on larger lots than some of the
older subdivisions, although multiple units are allowed in some
areas.  This area is anchored at the far end by Bowditch Point
Regional Park.  The park, now with its first phase of improve-
ments, consists of quiet beaches and trails, picnic and changing
area facilities, and a trolley turn-around.  Lee County’s new
public parking lot will increase the number of visitors to the
park.

Bowditch/North End Vision:
“The Bowditch/North End retains its residential and resort
identity.  Its motel rooms, older cottages and high-rises all
benefit from their proximity to Bowditch Point and the Times
Square area, yet are comfortably removed from seasonal traffic
congestion and outdoor entertainment activities that many
residents find intrusive.”

Near-Town Neighborhoods

Existing Characteristics and Opportunities
This plan refers to the Bay-side residential areas between the
downtown core area and the Bay Oaks as the “near-town neigh-
borhoods.”  These neighborhoods are pleasant, walkable, and
close to lively commercial areas.  Most of this area has been
resubdivided into fairly small building lots along streets and
canals that run perpendicular from Estero Boulevard to the Bay. 
Most homes weren’t built until the 1950s, although a large
portion of the island’s remaining historic homes are in these
neighborhoods.  These older neighborhoods often have higher
densities than are allowed by Lee County’s comprehensive plan,
which can restrict redevelopment efforts.  There are many rental
units, some of which have been poorly maintained.

Near-Town Vision:
“The older near-town neighborhoods across from San Carlos
Island have shed the blight that had begun to appear in the
1980s.  Their pleasantly varied housing types are just steps
away from lively Estero Boulevard.  Apartments for tourists and
local employees mix congenially with new homes, many of
which contain quiet home-offices.  A new urban code has en-
sured that renovations and new homes mix gracefully with the
old in these now highly desirable neighborhoods.  Neighbor-
hoods have truly achieved a higher ambition, becoming places
where the streets are shady and public spaces are friendly,
unified in design by trees, with well-used front porches and
little traffic.
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“Renovations and infill development have borrowed from the
design tradition of cottages, using porches and decks, with
fronts of houses facing the street.  Pedestrian and bicycle paths
have been created which link to an interconnected network.”

Quiet Center

Existing Characteristics and Opportunities
These quiet residential areas consist of predominately single-
family neighborhoods with a few existing condominiums towers. 
They extend southward from Donora Boulevard to Flamingo
Street with mostly single-family homes on the Bay side.  Residen-
tial uses also dominate along the Gulf, with high-intensity condo-
miniums in the center from Bayview Avenue to Pescadora Ave-
nue, interspersed with several hotels and with single-family
neighborhoods to the north and south.  From this point south to
the Mid Island Marina, and from Avenida Pescadora south to the
bend in the Boulevard at Flamingo Street, is the longest corridor
of Estero Boulevard that is characterized by single-family resi-
dential on both sides.  The boulevard has very generous right-of-
way and setback dimensions and more widely spaced beach
access points than exist to the north.  This area is not in need of
substantial redevelopment and should be treated as an area to be
protected rather than modified.



COMMUNITY DESIGN ELEMENT                                                                  JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                 PAGE 3 – 12

Quiet Center Vision:
“The Quiet Center of Estero Island remains peacefully between
the bustling portions of Estero Boulevard and the high-rises
further down the beach.  Some condominiums and smaller
resorts coexist with the predominately single-family neighbor-
hoods.  This portion of the island is designated to remain low
rise and residential except for a few existing towers and the big
mid-island marina.  Estero Boulevard now has continuous
sidewalks on both sides, and the side streets have become even
more walkable with the maturing of shade trees and links to
the town’s “hidden path” system of neighborhood walkways.”

High-Rise / Resort Area and Santini Plaza

Existing Characteristics and Opportunities
The High-Rise /Resort area, which extends south of the “quiet
center,” is characterized by large scale Gulf-front condominiums,
large lot single-family homes, and extensive vacant land that will
become part of the Bay Beach community.  From Albatross south
to Lagoon Street is one of the most densely developed sections of
Estero Boulevard, with mid- and high-rise development on both
sides but with generous dimensions of the right-of-way and
landscaped setbacks.  A dominant trend will be the completion
of the remaining approved phases of Bay Beach.

This area is home to the Little Estero Island Critical Wildlife
Area, one of the region’s most sensitive and precious pristine
dune and lagoon areas extending into the Gulf from the Holiday
Inn south to the Sun Caper resort.

The Villa Santini Plaza shopping center serves the south end of
the island.  Although it is an active center, it has greater market
potential than is currently exhibited and is ready for updating of
its buildings and site layout.  It is located in the center of a large
concentration of population but in an area of Estero Boulevard

where the current design of the road and public space is very
hostile to pedestrians.  The Villa Santini Plaza has the potential
to become a centralizing focus to the south end of the island,
providing a second “town center” for Fort Myers Beach.

High-Rise / Resort Vision:
“The High-Rise/Resort district is distinctly different in charac-
ter.  Panoramic views of Estero Bay and the Gulf of Mexico are
widely available along with popular recreational amenities
such as golf, tennis, and private swimming pools.  The abun-
dant wildlife on Little Estero Island is a continuing focal point
for local residents and visitors alike.  The town works with
other agencies to provide public access and stewardship for this
priceless resource.

“The Villa Santini area has been fully redeveloped as a
neighborhood-scale “Main Street” for this end of Estero Island,
replacing its former life as a conventional shopping center.  It
also serves the needs of visitors to the vast beaches at Lovers
Key. 
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“The town and the private sector have worked in partnership to
bring about this revitalization.  For a section of about 1,000
feet along Estero Boulevard, buildings have been brought closer
to the street, providing greater visibility for retail frontage. 
Drainage has been rerouted or piped, and the sidewalks, street,
landscaping, and building frontages have been integrated to
“frame” the street and invite pedestrian activity.  On-street
parking and other design features have been added to slow
high-speed traffic through the area.  The shopping center has
been reconfigured with a design that includes a central green
plaza with a trolley transfer point and land for new structures
such as a small cinema which shares parking spaces with other
tenants at the center and provide overflow parking for special
events.

“Tree-shaded sidewalks and bike paths link the surrounding
neighborhoods to the new town center, making pedestrian trips
comfortable and inviting.”

South Point

Existing Characteristics and Opportunities
This area is characterized by low-rise residences.  The generous
dimensions of Estero Boulevard continue here, and new standard
sidewalks will fill in missing gaps along Estero Boulevard in late
1998.  There is potential for an island “gateway” or entry feature
just north of the Big Carlos Pass Bridge where excess right-of-
way is available for landscape treatment.
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South Point Vision:
“Estero Island’s South Point faces the active boating along Big
Carlos Pass and the popular state park on Black Island and
Lovers Key.  Despite pressures of commercialization to serve
park visitors, this area retains its strictly residential character
and its mostly low-rise housing.  Sidewalks and landscaped
entry features announce the arrival and departure into the
Town of Fort Myers Beach.”

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE CONNECTIONS
Although the preceding discussion divided Estero Island into
seven distinct planning areas, the town is of course more than
just the sum of its parts.  Estero Boulevard and the water bodies
that surround Fort Myers Beach integrate this seven-mile-long
island.  Both provide opportunities for people to move from
place to place by car or boat.  The missing element is a way for
pedestrians and bicyclists to circulate safely and comfortably

throughout the entire island.  During the “Designing Our Town”
workshop, participants identified some pedestrian and bicyclist
pathways that do exist parallel to Estero Boulevard, at least for
short distances.  Participants illustrated how pedestrian paths
could be created to bridge the gaps and ultimately create an
interconnected network. 

This plan’s vision for the future includes this system of “hidden
paths” off Estero Boulevard, meandering through the island,
interconnected where possible.  A local foundation or a commu-
nity land trust working patiently over time could, as opportuni-
ties arise, acquire existing vacant lots, rights-of-way, or ease-
ments to gradually compile the network.  The town could assist
this process by removing regulatory barriers that would inhibit
the assembling of the path system, for example by changing the
land development code to avoid penalizing lot owners who
donate or sell a strip of land for one of these paths.  The town
could also provide some funding for this effort.  An initial idea
for this network is depicted on the map below.
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES
Based on the design options evaluated during this planning
process, the following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted
into the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 1 To continually improve the appear-
ance and functioning of transporta-
tion corridors, commercial areas,
and links to natural and recreational
areas.

OBJECTIVE 1-A ESTERO BOULEVARD — Improve the
functioning and appearance of Estero
Boulevard as the premier public
space and primary circulation route
of Fort Myers Beach.

POLICY 1-A-1 Changes along Estero Boulevard should im-
prove on the characteristics that make it a
boulevard in character and not just in name:
safe and interesting to walk along, impres-
sive landscaping, and scaled to people rather
than high-speed traffic.

POLICY 1-A-2 The town should develop a sidewalk and
streetscape plan for all of Estero Boulevard
that builds on the design theme of the 1997
improvements from Times Square and to the
Lani Kai.  This plan should recreate the his-
toric “Avenue of Palms” concept by adding
appropriate palm trees such as coconuts on
both sides between the sidewalk and new
curbs.  This plan should also address related
needs such as parking and trolley pull-offs,
and should be sufficiently detailed to esti-
mate costs and suggest potential phases of

construction.  Priorities should include posi-
tive impacts on:
i. stimulating revitalization consistent with

the town’s overall vision in this compre-
hensive plan

ii. completing pedestrian and bike path
linkages from one end of the island to
the other;

iii. managing traffic flow;
iv. improving pedestrian crossings; includ-

ing push button (demand) lights; tex-
tured materials to emphasize crossings
to drivers; and covered seating areas
and other “oasis” amenities at trolley
stops and beach accesses;

v. lowering construction and maintenance
costs from the original design;

vi. correcting drainage problems;
vii. coordinating with utility underground-

ing; and
viii. working within new and available

sources of funds.
After completing that plan, the town shall
establish a phased schedule of capital im-
provements to complete this network.  

POLICY 1-A-3 In commercial and mixed-use areas, the town
shall identify specific portions of Estero Bou-
levard where changes in land development
regulations could work towards a more co-
herent “framing” of the Boulevard.  New reg-
ulations should accomplish the following
design goals over time through infill and
redevelopment:
i. bringing buildings closer to the side-

walk;
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ii. encouraging or requiring compatible
means of meeting the mandatory flood
elevation requirements (for example;
using dry-floodproofing techniques, or
designs such as the old hardware store
which is built close to the street with
outside steps up, but with added steps
up inside to reach the flood elevation);

iii. locating most parking to the rear of
buildings, limiting curb cuts, and pro-
moting shared parking areas;

iv. facilitating pedestrian and bicycle access
and contributing to the interconnected-
ness of the circulation system;

v. adopting design guidelines that encour-
age architecture and urbanism along
Estero Boulevard that contributes to the
human scale and “beach cottage charac-
ter” (such as the Huston Studio or Hus-
sey tourist information center).

OBJECTIVE 1-B OTHER PUBLIC SPACES — Beautify
public spaces throughout the island.

POLICY 1-B-1 Create Estero Boulevard gateways or entry
features at the south end near Big Carlos
Pass and near the touchdown of the Matanz-
as Pass bridge.

POLICY 1-B-2 Improve the appearance of the town
throughout by landscaping public property
and rights-of-way with native vegetation.

POLICY 1-B-3 Identify potential mechanisms to implement
and maintain special amenities such as entry
features, monuments, or other special land-
scape projects.

POLICY 1-B-4 Monitor the effectiveness of the county’s pro-
gram for removing trash and debris from the
beachfront and Bay accesses.

POLICY 1-B-5 Develop a program for placing utilities un-
derground that addresses both public and
private sector development.

POLICY 1-B-6 Conduct regular and adequate street clean-
ing (sweeping or vacuuming) throughout the
town.  Evaluate effective methods to keep
streets and drainage systems clean despite
the abundance of blown sand and the ab-
sence of curbs.

GOAL 2 To upgrade residential neighbor-
hoods throughout Estero Island.

OBJECTIVE 2-A HIDDEN PATHS — Create an addi-
tional interconnected system of pe-
destrian and bicycle pathways
throughout the island to improve mo-
bility and promote community inter-
action.

POLICY 2-A-1 The town should encourage a community-
sponsored program to identify and build a
system of existing and potential “hidden
paths” parallel to but behind Estero Boule-
vard.  A local foundation or community land
trust could identify and acquire existing va-
cant lots or easements to gradually complete
the network.  These parcels could be trans-
ferred back to the town for long-term main-
tenance.

POLICY 2-A-2 The town shall adopt changes to the land
development regulations to allow small por-
tions of existing lots to become a part of the
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hidden-path network without diminishing
future uses of those lots.

POLICY 2-A-3 The town shall ensure coordination between
efforts to develop this hidden-path network
and its new streetscape plan for Estero Bou-
levard.

OBJECTIVE 2-B SIDE STREETS — Encourage residents
to achieve a higher ambition for their
residential streets, improving their
walkability, comfort, beauty, inter-
connectedness, and safety.

POLICY 2-B-1 The town strongly supports the planting of
regularly spaced street trees in public rights-
of-way on residential streets.  The selection
of specific trees shall be guided by public
input and the following criteria:
i. amount of shade provided, especially

during the summer months;
ii. the amount of water and other regular

maintenance that will be required (such
as types of leaves, fronds, and fruit);

iii. potential damage from extensive root
systems or other characteristics of spe-
cific trees;

iv. variety and beauty, including flowering
characteristics;

v. the potential for wildlife utilization;
vi. a strong preference for native trees such

as live oak, gumbo limbo, sea grape,
cabbage palm, mastic, Jamaica dog-
wood, mahogany, black olive, strangler
fig, pigeon plum, and buttonwood; and

vii. a prohibition on the use of invasive trees
such as Australian pine, Brazilian pep-
per, melaleuca, and Java plum.

POLICY 2-B-2 The town should develop a residential streets
program that provides guidelines and techni-
cal assistance to neighborhoods that wish to
improve their public spaces as civic projects. 
The program could include the following
elements:
i. assistance in developing a workable ap-

proach on a street-by-street basis, con-
sistent with the island-wide concept;

ii. volunteer local arborists to provide spe-
cific advice and technical assistance; 

iii. assistance in preparing a planting plan
for street trees;

iv. financial assistance for planting street
trees;

v. a booklet describing the characteristics
of desirable street trees for Fort Myers
Beach;

vi. a guidebook for tree planting, irrigation,
and pruning methods;

vii. a plan for short- and long-term mainte-
nance of planted areas and street trees;

viii. a current list of contact persons and a
description of the process for requesting
street repairs and maintenance and for
reporting code violations; and

ix. information on how to form a street
lighting district.

GOAL 3 To revitalize and improve specific
transitional neighborhoods.

OBJECTIVE 3-A HEART OF THE ISLAND — Redevelop
the School/Library/Bay Oaks area as
the new “heart of the island.” 
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POLICY 3-A-1 The complex of civic activities in the Bay
Oaks area is a key community asset.  Its ac-
cess and significance would be enhanced by
creating a main entryway; School Street
could become a walkable palm-lined street of
restored and infill cottages that announce the
entry to this center of civic activity.

POLICY 3-A-2 A prominent civic structure benefits the com-
munity most when its location serves the
public conveniently and when its design
helps shape the surrounding  public spaces
and provides a new and symbolic vista from
other public places.

POLICY 3-A-3 If the town ever decides to build a Town Hall
rather than renting office space, a new build-
ing, even if modest in size, should help com-
plete a center of public activity and should be
visually prominent as a showcase of urban
design.

POLICY 3-A-4 A “heart of the island” plan should be pre-
pared to coordinate the public and private
actions needed to fully implement this con-
cept, including identifying the sequence of
actions, responsibilities for implementation,
and potential funding sources.  Initial actions
should include:
i. develop a design concept consistent with

the new streetscape plan for Estero Bou-
levard, identifying approximate costs,
potential funding sources, and suggested
phasing;

ii. refine regulations that would allow a
compatible mix of uses such as  residen-
tial, live-work spaces such as studios or
galleries, and small-scale specialty retail
uses consistent with the historic theme,
including eased setback and parking

regulations to accommodate the unique
needs of renovations of existing and
move-on cottages; and

iii. prepare architectural guidelines for cot-
tage renovations and for infill develop-
ment.

POLICY 3-A-5 Provide in the new Land Development Code
a pre-approved option for the future redevel-
opment of the Red Coconut/Gulfview Colony
properties consistent with the town’s vision
of traditional neighborhoods — neighbor-
hoods that recreate a small-town feel; which
are pedestrian and bicycle friendly with an
internal circulation system that makes it pos-
sible to walk or bicycle to schools and ser-
vices without always using Estero Boulevard;
which retain the psychological connection
and views to both the Bay and the beach;
and which offer a variety of housing types
and opportunity for mixed uses.

POLICY 3-A-6 In accordance with Policies 4-E-1 and 4-F-2
of the Future Land Use Element, evaluate
any alternative redevelopment concepts for
any portion of the Gulfview Colony/ Red
Coconut properties as to the following design
principles:
i. retains and/or creates water views

through street layout, site design, and
architectural design;

ii. provides a variety of housing types
rather than uniformity; 

iii. locates the more durable housing types
and mix of uses along the Bay side of
Estero Boulevard;

iv. new streets create a highly connected
network which includes mid-block paths
or alleys;
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v. streets have sidewalks and street trees;
vi. local streets are interconnected from

Donora and Shell Mound through to the
north.

OBJECTIVE 3-B NEAR-TOWN NEIGHBORHOODS —
Revitalize older residential areas us-
ing traditional neighborhood tech-
niques for renovations and infill.

POLICY 3-B-1 The town shall prepare and adopt land devel-
opment regulations to apply to the older
“near-town neighborhoods” that will encour-
age renovations and compatible infill devel-
opment, using the following types of tech-
niques:
i. modifying lot size, setback, and parking

requirements where the current regula-
tions hinder redevelopment;

ii. adding design guidelines to encourage
front porches, decks, and other elements
from the cottage design tradition to help
frame public spaces and define private
areas;

iii. modifying permitted uses to accommo-
date quiet home offices and possibly
other mixed uses; 

iv. modifying current limitations on the
number of guests and/or length of stays
to protect residential areas from exces-
sive intrusion by poorly regulated short-
term rentals.

OBJECTIVE 3-C SANTINI “MAIN STREET” —
Redevelop the Villa Santini Plaza and
its environs as a “Main Street” town
center for the south end of the island.

POLICY 3-C-1 The town wishes to convert, over time, the
existing Villa Santini Plaza and surrounding
land from its current configuration of auto-
oriented commercial uses.  The desired plan
would create a new “Main Street” shopping
and civic center to serve residents of the
south end of Estero Island and visitors to the
state park on Black Island and Lovers Key
(see Policy 4-F-2(ii) of the Future Land Use
Element).  To accomplish this goal, the town
wishes to structure a public/private partner-
ship agreement that provides for the follow-
ing:
i. outlines the public improvements neces-

sary to implement the concept, and
identifies the agencies and entities in-
volved and their respective roles;

ii. provides the town’s design criteria to
guide the preparation of the develop-
ment plan by the property owners; and

iii. sets forth the process for the partner-
ship, identifies responsibilities, areas of
commitment, timing and process, order
of magnitude costs, fiscal impacts/bene-
fits, and any reimbursements.

POLICY 3-C-2 The town shall adopt new development regu-
lations for this area to bring about the de-
sired redevelopment pattern in the Villa
Santini area.  Along the nearby section of
Estero Boulevard, buildings being
constructed or renovated shall extend closer
to the street and provide front access to pe-
destrians and on-street parking.  Internal site
layouts shall be reconfigured to accommo-
date a central green/plaza area for overflow
parking and a trolley transfer point generally
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consistent with the 1997 design concept pre-
pared by Dover, Kohl & Partners.

OBJECTIVE 3-D TIMES SQUARE — Stimulate the revi-
talization of the downtown core area
(near Times Square) as the nucleus of
commercial and tourist activities.

POLICY 3-D-1 The town shall create a Downtown Redevel-
opment Agency to assist the Main Street pro-
gram in revitalizing downtown as a lively,
inviting, comfortable, and safe public envi-
ronment.

POLICY 3-D-2 Downtown revitalization shall be based on
the concepts in the Core Area Master Plan
prepared for the Estero Island CRA Commit-
tee in 1993-94, as refined during the contin-
uing implementation of that plan.  Those
concepts are summarized in the following
policies.

POLICY 3-D-3 Continue with sidewalk improvements:
i. Standard sidewalk widths should be pro-

vided by the public sector and/or private
developers in each development project
as it is implemented.  Consider a
program for private sidewalk reservation
through dedication or easement, partic-
ularly along Old San Carlos.

ii. Use selected materials in public rights-
of-way and private property improve-
ments adjacent to sidewalks, such as in
plazas or building setbacks.

iii. Provide special design treatment (e.g.
continuation of sidewalk paving
patterns) at major intersections of the
primary pedestrian streets to create a
visual link and distinguish the pedes-

trian surface from the vehicular right-of-
way. 

POLICY 3-D-4 Implement the pedestrian circulation plan:
i. Complete the Bay-side sidewalk and

streetscape improvements for Estero
Boulevard within the Core area with
underground utilities and improved
sidewalks.

ii. Construct sidewalks (5' wide minimum
sidewalk) along all streets in the Core
Area.

iii. Provide a bike path along Estero Boule-
vard utilizing Crescent Street to Third
Street across to Old San Carlos and then
connecting back to Estero Boulevard and
north to Bowditch Point.

iv. Promote the function of Old San Carlos
as a pedestrian spine linking Times
Square and the marina by implementing
public sidewalks and major crosswalks
designed to work in conjunction with
arcades or plazas located on private
property.

v. Work with the private sector to establish
a site for a new public pedestrian plaza
at the east of Old San Carlos.

vi. Provide new on-street parking and side-
walk on the south side of Crescent
Street.

vii. Reconfigure Third and Fourth Streets
with on-street parking and sidewalks on
both sides of the street.

viii. Coordinate all proposed improvements
with the pedestrian, parking, mass tran-
sit, and traffic circulation concepts in the
Transportation Element of this plan.
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POLICY 3-D-5 Improve the current parking situation near
Times Square through the means outlined in
the Transportation Element of this plan. 
Suggestions from the Core Area Master Plan
include:
i. Implement parking management prac-

tices that create a positive experience for
visitors and business operations.

ii. Encourage the private sector to build
and operate expanded parking areas,
using public sector assistance if needed
for land assembly and regulatory relief.

iii. Expand the supply of shared on-street
parking with 165 new parallel and an-
gled spaces.

iv. If the new supply of parking will be in-
adequate and a parking garage must be
built, appropriate locations would be to
the rear of new storefronts facing Old
San Carlos.

POLICY 3-D-6 Design and construct streetscape improve-
ments for Old San Carlos, Crescent Street,
Center Street, and First through Fifth Street. 
These include on-street parking, new side-
walks, buried utilities, and landscaping.

POLICY 3-D-7 Continue to implement the stormwater man-
agement plan (an exfiltration system that
integrates the existing storm sewer pipe sys-
tem and inlets with exfiltration trenches un-
der Estero Boulevard).  Similar systems can
be installed for private development under
parking lots or open space.

POLICY 3-D-8 Provide technical assistance regarding dry
flood proofing methods and design to indi-
viduals seeking to develop or improve their
properties.

POLICY 3-D-9 Enhance Lynn Hall Park with continuing
beach renourishment, beach volleyball areas,
and possibly a performance pavilion (in the
southeast corner of the park next to Times
Square).  Include a pedestrian path linking
the beach and the northern portion of Estero
Boulevard.
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Figure 1, Potential redevelopment form of dense
neighborhoods

INTRODUCTION

The Town of Fort Myers Beach was born of dissatisfaction with
land-use policies of Lee County.  This element of the town’s first
comprehensive plan provides major revisions to those policies,
setting the stage for a new land development code to implement
them.  This element also meets the basic requirements of state
law that apply to all future land use elements.

Although blessed with many natural advantages and a thriving
economy, the Town of Fort Myers Beach is beset by serious
problems such as heavy seasonal tourist impacts; a risky location
on a coastal barrier island; and haphazard enforcement of zon-
ing and building codes since their initial adoption in 1962. 

Since the town has already reached 85% of its “build-out” popu-
lation using 92% of its land mass, it may seem that land-use
policies would have little effect on growth patterns.  But the
inevitable cycles of decay and redevelopment will continue, and
if guided properly can result in continual improvement rather
than further degradation.

In addition to the general problems facing Fort Myers Beach,
several critical land-use issues were examined in depth during
this planning process.  Some have been discussed in other ele-
ments of this plan; others are addressed here, including:

Y ILLEGAL APARTMENTS:  The prevalence of illegal
apartments is evidence of a pervasive lack of code en-
forcement by Lee County through the years.  A full range
of options has been considered, from removal to enforce-
ment to amnesty to outright legalization.  Also, under
what conditions might existing or even future multiple
units be acceptable, or even desirable?

Y NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF FLOOD REGULATIONS:  
The town is required to impose rigid floodplain manage-
ment regulations before federal flood insurance is avail-
able to property owners, even though these regulations
can block the rejuvenation of older neighborhoods. 
Without some resolution, existing buildings may con-
tinue to deteriorate, or will be rebuilt incrementally
outside the current regulations, endangering the town’s
participation in the federal flood insurance program.

FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT
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Figure 2, South end development (photo courtesy Mohsen Salehi)

Y POST-DISASTER REDEVELOPMENT POLICIES:  
The Lee Plan’s current “buildback policy” protects owners
of existing buildings, but doesn’t take advantage of an
opportunity to improve the built environment after a
natural disaster.  What alternatives might be developed
that would still protect existing landowners, while laying
the groundwork for redevelopment that would result in a
better community?

Y HIGH HOTEL/MOTEL DENSITIES AND BUILDING
HEIGHTS:  Although the town’s land development code
(inherited from Lee County) would no longer allow an-
other hotel of the magnitude of the Diamondhead con-
vention center, until late 1997 it still allowed as many as
three motel rooms in place of a single dwelling unit.  This
multiplier was never consciously established in Lee
County’s plan, yet it exerts a major influence over land
use in a popular resort community like Fort Myers Beach,
encouraging property owners seeking maximum gain to
build motels rather than more permanent dwellings.

Y COMMERCIAL EXPANSION:  This is a common prob-
lem in mature resort communities, sometimes threaten-
ing existing residential areas.  How much more commer-
cial is too much?  Or is it the type of commercial, or its
physical form, that is the problem?  In areas that are
suitable for commercial development, regulations can be
changed so that building walls will “frame” an attractive
pedestrian environment, instead of creating isolated
buildings in barren parking lots.  The most difficult con-
flicts in potential commercial development lie along
Estero Boulevard from the Key Estero Shops to Donora
Boulevard.  Commercial uses catering to tourists that
might extend into this area from Times Square have the
potential to conflict with residential areas, and with the

civic uses that are making this the center of the island for
residents.

The organization of this element is as follows:
# The next section discusses these critical land issues in

the order just presented.  
# Then a precise map of all existing land uses is pre-

sented, along with forecasts of the remaining poten-
tial for development on vacant land.

# This plan’s general view for various neighborhoods
on the island is summarized, followed by a new
“future land use map” which reflects the town’s
approach to land-use issues.

# This element concludes with specific goals, objec-
tives, and policies being adopted by the Town of Fort
Myers Beach as its new comprehensive plan.
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ILLEGAL APARTMENTS

Many communities debate the proper role of “accessory apart-
ments.”  At Fort Myers Beach these apartments are known some-
what euphemistically as “mother-in-law apartments” despite
their common use for out-of-town guests and frequent use as
rentals for an additional source of income.

This debate has become particularly complex at Fort Myers
Beach because of several factors: the attraction of the beaches to
out-of-town guests; Lee County’s historically lax and loosely
enforced codes, and a strong resort economy.  Scattered rental
apartments in many different kinds of buildings are just one
more variation on an already broad variety of housing types,
including hotels; interval-ownership resorts operated like hotels;
and condominium buildings operated like interval-ownership
resorts.  In older subdivisions, two- and three-unit buildings had
been legal for many years even on fairly small lots.  At Fort
Myers Beach, the term “mother-in-law apartments” is sometimes
applied to small apartments that cannot be seen from the street;
apartments on the ground floor of elevated homes; conventional
duplexes; and many other variations.

Accessory apartments cause little concern when they are in
commercial zones, and only modest concern when they are
managed well and a long-established presence in a neighbor-
hood.  If they are small enough and not routinely rented out,
neighbors may not even be aware of their existence.  In older
urban areas, housing types were mixed more widely than the
homogeneous single-family neighborhoods that have become
dominant in recent decades.  There is a counter-trend today
toward reintroducing a wider variety of housing types to accom-
modate the variety of types and sizes of households in our com-
munities, including elderly people living alone, starter apart-
ments for the young, and small apartments for single working
people.  The task here is to differentiate between a “desirable
mix of housing types” and “undesirable intrusions into settled

neighborhoods,” and to avoid further crowding in an already-
congested community.

Lee County’s rules on apartments changed drastically with the
advent of zoning in 1962, and then again in 1984 when the
floodplain regulations and the Lee County Comprehensive Plan
both took effect.  These various rules have been only loosely
enforced at Fort Myers Beach, almost always on a complaint-
driven basis (which often occurs as retaliation for unrelated
neighborhood disputes).  The result has been the worst type of
regulation: too complex to understand and unevenly enforced.

The conflicting political challenges that affect policy on this issue
include:

# Many town residents hope that most mother-in-law
apartments will be banned because they’ve had bad
experiences with them in their neighborhood.

# Many other town residents hope that their own
apartments will be made legal, if in fact they’re not
legal now.

# The state government generally opposes more hous-
ing units being built on overcrowded barrier islands.

# The federal government is becoming increasingly
vigilant about illegal space being enclosed below
elevated houses in a floodplain.  They generally don’t
care how many units are in each building, but they
care greatly if they’re not properly elevated.

In recent years, some of the rules on accessory apartments have
probably been too strict, but often those same rules have been
leniently applied and enforced.  Any new policy must recognize
several realities:

# Many older apartments are completely legal and
shouldn’t be the targets of repeated investigations
based on neighbors’ misunderstanding of their legal
status;
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# It would be best not to “reward” those who have
broken the law but not allow the same privilege to
others similarly situated, which could happen by
legalizing all existing apartments on a block while
forbidding all new ones;

# The town must avoid potential side-effects such as
legalizing unsafe building techniques that could en-
danger future unknowing residents, or threatening
the availability of flood insurance to the entire com-
munity, or damaging what adjoining lot owners have
reasonably expected to be strictly single-family neigh-
borhoods, or overcrowding existing neighborhoods
and aggravating the already high evacuation times
along Lee County’s coastline.

A broad array of regulatory responses to accessory apartments
were considered during this planning process, ranging from very
lenient to very strict:

# rezoning of neighborhoods to legalize extra units
(including future units);

# amnesty for everything that exists today;
# amnesty for all units that are registered with the

town within a fixed period;
# inspections of extra units to determine whether they

comply with existing codes (or those in force at the
time of construction);

# removal of all units that do not or cannot be made to
comply with current codes;

# removal of all units that were built without all proper
permits.

Under previous regulations, if a kitchen was included with a
suite of rooms, it was always considered to be a separate apart-
ment that was equivalent to a full dwelling unit, equal in inten-
sity to a free-standing house or a fully equipped condominium. 
For a second apartment in a building to be legal, it would have
to meet the following criteria:

# Be located in a zoning district that allows duplexes
(or apartments or condos), or have been legally built
before zoning regulations were adopted in 1962 and
used continuously since that time; and

# Have been built with whatever building permits were
required; and

# If built after 1984, it must have complied with the
rules that limit any new dwelling units to 6 units per
acre (either for that lot or for the entire subdivision). 
Under typical subdivision characteristics at Fort
Myers Beach, this means that second units on lots
smaller than 60 by 100 feet are not permitted even
when the lot has duplex zoning.

An accessory apartment may be subject to additional taxation or
fees.  If rented for a period of less than 6 months, the owner
must collect and pay the 6% sales tax and 3% tourist tax on all
rentals; the Property Appraiser may value the property differ-
ently, resulting in a different ad-valorem tax bill; and some
public service fees are based on the number of dwelling units,
such as garbage pickup and utility connection fees.

Three major alternatives were evaluated regarding the most
difficult part of this question, how to deal with existing apart-
ments whose lawfulness may be difficult to determine but which
are located in neighborhoods where they may be suitable regard-
less of existing regulations.  Each alternative is summarized
below.
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Concept 1: Adjust densities to lessen restrictions.
 
This approach would retain most of the current regulatory
framework but would raise density levels slightly from the cur-
rent island-wide cap of 6 dwelling units per acre.  This change
would affect areas as small as individual subdivisions, but prefer-
ably would group similar subdivisions (such as older subdivi-
sions, or subdivisions near the more commercial areas).  Neigh-
borhoods to be included would typically be older subdivisions
where duplexes or accessory apartments are fairly common, or
which have long-standing duplex zoning.  

The result would be to legalize existing accessory apartments or
duplexes that violate the post-1984 density standards, provided
they meet other requirements.  Other lot owners in these neigh-
borhoods would receive the same privilege.  This approach
would be most useful for adjusting the rules for apartments built
after 1984 and into the future, as it would have little or no effect
on older apartments.

To counter the effects of such a change, it would be appropriate
to lower density levels in other locations in the town, for in-
stance in some of the newer subdivisions where lots are larger
and only single-family dwellings are desired. 

Various safeguard could be used with this approach.  For in-
stance, the zoning map could be used to maintain the single-
family-only characteristics of neighborhoods so zoned, with only
duplex-zoned subdivisions being allowed a second apartment. 
Or maximum building sizes could be imposed to avoid large
additions being added to small homes that would change the
scale of the neighborhood.  Or a maximum number of second
apartments could be specified per block, or per subdivision (or a
maximum size could be placed on new apartments).  Design
guidelines could also be imposed on all second apartments to
maintain neighborhood character.  Or the increased density level
could be written to apply only to existing lots (perhaps those up

to about ½ acre); larger lots, or any remaining unplatted tracts,
would still be limited to 6 units per acre to avoid creating an
unanticipated boom in larger or taller buildings.

Positive effects of this proposal would include:
# Removing an impediment to allowing post-1984

apartments in areas selected by the town as appropri-
ate.

# Maintaining the current style of regulations, rather
than implementing a new approach.

# Allowing some smaller new apartments, which could
help provide affordable housing to service workers
on the island.

# Allowing somewhat higher densities in accordance
with the Estero Island CRA’s Core Area Master Plan
(e.g., along Crescent Street).

# Resolving the conflict between current duplex zoning
and a comprehensive plan that allows almost no new
duplexes (although this conflict could also be re-
solved by rezoning those neighborhoods to single-
family with a notation that existing duplexes remain
completely legal).

Some negative effects of this proposal would include:
# Some residents of areas selected for the increase may

object to allowing more apartments in their neigh-
borhood.

# No relief would be provided for occasional small
apartments in the majority of neighborhoods across
the island.
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Concept 2: Redefine apartments in owner-occupied
homes.

This approach could be used in addition to the first alterna-
tive, or in place of it.  A new definition could be created that
would define a type of accessory apartment that might be per-
mitted in all zoning districts, but it would only apply if the
landowner lives on the premises.  (An additional requirement
could be that this would apply to existing apartments only, and
could not be used to allow any new apartments.)  

Much of the resistance to accessory apartments comes from
people’s bad experiences with duplexes that are rented out by
absentee landowners, without the kind of close oversight that
occurs with on-site management by the property owner.  A single
apartment in an owner-occupied buildings would be strictly
“accessory” to the main unit, and under those conditions would
not be defined as a separate dwelling unit that might require
changes to existing density caps.

These apartments could be kept available for family or friends,
or they could be rented out.  In either case, the landowner must
be residing on the premises whenever the second unit is occu-
pied.  “On the premises” could be defined as on the same lot or
on an adjoining lot; and “landowner” could be defined to include
an member of the immediate family.

One potential problem with this arrangement would be if unsus-
pecting purchasers of a home believed they could rent both
units, and then made a purchase and financing decision on that
basis.  To avoid this problem, a requirement could be added for a
document to be recorded in the public records acknowledging
the status of the second apartment.  This document would turn
up in every title search, warning prospective purchasers if they
haven’t been otherwise advised of the owner-occupancy rule.

A somewhat similar arrangement has been tried in many com-
munities, though often with specific restrictions on who may
occupy the second unit (e.g., elderly people; family members
only; low- and moderate-income families only; etc.).  Each
restriction involves the government in an ongoing monitoring of
the personal status of its residents, something to be avoided
wherever possible.

Some positive effects of this proposal would include:
# Some buildings with illegal apartments would likely

be converted to owner-occupancy of one unit, since
that would be the only way to allow the second unit
to legally produce income.  The maintenance of the
units and the behavior of tenants can be expected to
improve under these conditions.

# Many homes with small apartments would become
legal without comprehensive plan changes, rezoning
hearings, or enforcement proceedings (although
building inspections may be required, and the town
might insist that these units be included in some
form of registry to ensure payment of taxes and re-
cording of the document in the public records).

# A clear distinction would be established between true
accessory apartments and duplexes.  (The conflict
between existing duplex zoning and the comprehen-
sive plan would need to be resolved in another man-
ner.)

Some negative effects of this proposal would include:
# Some homes with illegal apartments would now

operate openly as seasonal rentals, potentially in-
creasing wintertime congestion.

# This would be a new concept and might be misinter-
preted as being more permissive than it actually is.
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Concept 3: Adopt a different measure of intensity

Another approach that is used in some areas is to simply stop
measuring residential density or intensity by the number of
kitchens.  In its place is a system that might be called “zoning by
bulk,” where the total floor area of a building is capped.  Owners
might provide two small apartments or one large one, at their
sole discretion.  This method greatly simplifies the regulatory
process and avoid the potential for ongoing disputes over the
legal use of property.

This approach would use a standard zoning techniques know as
floor-area ratio (FAR).  The entire square footage of floor space
(including upper levels as well as ground floor space) is divided
by the square footage of the lot.  This ratio could not exceed a
fixed figure, for instance 0.50, set for each zoning district. 
Setbacks and height caps can still be applied as under the exist-
ing zoning regulations. 

Some positive effects of this proposal would include:
# As with the second approach, many homes with small

apartments would become legal without comprehen-
sive plan changes, rezoning hearings, or enforcement
proceedings.

# This approach could also provide a maximum size on
single-family homes.  Although at present there is no
house-size problem to be solved at Fort Myers Beach,
many coastal communities find that new owners
demolish two or more older homes and replace them
with one very large new home.  These so-called
“mega-homes” sometimes change the entire character
of a neighborhood; this has become an important
issue in Naples and Sanibel in recent years.

# This approach is easily compatible with the new 
graphic development codes being considered by the
town.

Some negative effects of this proposal would include:
# This approach resembles the current regulations for

hotels and motels, where two or three rooms are
allowed in place of each allowable dwelling unit. 
Although a familiar concept, this might encourage
motel-like conditions in existing residential areas.

# Some number of existing rental units would surely be
subdivided into smaller units that could generate a
larger amount of rent.  This is a selling point in many
communities where there is a shortage of affordable
housing; at Fort Myers Beach, it would result in more
congested conditions during the peak season.

# Some older or poorly maintained homes would be
demolished and replaced with more flexible build-
ings to take advantage of renting as two separate
apartments.  A likely victim of this trend would be
the older cottages that provide so much of the com-
munity’s character.

# An incentive would be provided for pre-1984 stilt
homes to have apartments added on the ground
level, since the FAR would not be increased.  This
would be completely legal but contrary to other at-
tempts to limit flood-vulnerable new construction.
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Selected Approach to Accessory Apartments 

The third approach described above (zoning by bulk), although
initially promising, had enough flaws that it was eliminated from
further consideration.  The second approach (owner-occupancy)
was selected as the best basis for the town’s new position on
accessory apartments.  The first approach (minor adjustments of
density levels) was selected as the basis for resolving a few
existing problem areas where duplexes were predominant and
acceptable, but not currently legal (such as along Santos Road
and Anchorage Street).  Each of these two approaches would
provide one new path to a legal apartment.

In summary, for a second apartment to be legal under the new
policies, it would either have to comply with all existing density
and zoning regulations, or comply with any one of five excep-
tions.  The first three exceptions are already in existence and
would be retained:

(A) If the apartment was built prior to zoning in 1962 and has
been in continuous use, it is usually “legally non-conforming”
under Section 34-3201 of the land development code and could
continue in use until taken out of service.

(B) If the apartment was built between 1962 and 1984, it needs to
comply with all today’s laws except the Lee Plan density cap of
6 units per acre and the floodplain (elevation) requirements.

(C) If the apartment was granted a “special exception” under the
terms of Section 34-177 of the land development code, then
that approval would remain in effect.  (This rule can only be
used where a lot is large enough to meet the 6-unit-per-acre
density cap.)

The two new paths to a legal apartment created under the new
policies would be:

(D) If the building is on a lot that is zoned for two dwelling units,
and the two units comply with revised density caps as shown in
this plan’s new Future Land Use Map.

(E) If the building’s owner lives on the premises, and the second
apartment is already in existence, and it complies (or can be
made to comply) with building and floodplain regulations.

These new policies are implemented through minor changes to
the Future Land Use Map (as shown later in Figure 16) and
through Policy 4-C-7.  If an apartment could not meet the cur-
rent regulations or any one of these five exceptions (A through E
above), then it could not continue in use as a separate apart-
ment.
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NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF FLOOD REGULATIONS

Because of its barrier island location, Fort Myers Beach will
continue to have it land uses shaped by state and federal regula-
tions.  Three programs in particular, Florida’s Coastal Construc-
tion Control Line (CCCL), the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP), and the state-mandated “coastal building zone,” all will
affect the evolution of Fort Myers Beach.

During the early formulation of this plan, three separate issues
arose where these programs may have significant impacts:

# The CRA’s Core Area Master Plan envisions signifi-
cant mixed-use redevelopment along Estero Boule-
vard from Times Square to Pearl Street.  A major
portion of this plan calls for retailing at ground level,
despite state and federal policies to elevate most new
construction above expected levels of flooding.

# Some uncertainty remained as to how the major 1991
revisions to the CCCL are affecting the re-use of
beachfront land on the entire island.

# Contrary to expected public policy, current regula-
tions discourage landowners from making structural
improvements to strengthen buildings against the
constant threat from hurricanes.

Because of the importance of these issues, a careful examination
was made of the intended and incidental effects of these state
and federal programs.  Although these programs don’t allow
much local variation, there may be some opportunities where
alterations might further this comprehensive plan.  At a mini-
mum, the Town of Fort Myers Beach can avoid developing any
policies that simply cannot be implemented because of state or
federal regulations.

The impacts of these programs vary depending on the precise
location of a parcel of land.  Each program has a set of very
specific maps or boundaries that delineate their regulatory

zones.  In order to help interpret these programs, a detailed
parcel-level map of Fort Myers Beach was created to reflect the
most important zonal data from each program.  Because of its
scale, that map cannot be reproduced in this plan, but it is
posted at Town Hall where it is available for use during meetings
and also for review by the public.

The following discussions summarize the effects of each program
on Fort Myers Beach.

Coastal Construction Control Line

The state of Florida began regulating shoreline development in
1971.  Along the beachfront, the state imposes stricter construc-
tion standards and measures to protect beaches in order to
minimize damage to the natural environment, private property,
and human life.  The best-known state regulation is the designa-
tion of Coastal Construction Control Lines (CCCL), which are
precise lines running just inland of barrier island beaches.

In 1978, the state established its first CCCL at Fort Myers Beach. 
With a few exceptions, new buildings could only be built on the
landward side of this line.  (Some existing buildings that lie at
least partially seaward of that line are Pink Shell’s Vacation
Villas, Pier One, Ramada Inn, Lani Kai, Bahama Beach Club,
Privateer Condo, and Leonardo Arms Beach Club.)  Lee County’s
1989 comprehensive plan incorporated the 1978 CCCL and
forbade practically all development seaward of that line.  (How-
ever, that policy has since been repealed.) 

In 1991, the state established a new and very different CCCL. 
The new line averages about 200 to 300 feet landward of the
1978 line, often running right along Estero Boulevard.  This new
line came with quite different rules; it is definitely not a “line of
prohibition.”  Instead the rules are more of a structural building
code, administered by the engineering staff of the Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) in Tallahassee.  In order to
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receive a permit, a proposed building must be designed to with-
stand the physical force of wind and waves of a 100-year storm;
the water pressure of being partially submerged during flooding;
and the effects of surrounding soil being lost to erosion (in
addition to all normal structural requirements for buildings).

These requirements are very strict and quite complex to under-
stand.  Coastal engineers are needed to assist the building’s
architect and structural engineer in designing such a structure. 
There is considerable judgment exercised by the DEP permitting
staff, because the standards preclude any alterations to the
coastal system “measurably affecting the existing shoreline change
rate; significantly interfering with its ability to recover from a
coastal storm; [or] disturbing topography or vegetation such that
the system becomes unstable, or suffers catastrophic failure. . . .”
[Florida Administrative Code 62B-33].

The state statutes also forbid construction anywhere that
state projections suggest will be seaward of the high-water line
after 30 years’ of beach erosion (unless such a line would be
further inland than the new CCCL).  However, the state has
never created comprehensive mapping of a 30-year high-water
line; its rule defines this line as “the projection of long-term
shoreline recession occurring over a period of thirty years based
on shoreline change rate information obtained from historical
measurements.”  The state determines where this line falls on a
case-by-case basis when a landowner applies for building permits
[Florida Administrative Code 62B-33.024].

In typical circumstances, there are several specific require-
ments that affect the use of the ground level below buildings that
are seaward of the 1991 CCCL.  No substantial walls or parti-
tions can be placed below the first elevated floor.  The only
obstructions allowed below the first floor are stairways, elevator
shafts, pilings,  and “shearwalls” up to 20% of the building’s
width (and only when they are essential for structural integrity).  

As strict as these rules are, they do not preclude many reason-
able uses of land, as was feared by many property owners when
the 1991 CCCL was adopted.  However, buildings must be ele-
vated, typically even higher than buildings elsewhere on the
island, and be extremely well-built (hence expensive).  High-rise
condominiums and hotels, as well as expensive single-family
homes, can be built under these rules. 

Because of these requirements, however, the only possible way
to have ground-floor retail space might be to locate it on the
landward side of the shearwalls.  The result would be, at best, a
discontinuous street frontage because of the 20% rule, hardly
conducive to “window shopping” and general pedestrian ame-
nity.  The net result appears to be that, under current regula-
tions, new or improved pedestrian-oriented ground-level retail-
ing and restaurants are impractical seaward of the 1991 CCCL
except where buildings already exist.  The areas so restricted
include most of the Gulf side of Estero Boulevard across the
entire island (but very little of the Bay side).  

One possible alternative to this conclusion might be for the Town
of Fort Myers Beach to seek an interpretation or rule change
from the state that would allow the 20% to be calculated differ-
ently, for instance across the entire island.  Under this scenario,
the town would commit through its comprehensive plan to
maintain the current restrictions against high-intensity develop-
ment along a significant portion of the beachfront, in exchange
for some leniency that would allow some new buildings at
ground level in designated pedestrian zones.

A similar situation was faced in the community of Long Branch,
New Jersey.  Long Branch was for many years a very popular
beach resort outside New York City, but has fallen into a state of
considerable blight.  A redevelopment plan for its core area faced
severe constraints from state coastal regulations.  Long Branch
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Figure 3, “Base flood
elevation” requirements in “A”
and “V” zones

city officials have been able to reach an agreement with state
regulators to substitute their redevelopment plan for the state
review process for that specific area.  It is possible
that a similar approach might be considered for Fort
Myers Beach.  (Florida’s coastal program emphasize
beach protection and strength of buildings, how-
ever, rather than New Jersey’s emphasis on open
space and public access to the beach.)

National Flood Insurance Program

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is a
federal program that establishes minimum construc-
tion standards to reduce future damage from flood-
ing.  It was begun in 1968 as a nationwide system
of flood insurance for designated flood-prone areas
(where there is a 1% chance of serious flooding
each year).  Each area is studied to produce a map
that indicates how high flood waters might rise,
which is known as the “base flood elevation.”  Local
governments then adopt regulations to reduce the
impacts of future flooding.  In exchange for these
regulations, property owners can obtain flood insur-
ance that is guaranteed by the federal government. 
The most important regulation is that the lowest
floor level of most new and improved buildings
must be raised above the base flood elevation.  The
base flood elevations are shown on a series of offi-
cial Flood Insurance Rate Maps.

There are basically two types of flood zones at Fort
Myers Beach.  The first are called “A-zones,” de-
fined as areas subject to rising water from coastal
flooding.  Base flood elevations in the A-zones vary
across the island, ranging from 11 to 14 feet above
mean sea level.  The finished level of the first floor
must be at or above this height (see Figure 3).  

For residential structures, fill or exterior walls are allowed below
the first floor level, but any walls must be designed to preclude

finished living space and to allow floodwaters to
flow freely.  Parking is permitted; interior partitions
are not.  (Non-residential structures will be dis-
cussed later.)

The second flood zone is a “V-zone” or velocity
zone, defined as areas subject to wave action on top
of the rising water from coastal flooding.  V-zones
are found immediately along the Gulf of Mexico
and inland as far as Estero Boulevard at some loca-
tions.  Base flood elevations for new buildings in V-
zones range from 15 to 19 feet and are measured to
the bottom of the floor structure, causing new build-
ings to be somewhat taller there (see the lower
drawing in Figure 3).  Fill or solid construction is
not allowed below minimum floor elevations in any
buildings except for pilings, stairwells, or
“breakaway” walls that will wash away during
flooding.  About 16% of the land at Fort Myers
Beach is in a V-zone (257 acres); all of the remain-
der is in an A-zone.

Since the 1970s, flood-prone communities have
been required to adopt these regulations in order
for their residents to qualify for federal flood insur-
ance.  Federally insured lenders cannot provide
mortgages in these communities on property that
does not have flood insurance.  As a result, almost
no flood-prone community can exist without partici-
pating in the NFIP, since few private companies
offer comparable flood insurance.  

NFIP inspectors visit local governments every year
to assess their enforcement of these codes.  Any
variances to these codes are strictly scrutinized to
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determine if they might jeopardize the community’s continued
participation in the NFIP.

Lee County began participating in the NFIP in 1984 immediately
after all of its coastal areas were mapped.  Fort Myers Beach was
covered under the county’s program until the end of 1996, at
which time it began the process of joining the program on its
own.  The previous Lee County regulations are currently in effect
in Section 6-401 through 475 of the Fort Myers Beach Land
Development Code; the town now has the responsibility for
modifying and updating them.

As to residential buildings, these rules have become a fact of life
in all coastal communities.  They cause a hardship to many
elderly people who have difficulty climbing the required en-
trance stairs in homes; they often create a strange pattern in
neighborhoods with old and new houses; and they reduce the
desirable connection between indoor living space and Florida’s
pleasant outdoors.  However, these factors are generally out-
weighed by the desirability of keeping new homes out of harm’s
way during recurring floods.  There is little prospect or reason
for changing this development pattern as it applies to new homes.

Properties Repeatedly Damaged By Flooding

A number of structures within the town have experienced dam-
age as a result of past floods.  Lee County considered a program
to identify individual buildings that have been repeatedly dam-
aged by flooding, as evidenced by claims under the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) of $1,000 or more since 1978. 
If damaged again by more than 20% of their value, these build-
ings would have to be brought into compliance with current
standards for new construction before other major improvements
were made to the building. However, those regulations weren't
adopted because the extreme costs to a few homeowners did not
justify the potential benefits.

That program identified the properties in Figure 4 (as described
in more detail in the Coastal Management Element of this plan). 
No meaningful pattern appears on the map that would suggest
neighborhood-wide flooding remedies.  Of particular interest,
however, is that none of the floods that caused considerable
damage at Fort Myers Beach in the past 15 years were even
minimal hurricanes; in fact two weren’t even strong enough to
be considered tropical storms.

Lee County is conducting a detailed assessment of the costs of
improving the buildings in the unincorporated area that have
been repeatedly damaged by flooding.  The county hopes to
obtain 75% federal funding for many of the actual improve-
ments.  If the county is successful, the town may be able to
qualify for a similar grant.
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Hazard Mitigation Through Development Regulations

There are two areas where current floodplain regulations may
conflict with good planning practice and other public goals. 

The concept of hazard mitigation has become a high priority in
the field of emergency management in recent years.  Essentially,
this kind of mitigation means actions to prevent, avoid, or reduce
the impacts of a hurricane, especially actions that can be taken in
advance to reduce the vulnerability of people and property to
injury from a hurricane or tropical storm. 

Yet some current floodplain regulations actually work against
pre-storm hazard mitigation.  This was acknowledged recently
by James Witt, director of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), who said that his agency’s current approach:

“does not provide incentives to take proactive mitigation ac-
tions.  With the exception of the flood program where it is
required in return for insurance, our current approach only
provides for mitigation after there has been a disaster.  We
need to consider a more comprehensive strategy for mitigation,
especially in the pre-disaster environment.”

A recent publication from the Florida Department of Commu-
nity Affairs (DCA) quoted Mr. Witt approvingly on this matter,
and went on to observe that:

“Retrofitting and flood mitigation are integral to floodplain
management.  However, they are also excellent forms of pre-
disaster activities that involve undertaking and performing
corrective and preventive measures to existing houses and
businesses, electrical and mechanical equipment and water and
sewer lines, as well as land areas”  [Retrofitting and Flood
Mitigation in Florida, DCA, 1995].

DCA is taking this concept to great lengths, recognizing that
post-disaster property damages can be dramatically lowered by
modifying existing structures.  DCA proposed a “residential

construction mitigation program” to the legislature in 1997. 
This program would help lower-income residents to retrofit their
homes to increase their safety and protect their investments
before a disaster occurs, using low-interest loans or grants as an
incentive to structurally harden their homes against damage
[Breaking the Cycle: How Starting on Long-Term Redevelopment
Can Help Florida Avoid Economic Disaster, DCA, 1996].  The
legislature appropriated $3.1 million from their Catastrophic
Hurricane Fund for a pilot program in 1997-98 and an additional
$2.5 million in 1998-99.

Unfortunately, these insights have not percolated to the level of
some program administrators in these very agencies, resulting in
the ironic situation of DCA using public funds to subsidize an
activity that is actually restricted by existing laws and interpreta-
tions.

For instance, the current floodplain regulations that are required
by federal law contain disincentives against improving older
homes.  Homes built in Lee County before 1984 were not re-
quired to be elevated above the base flood elevation.  Since then,
elevation requirements have been enforced for new homes (and
for “substantial improvements” that cost more than 50% of an
existing home’s market value) through the building permit
process.  This is one example of the “50% rule” that causes so
much difficulty for owners of older buildings when they are
trying to maintain and upgrade their property.

The 50% threshold was chosen as a compromise between the
extremes of (1) prohibiting all investment to older structures
built below the base flood elevation, or (2) allowing buildings to
be improved in any fashion without regard to the hazard that
would be perpetuated by allowing these buildings to be renewed
indefinitely without being elevated above the level of expected
floods.  The first alternative would have caused an extreme
hardship on owners of nearly all existing buildings, since even
normal deterioration could not be countered.  The second alter-
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native would have allowed uncontrolled continuation of a peril-
ous situation, with buildings and people left in harm’s way
indefinitely.  The 50% threshold is thus a compromise between
competing policy goals  [Answers to Questions About Substan-
tially Damaged Buildings, FEMA, 1991].

The 50% rule is analogous to the standard zoning principles
governing non-conforming buildings.  Put most simply, older
buildings that don’t meet today’s codes are legally tolerated but
are expected to “wither away” over time.  This withering is
encouraged by rules that prevent owners from constantly renew-
ing their buildings to counter the effects of time.

Owners of older buildings frequently rebel against the concept of
forcing the deterioration of their property.  Many local govern-
ments also have begun to question the wisdom of this theory,
especially in light of its negative effects on affordable housing
and on historically interesting buildings and neighborhoods. 
This questioning sometimes results in what seems to be innocu-
ous changes to the minutiae of zoning law, changes though that
mean survival or destruction to many older buildings. 

These changes have moved forward in Lee County government
in recent years.  “Non-conforming buildings” now can be ex-
panded (provided the addition does not increase its nonconfor-
mity).  Buildings in historic districts are now provided with relief
from some zoning and building codes.  Redevelopment overlay
districts provide new rules that are conducive to the survival and
rebirth of older commercial areas.  And the 50% rule in the
floodplain ordinance was changed in 1992 so that the 50%
applied to cumulative expenses over a five-year period, rather
than over the life of the building.

Two more simple changes could be made to the floodplain
ordinance to encourage healthy investment in older buildings at
Fort Myers Beach.  One is to provide more flexibility in determin-
ing “50% of what?”  A property owner can be given the option of

using the official appraised value of the building, or of submit-
ting an independent appraisal of its value.  

Another valuable change would be to exempt structural improve-
ments that will strengthen a building before a hurricane hits
(rather than waiting to provide disaster aid or expedited permit-
ting to repair damage that could have been avoided).  Such a
policy would allow property owners to strengthen their buildings
by installing storm shutters or shatterproof glass; strengthening
roof attachments, floors, and walls; and minor floodproofing. 
One way the town can encourage strengthening by excluding
these costs from the 50% rule.  

The following language could be inserted into Section 6-405 of
the Land Development Code to accomplish both changes:

Substantial improvement means any reconstruction, rehabilitation,
addition or other improvements to a structure, the cost of which equals or
exceeds, over a five-year period, a cumulative total of 50 percent of the
market value of the structure before the start of construction of the
improvement.  Costs of alterations or improvements whose express
purpose is the mitigation of future storm damage are excluded from this
cumulative total provided they do not exceed 50 percent of the market
value of the structure over a one-year period.  Examples of such mitiga-
tion include the installation of storm shutters or shatterproof glass;
strengthening of roof attachments, floors, and walls; and minor flood-
proofing.  The market value of the structure should be (1) the value of the
building prior to the start of the improvement, or (2) in the case of
damage, the value of the building prior to the damage occurring.  Value
will be as determined (for the structure only) by the Lee County Property
Appraiser or by a private appraisal acceptable to the coordinator.  Theis
term “substantial improvement” includes structures which have incurred
substantial damage, regardless of the actual repair work performed.  The
term does not, however, include either any project for improvement of a
structure to correct existing violations of state or local health, sanitary or
safety code specifications which have been identified by the local code
enforcement official and which are the minimum necessary to ensure safe
living conditions, or any alteration of a historic structure, provided that
the alteration does not cause the structure to lose its historic designation.
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Figure 5, Hydrostatic pressures on a dry-floodproofed building

Commercial Buildings

The floodplain regulations for commercial buildings are not
identical to those for residential uses.  In A-zones, commercial
buildings are technically allowed to include space below the base
flood elevation.  However, their outer walls must then be “dry
floodproofed” so as to be impervious to water and able to with-
stand complete inundation without collapsing.  This is done by
sealing the building walls with waterproofing compounds and
some type of impermeable shielding over doors and windows to
prevent floodwaters from entering at any point.

Dry floodproofing is difficult to achieve because of the obvious
expense of making a building also act as an unfloatable boat.  It
is difficult enough to keep all water out; it is even more difficult
to make a building strong enough to withstand the water pres-
sure that will be caused by inundation, which will tend to col-
lapse the building inward.  Dry floodproofing has been consid-
ered relatively easy for concrete block construction up to a flood
depth of about three feet, but difficult beyond that height be-
cause the pressure that standing water will exert on the floor
and walls (see Figure 5).  The first dry-floodproofed building at
Fort Myers Beach is the new Waffle House restaurant between
Crescent Street and Primo Drive.

Alternatively, the lower area can be “wet floodproofed” with
flood waters being allowed to enter and exit the building with-
out damaging the structure.  “Wet floodproofing” is suitable for
garages but obviously not feasible for stores and offices.

Coastal Building Zone

The State of Florida now requires its local governments to desig-
nate a “coastal building zone” which includes all of Estero Island. 
Several stricter standards are mandated for this zone, including:
maintenance of public accesses to beaches; increased resistance
of new buildings to high wind speeds; and disclosure statements
to purchasers of property seaward of the CCCL.  For present
purposes, there is one troublesome provision, the apparent
inclusion of the 50% rule in the state statutes through a defini-
tion of “substantial improvement” similar to the one required by
FEMA  [F.S. 161.54(12)].  Because of its inclusion directly in the
statute, it is less amenable to refinements to carry out desired
coastal policies at Fort Myers Beach.  Interestingly, while being
defined, this term is never explicitly used in the statute. 

Lee County’s Land Development Code was amended in 1991 to
implement this statute (through Section 6-331 through 368). 
Lee’s code explicitly makes the stricter standards apply to all new
construction and to “substantial improvements” to existing
buildings, using the definition just discussed from the state
statute.  Still, the purpose of this term in this context is not clear.
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State officials who monitor local compliance with state and
federal coastal regulations have suggested that this definition is
mandatory for flood insurance purposes everywhere in the
coastal building zone.  However, this is only one possible inter-
pretation of the statute, and not the obvious one; it also conflicts
with the hazard mitigation initiative of the very agency that
employs these officials.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach can
choose a different interpretation to allow flood-vulnerable build-
ings to be mitigated.

Consequences for Redevelopment Planning

Returning now to the most important planning issue that led to
this examination of the effect of coastal regulations on future
rebuilding: What is the impact of mandatory flood regulations on
the CRA Times Square redevelopment plan, especially the por-
tion of this plan that calls for mixed-use development with
retailing at ground level along Estero Boulevard from Times
Square to Pearl Street?  (That redevelopment plan is described
in the Community Design Element.)

There are two separate impediments to implementing the CRA
plan: uncertainties caused by the “dry floodproofing” require-
ments in the NFIP’s A-Zones, and the regulations for new build-
ings seaward of the CCCL. 

The question is whether either of these requirements will pro-
hibit the successful rejuvenation of Times Square, Old San Carlos
Boulevard, and the Estero Boulevard frontage down to Pearl
Street.  It is important to determine whether it is technically and
financially feasible to rebuild a high-quality pedestrian environ-
ment there.  The University of Florida’s study for the CRA had
suggested elevating retail spaces above the flood elevations,
rather than dry floodproofing; but that approach poses many
practical problems of its own (unless the existing small lots were
consolidated and redesigned to accommodate an elevated system
of boardwalks).  If neither of these approaches are feasible, then

existing buildings will continue to deteriorate, or will be rebuilt
incrementally outside the current regulations (endangering the
town’s participation in the National Flood Insurance Program),
or will be redeveloped in some presently unforeseen manner.

The following conclusions have been drawn from this analysis
and an examination of the maps depicting the various regulatory
zone:

# The flood-insurance prohibition against any new
ground level enclosures in the V-zone will have only
minor effects on carrying out the CRA master plan
because only a few buildings, such as the Pier Ped-
dler/Dairy Queen, are in the V-zone.  (However, the
V-zone covers almost all of the Gulf side of Estero
Boulevard from the Red Coconut to the Catholic
Church; it would not be practical to include any of
those areas in an expanded master plan for
pedestrian-oriented commercial space.)

# The flood-insurance requirement to dry floodproof
all new ground-level commercial space in A-zones
applies across the remainder of the CRA master plan. 
The only significant difference is the specific eleva-
tion that floodproofing must extend up to: 14 feet
above mean sea level in Times Square and the Gulf
side of Estero Boulevard; and 12 feet along Old San
Carlos.  With existing ground levels averaging about
6 feet above sea level, this would mean dry flood-
proofing up to 8 and 6 feet above ground level re-
spectively.  This distinction would improve the tech-
nical feasibility of dry floodproofing (making it less
expensive to accomplish along Old San Carlos).

# The CCCL is a bigger impediment than the flood
insurance requirements to commercial redevelop-
ment along the Gulf side of Estero Boulevard.  Unless
the state of Florida is willing to look at this new plan
for Estero Island as a whole, the 20%-per-parcel rule
will preclude much of the lively streetscape envi
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sioned in the CRA master plan, and ultimately could
phase out most ground-level activity on the Gulf side of
Estero Boulevard.

# If such changes to the CCCL regulations cannot be
obtained, Old San Carlos and the Bay side of Estero
Boulevard would become the most practical locations
for commercial redevelopment.

# Full-height dry floodproofing is the most desirable
alternative for providing commercial uses at ground
level in pedestrian areas; the only remotely practical
alternative is the University of Florida’s elevated
walkway concept, which is less desirable because is
requires an expensive walkway system which detracts
from, rather than adds, to the sidewalk environment.

Formal hazard mitigation policies are found in Policies 4-E-2,
4-E-3, 4-E-4, and 4-E-5 of this comprehensive plan.
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POST-DISASTER REDEVELOPMENT POLICIES

When a passing hurricane destroys part of a community, difficult
rebuilding questions arise immediately.  Landowners have spent
thousands and sometimes millions of dollars in developing their
property.  Not allowing landowners to rebuild would place a
great economic burden upon them.  But allowing redevelopment
in the same manner might expose it to destruction in the next
big storm.

Current Build-Back Policy

The current comprehensive plan contains a “build-back” provi-
sion initiated by Lee County in 1989 that allows post-disaster
reconstruction at existing density levels, but requires improved
resistance to future storms.  This provision has been popular
among landowners at Fort Myers Beach because of the greatly
reduced density levels that would otherwise apply after a major
storm.  However, it falls far short of a redevelopment plan that
would ensure that the community would be improved in other
ways during the inevitable rebuilding process.

If a disaster strikes, structures that comply with all current
regulations could of course be rebuilt in exactly the same form. 
However, many buildings at Fort Myers Beach do not comply
with current regulations, particularly the maximum density level
of six dwelling units per acre.  When one of these structures is
damaged greater than 50% of its current value, the build-back
policy allows it to be rebuilt, but instead of meeting all current
regulations, the new building can include the original number of
dwellings and square footage.  But it must meet all current flood,
structural, and coastal setback requirements.  The lowest floor
level must be elevated; land uses are severely limited on the
ground level; and break-away walls may be required.  (Height
and setback requirements might even be waived if needed for
the building to comply with the new flood and structural require-
ments.)

One problem with the build-back policy is its limitation to post-
disaster situations (such as floods, wind damage, or fire).  Fed-
eral and state policy has been shifting in recent years to pre-
storm mitigation of known hazards, instead of waiting for disas-
ters to occur (as discussed in the previous section).  The current
policy is as inflexible in this regard as the National Flood Insur-
ance Program.

Other possibilities for improving the build-back program in the
future include:

# Mandating improved building form during the re-
building process (some examples might be maintain-
ing view corridors to the Gulf of Mexico, or allowing
some mixed uses in residential-only towers, or plac-
ing buildings nearer the street).

# Allowing density transfers during the rebuilding
process if they meet some stated public purpose.

# Creating a registry of pertinent building details (such
as exact heights and exact building footprint on the
ground) so that permitting would be eased in a post-
disaster situation;

Modified Build-Back Policy

This plan makes one immediate change in the build-back policy. 
Owners of existing buildings that exceed the current density or
height limits would no longer be categorically forbidden from
rebuilding; they will be offered an opportunity to replace the
building for the same use at up to the existing density and inten-
sity (up to the original square footage, as already provided for
post-disaster build-back) without waiting for a natural disaster
(see Policy 4-E-1).  Owners would request this option through
the planned development rezoning process, which requires a
public hearing and notification of adjacent property owners.  The
Town of Fort Myers Beach would approve, modify, or deny this
request based on the conformance of the specific proposal with
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this comprehensive plan, including its land-use and design
policies, pedestrian orientation, and natural resource criteria.

The town could also provide additional incentives for
"pre-disaster" build-back. For instance in areas designated "Pe-
destrian Commercial" on the future land use map, dry-flood-
proofed commercial space below elevated buildings could be
considered a bonus that would be permitted in addition to
replacing the previous building's interior square footage. Policy
4-E-1 was modified in early 2009 to allow this additional incen-
tive.
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HISTORICALLY HIGH DENSITIES

Constant concerns at Fort Myers Beach include the excessive crowd-
ing during the winter and fears over the ability to evacuate the
island when a hurricane approaches.  Existing development was
approved without regard to the adequacy of the road system (al-
though the impacts of tourism and day visitors are an equally
important factor in winter crowding).  

Multifamily Densities

The density of multifamily development at Fort Myers Beach aver-
ages 17.2 units per acre (in 1996, 5,269 units, including duplexes,
on 305.5 acres).  Table 4-1 provides the densities of several multi-
family developments across the island.

Table 4-1 — Multi-Family Densities

     Name Address
# of

dwelling
units

# of to-
tal acres

units
per
acre

stories
tall

Marina Towers 8401 Estero 63 2.77 23 9
Sun Caper 7930 Estero 69 2.75 25 10
Leonardo Arms 7400 Estero 180 6.28 29 7
Ocean Harbor 4741 Estero 150 9.70 15 16
Caper Beach Club 2810 Estero 103 1.27 81 12
Batiki West 1511 Estero 60 1.86 32 7
Pink Shell Beach Club I   327 Estero 15 0.83 18 7

At the older (northwest) end of the island, existing development
has achieved a desirable level of “compactness” which allows people
to move comfortably about without driving everywhere.  Yet the
south end of the island has not done so despite higher densities
there.

Compactness is not the same as density.  Compact development can
occur with densities as low as four units per acre if homes aren’t
stacked vertically and if driveways and garages do not dominate the
street side of houses and businesses.

High-rise buildings surrounded by ground-level parking lots can
almost never achieve compactness, because higher densities are
translated into taller buildings requiring ever larger parking lots. 
“Compact” high-rise development would require extensive public
transportation and parking garages to avoid separating buildings so
widely that compactness is lost.

Without compactness, high densities require an advanced system of
highways and parking facilities to accommodate most movement by
car.  Parking each car requires 275 square feet (counting aisles and
driveways).  That same car takes up as much road space as 40 bus
passengers or 12 bicyclists.  The wide highways and large parking
lots needed for “automobility” create barriers to movement by all
other modes of travel. 

The following section examines specific density issues for hotels and
motels.

Hotel and Motel Densities

Until a 1997 interim change, town regulations allowed up to
three hotel/motel units in place of each regular dwelling unit. 
This ratio is substantially lower than the county’s rules in effect
until 1994, which allowed convention hotels at 50 rooms per
acre, but it is still a high ratio given the overcrowded conditions
at Fort Myers Beach.  

This section provides some history as to how this issue has been
treated in the past, and outlines an alternate plan for future
hotels and motels.

At Fort Myers Beach there is only a slight distinction between
motels and some other types of accommodations for tourists. 
The Land Development Code must make a clear distinction,
however, if it provides a density multiplier or bonus for motels. 
Current regulations define a motel (or hotel) as:

a building, or group of buildings on the same premises and
under single control, consisting of ten or more sleeping rooms
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which are kept, used, maintained or advertised as, or held out
to the public to be, a place where sleeping accommodations are
supplied for pay to transient guests or tenants.

In order to qualify for density multipliers, motels also must be
registered with the state and must pay Lee County’s tourist
development tax.  Hotels and motels are further divided into
“efficiency motels” (primarily for tourists) and “business motels”
(all others).

Limited kitchen facilities are allowed in efficiency motels, but
they may not be as extensive as a separate room.  A building that
looks like a motel but does not meet all of these tests is treated
by current regulations as multifamily housing, and is therefore
subject to much stricter density regulations.

A new motel (or hotel) that qualifies under the current zoning
regulations can have substantially more rental units than would
be allowed for multifamily housing.  Under the current rules, a
minimum of three “business” hotel/motel units are guaranteed
for each one regular dwelling that would otherwise be allowed
(in zoning districts where motels are permitted); this ratio is two
for one for “efficiency” motels.  With a maximum number of new
dwelling allowed under the comprehensive plan of 6 units per
acre, 18 hotel or motel units can be built.  In addition, a land-
owner can request higher densities yet during a planned devel-
opment rezoning (with no maximum cap), provided that the
Town Council finds that the higher density would be “compatible
with the surrounding area.”  (Due to concerns over these density
multipliers, they were suspended by ordinance in late 1997
pending the completion of this comprehensive plan.)

These density multipliers were established by Lee County in
1994, when it repealed the previous rule that categorized hotels
and motels into three types: transient (25 units per acre); effi-
ciency (2.5 units for each multifamily dwelling unit); and con-
vention (50 units per acre).  

Lee County has since added new restrictions on motel densities
in the unincorporated area, eliminating  the dubious distinction
between efficiency and business motels in favor of density ratios
based on the actual floor area of each rental unit, regardless of
unit type.  For each allowable dwelling unit, the following num-
ber of new hotels and motels will be allowed:

# Three rental units under 425 square feet; or
# Two rental units under 725 square feet; or
# One rental unit over 725 square feet.

However, if approved through a planned development rezoning,
even higher ratios may be approved, “provided all other aspects
of the development (height, traffic, intensity of use, etc.) are
found to be compatible with the surrounding area.”

To illustrate the numerical densities with actual examples, Table
4-2 provides official data on the density of a selection of existing
motels at Fort Myers Beach.

Table 4-2 — Hotel/Motel Densities
  
     Name Address

# of
rental
units

# of total
acres

rental
units per

acre
Lani Kai Island Resort 1400 Estero 100 0.98 102
Ramada Inn 1160 Estero 70 0.87 80
Lighthouse Island Resort 1051 5th St. 40 0.72 56
Outrigger Beach Resort 6200 Estero 144 3.92 37
Days Inn 1130 Estero 33 0.98 34
Best Western   684 Estero 75 2.87 26
Buccaneer Resort Inn 4864 Estero 25 0.98 26
Holiday Inn 6890 Estero 103 3.91 26
Neptune Inn 2310 Estero 65 2.86 23
Sandbar Resort 5480 Estero 12 0.61 20
Carousel Motel 6230 Estero 26 1.52 17
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Lodging Throughout Lee County, By Area
Average Daily Unit Rate By Month in 1995
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Figure 6, Comparative lodging rates

Lodgings at Fort Myers Beach
Occupancy Rate By Month, 1991 through 1995
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Figure 7, Occupancy rates at Fort Myers Beach

In 1996 there were about 1227 motel rooms in the town of Fort
Myers Beach using a total of 32.3 acres of land, yielding an
average density of 38 rooms per acre.  This is more than double
the average multifamily density of 17.2 dwelling units per acre.

Since adoption of the 1984 Lee Plan, the density of new multi-
family buildings has been limited to 6 dwelling units per acre,
quite low compared to the average existing multifamily density. 
Much of the multifamily development that has taken place since
1984 has taken advantage of pre-1984 approvals or court orders
(for example, at Bay Beach and Gullwing).  Because of the
substantial density multipliers that Lee County has allowed for
motels and the continued demand for short-term rental units,
landowners without vested approvals or court orders are being
provided an incentive to build motels instead of condominiums.

An unanswered question is the economics of renting motel
rooms versus renting full dwelling units (with kitchens and
bedrooms).  Conflicting testimony has been presented on this
question during the preparation of this comprehensive plan. 
Some have asserted that the rental market for condominiums (or
suite-type motel units) is poor relative to the supply; and others
have stated that full-sized condominiums remain the best and
most profitable rental market at Fort Myers Beach.

Two charts illustrate pertinent tourism data collected by the Lee
County Visitor and Convention Bureau.  Figure 6 shows occu-
pancy rates by month for the past five years (for motels, hotels,
and other short-term rentals).  A slight “flattening” of the
February-March peak season is evident, along with the strength-
ening of tourism during November, January, April, and May.
Figure 7 compares the 1995 average daily rates with other parts
of Lee County, with Fort Myers Beach remaining well below
Sanibel and Captiva but above Fort Myers, Cape Coral, and
Bonita Springs.
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Several Florida coastal communities were surveyed to determine
how they regulate motel densities.

The city of Sarasota allows unlimited hotel and motel units
anywhere in their downtown; multifamily units are also allowed
there at 50 dwelling units per acre.  Sarasota also allows motels
by special exception in several of their higher-intensity multifam-
ily districts (those allowing up to 18 through 35 dwelling units
per acre).  Two hotel or motel units are allowed for each dwell-
ing unit.

The city of Deerfield Beach allows hotels and motels by special
exception in its highest-intensity multifamily district, which
allows up to 25 dwelling units per acre.  If approved, motels may
have up to 38 units per acre.

The city of Sanibel has what might be called a reverse multiplier
for all resort housing (which includes motels and any other units
that can be rented for less than 4 consecutive weeks).  In its
highest density category, 5 regular dwelling units are allowed
per acre, with an assumed capacity of 2.2 persons per unit. 
Where resort housing is allowed, its density is calculated to
maintain the same presumed number of persons.  This is an at-
tempt to gauge the relative impact of varying housing types by
projecting the number of residents, rather than by measuring the
physical size or other measure of impact.  Table 4-3 shows
Sanibel’s presumed average rates, and the resulting density
multiplier.

As a consequence of Sanibel’s low multifamily density cap and its
“reverse” multiplier, only one new motel has been built in the
20+ years since incorporation, and it was not a financial success. 
A similar approach might cause the same result at Fort Myers
Beach.

Table 4-3 — Sanibel Density Multipliers

Type of Resort
Housing Unit

Presumed Average
Occupancy Rate

Calculated
Multiplier

Motel rooms and 
1-bedroom units up

to 600 sq. ft.

2.5 persons
per unit 0.88

2-bedroom units 3.5 persons
per unit

0.63

3-bedroom units 4.25 persons
per unit

0.52

4-bedroom units 5.0 persons
per unit

0.44

In summary, density multipliers for motels are not universally
used.  Where high densities are allowed for multifamily units,
multipliers aren’t necessary.  Where density caps are relatively
low (such as Sanibel and Fort Myers Beach), some positive
density multiplier will be needed if new and refurbished motels
are to play an important role in the community.  However, it is
clear from recent history that density multipliers that are too
high will result in buildings that will overwhelm the small-town
character of most of Fort Myers Beach.

The current single density cap across the entire island could lead
to a situation where attempts to protect quiet residential neigh-
borhoods could stifle the tourism economy in the main business
district.  Since most communities do not put density multipliers
for motel rooms in their comprehensive plans, they could be
contained in the Land Development Code, for instance by having
lower density multipliers for motels in multifamily zones than for
those in commercial zones.  (Note that new motels are not al-
lowed in multifamily zoning districts, but existing motels there
may be completely rebuilt at up to whatever density is currently
allowed.)
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The selected solution for the Town of Fort Myers Beach is to
adopt different density multipliers based on land-use categories
on the new Future Land Use Map.  These multipliers will only
apply where guest units (which include motels) are permitted in
a specific zoning category.  The exact multipliers will be con-
tained in the Land Development Code; an example might be:

# In the “Mixed Residential” category, the multiplier
might be 1.5

# In the “Boulevard” category, the multiplier might be
2.0

# In the “Pedestrian Commercial” category, the multi-
plier might be 2.5, provided that some or all parking
is provided in off-site shared lots.

Policy 4-C-6 describes this concept, which will be implemented
through forthcoming revisions to the Land Development Code.

Throughout the 1990s, one of the biggest concerns of town
residents was the continuing expansion of commercial uses. Only
five years after this plan was adopted in late 1998, property
values were escalating at previously unforeseen rates, and sud-
denly the opposite trend was being seen: the frequent conversion
of longstanding commercial uses, primarily hotels and motels,
into upscale condominiums.

The health of the lodging industry has always been cyclical, but
the new wave of escalating property values threatened to change
the town's entire economy. These increases were driven by real
estate investors and condominium buyers whose optimism for
continuing increases in underlying property values drove the real
estate market continually upward. In the absence of vacant land
to construct new condominiums, the land under viable hotels
and motels was suddenly worth far more than the businesses
themselves.

While the town has long hesitated to encourage new hotels and
motels given the past overbuilding at Fort Myers Beach, the loss

of the town's active and healthy lodging industry would mean a
permanent change to the character of Fort Myers Beach. Al-
though tourism is sometimes overwhelming to permanent resi-
dents, tourism also provides benefits to residents, including
investment and recreational opportunities, employment, and
choices for dining and entertainment that are far beyond what
would be available if they were serving the resident population
alone. Many residents have chosen to make Fort Myers Beach
their home for these very reasons.

The pressure for these hotel/motel conversions had abated
somewhat by 2008, but the situation is likely to reoccur when-
ever the real estate market recovers. The town's options to
respond to such situations are fairly limited. The most effective
options are simply to ensure that town policies and regulations
do not inadvertently contribute to the displacement of existing
hotels and motels. To this end, the pre-disaster buildback policy
was clarified in early 2009 to ensure that large condominium
buildings cannot be substituted for existing hotels and motels in
the guise of buildback (see Policy 4-E-1). New condominiums or
other residential buildings can still replace older hotels or mo-
tels, but the new structures would have to meet the current more
restrictive density cap.

The comprehensive plan was also amended in early 2009 to
establish as general town policy the desirability of retaining a
wide variety of short-term lodging establishments that support
the town's economy and walkability (see Policy 4-A-9),

Policy 4-A-10 was also added to specifically allow condominium
ownership of lodging establishments (provided they will be
operated as hotels or motels). Detailed requirements will be
contained in the Land Development Code, for instance requiring
licensing by the state as a hotel or motel and regular payment of
tourist and sales taxes on all rentals, limiting stays to a fixed
period, disallowing all permanent residency, and requiring a
staffed front desk to arrange transient rentals.
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Figure 8, Sample of inventory data Figure 9, Resulting 
three-dimensional map

BUILDING HEIGHTS

One of the legacies of the changing regulatory climate is the
wide variety of building heights at Fort Myers Beach.  Tall high-
density housing became popular in the 1970s after a second
bridge was built at the south end of the island.  After 1984, high-
density buildings were no longer allowable (although several are
still being built due to vested development orders, court orders,
and Lee County’s pre-incorporation approval of a large conven-
tion hotel).

Tall buildings never became illegal, but the lower density limits
imposed in 1984 made them impractical in most circumstances. 
In 1997 the Town Council imposed an interim height cap of two
stories about the lowest habitable floor:

“No building or structure shall be erected or altered so that the
height exceeds two stories above the lowest habitable floor; how-
ever, in no case shall a building or structure be erected or altered
so that the highest point of an exterior wall, exclusive of the roof
system, exceeds 25 feet above the base flood elevation.”

This action was taken because the Local Planning Agency was
studying several types of height restrictions while preparing this
comprehensive plan.  The Town Council wanted to ensure that
new highrises would not be issued building permits while this
plan was being completed.

The LPA inventoried the height of existing buildings along all of
Estero Boulevard as part of their research; a sample of this
inventory is shown in Figure 8.  From that inventory, a 3-D map
was created that depicted all buildings along Estero Boulevard
that were four stories or more above ground, with their actual
shapes and relative heights (see a portion of that map in Figure
9).  This map allowed an easy visualization of the location and
concentration of existing tall buildings.

In evaluating the effects of new height regulations, at least five
different situations were considered:

1. Totally new development on one of the few vacant sites.
2. Replacement of existing buildings to increase intensity on

a site.
3. Redevelopment of a deteriorating or obsolete building

(often retaining the exact intensity of the existing build-
ing).

4. Redevelopment that actually reduces intensity in some
way.

5. Development approvals that have vested rights and
cannot be altered.

Several different concepts were considered for new permanent
height restrictions:

# Height districts:  two or more districts (encom-
passing all of the island) with different height limits. 
The purpose would be to ensure that new buildings
on most of the island will not be high-rises, but to
allow some taller buildings in delineated areas where
a high-rise patterns had been firmly established. Two
reasons for doing this would be to allow
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older tall buildings to be replaced once they become
obsolete, and to provide a measure of fairness for a few
remaining parcels that are virtually surrounded by high-
rises.  The public policy behind these height districts
would be clearly articulated so that they wouldn’t be
characterized as illegal “spot-zoning.”

# Single height limit:  a single height cap, but var-
ied according to some new type of vesting based on
existing building types.  This would resemble the
current buildback rules, but would apply to voluntary
rebuilding as well.  Under this approach, existing tall
buildings could be replaced at the same height (or
somewhat higher or lower), but no new tall buildings
could be built.

# Designated infill parcels:  allow some taller
buildings between existing tall buildings by defining
eligible infill parcels in words rather than on a map
(for instance, “parcels with existing tall buildings
within 200 feet on two or more sides”).  These new
buildings could be capped at a percentage of nearby
buildings (for instance, no more than 75% as tall as
the shorter of the two nearby buildings).

In each case, the analysis assumed that the sandy beach would
no longer be calculated as if it were developable acreage, and
motel densities were to be adjusted to appropriate levels (see
previous discussion).

New regulations for Fort Myers Beach could also allow extra
height in exchange for public amenities, for instance for provid-
ing a view corridor to the water, or a beach access point, or a
trolley stop (if one is appropriate there).

The 3-D map of existing tall buildings was analyzed to determine
the feasibility of the height district concept.  The analysis showed
only a very few parcels that were surrounded by tall buildings

that would be severely restricted if the 1997 interim height
regulation were applied there.  

As a result of that analysis, the height district concept was put
aside in favor of a case-by-case analysis.  This plan will result in
a new provision being added to the Fort Myers Beach Land
Development Code to address these special situations (see Policy
4-C-4).  A height limit similar to the 1997 interim change will be
maintained, but an opportunity will be provided to owners of
existing parcels that are so surrounded by tall buildings that it
would be grossly unfair to apply the new height limit.  Owners in
this situation will be offered an opportunity to modify the height
cap through the planned development rezoning process, which
requires a public hearing and notification of adjacent property
owners.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach would approve, modify,
or deny this request based on the conformance of the specific
proposal with all aspects of this comprehensive plan, including
its land-use and design policies, pedestrian orientation, and
natural resource criteria.  Particular attention would be paid to
any permanent view corridors to Gulf or Bay waters that could
be provided in exchange for allowing the building to be taller. 
(This case-by-case approach is very similar to the new provision
being added to the build-back policy, as discussed earlier.)
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COMMERCIAL EXPANSION

Successful resort communities attract increasing numbers of
merchants who cater to tourists and day visitors.  Residents often
fear that commercial development will continue to expand into
previously residential areas and result in more commercial space
than is needed to serve the peak capacity of residents and visi-
tors.

New commercial establishments can interfere with the “private
realm” of a community (the personal spaces in and around
homes and condominiums).  At the same time, these establish-
ments often contribute little or nothing to a community’s “public
realm,” which includes streets, sidewalks, and plazas where
residents and visitors interact.  The town can insist on the pro-
tection of its private realms and the enhancement of its public
realm when evaluating proposals for new commercial develop-
ment.

Current Commercial Regulations

Under Lee County rules that are still in use at Fort Myers Beach,
new commercial development can take place only when it is on
land that is properly zoned and when the proposed development
is consistent with the comprehensive plan.  This “plan consis-
tency” requirement was added in 1984 in an (as yet uncom-
pleted) effort to resolve decades of overly generous zoning
decisions throughout Lee County.  This effort has led to the
unfortunate interim situation where a parcel may be zoned for
wide variety of commercial uses but whose use in fact is signifi-
cantly restricted by the comprehensive plan.  This uncertainty
confuses landowners, prospective purchasers, and adjoining
owners almost equally.

The current comprehensive plan designates privately owned land
at Fort Myers Beach into one of two categories: “Suburban” or
“Urban Community.”  Very little land is now zoned commercially

in the “Suburban” category; and no land there may be rezoned
for further commercial uses.

Land in the “Urban Community” category includes most of the
existing commercial and mixed-use (C-1) zoning.  Two special
restrictions apply in that category: even for existing commercial
zoning, “commercial development shall not expand or intrude
into residential neighborhoods”; and any commercial rezonings
must use the negotiated “Commercial Planned Development”
zoning district.  Policy 16.2.1 reads as follows:

POLICY 16.2.1: Within the Urban Community land use category
the following restrictions shall apply:
C Commercial development shall not expand or intrude  into

residential neighborhoods. 
C All commercial rezonings shall be required to rezone to the

Commercial Planned Development zoning category.
C Residential density shall be limited to 6 units per acre except

as allowed by footnote 10 of Table 1, Summary of Residential
Densities.

C The county shall develop a zoning plan for the district:
a. To address non-conforming and incompatible land uses.
b. To eliminate or correct outdated zoning classifications.
c. To address traffic circulation and parking problems.
d. To achieve economic revitalization through elimination of

blight.
e. To protect adjacent residential neighborhoods.
f. To provide for affordable housing.
Until that zoning plan is adopted, property which has existing
commercial zoning can be developed or redeveloped consis-
tent with that zoning and the Lee Plan. 

Most of the commercial land at Fort Myers Beach is in the mixed-
use C-1 zoning district.  This district allows all residential uses
and many commercial uses as well.  The mixed-use nature of this
zoning district is a remnant of older zoning codes that are re-
turning to favor in many communities.  However, in an environ-
ment where most other zoning categories allow only a single
type of land uses (residential, or commercial, or industrial) and
where there is only limited control of the intensity of permitted
uses, the C-1 district has caused a great deal of difficulty.
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Consensus on Commercial Uses 

Despite the intensity of disputes over proposed commercial
development at Fort Myers Beach, there is considerable consen-
sus on several major points:

# Widespread commercial expansions will not
be needed because the local population will
soon be reaching its maximum level.  Peak-
season congestion from the existing level of guests
and residents, plus day visitors to Fort Myers Beach,
is already extreme.  This congestion severely limits
the potential for commercial attractions that would
bring an additional increment of visitors during the
peak season.

# The current plan has not been completely
successful in controlling commercial expan-
sions or intrusions in residential neighbor-
hoods.  Lee County’s approval of a high-rise conven-
tion hotel, and a circuit court decision upholding the
permits, is widely known.

# The present concentration of commercial uses
in the Times Square area is good for Fort
Myers Beach.  Despite the severe congestion during
the peak season and a general seediness that had
been developing, Times Square has always provided
an urban beach environment that does not exist any-
where else in Lee County, and which cannot be easily
duplicated because of today’s floodplain regulations. 
The recent CRA improvements have sparked a re-
newed interest in Times Square among most islanders
and has spurred a healthy movement to upgrade
existing buildings.

# The Villa Santini area serves as a very differ-
ent kind of commercial center for the south
end of the island, one that is equally impor-
tant for seasonal guests and for permanent
residents.  The Villa Santini Plaza itself functions as
an important gathering place despite its unfriendly
shopping-center design.  Given the central location
and unfragmented ownership, it is important that
this area retain its commercial functions.  The next
generation of buildings there can integrate other uses
and be designed to establish a unique physical iden-
tity for the south end of the island.

# Commercial uses at other locations that pro-
vide everyday conveniences can reduce traffic
congestion, but may have unacceptable im-
pacts on surrounding neighborhoods or be
placed in standardized buildings that do not
fit with the redevelopment concepts in this
plan.  This is partly a result of local regulations that
don’t adequately address the physical context in
which commercial uses occur, and the economies of
standardization sought by chain stores. 

# Given the aging buildings that currently
house many commercial uses, substantial
redevelopment should be anticipated, and
efforts should be made to focus it in positive
ways.  This is a critical task of this plan and subse-
quent revisions to the Land Development Code.
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New Policies for Commercial Development

The following items summarize the new commercial policies for
Fort Myers Beach:

# The concept of avoiding commercial intrusions into
residential areas will be maintained.  The plan’s pro-
hibition against new commercial uses in residential
areas will be made much more specific through the
Future Land Use Map in those geographic areas
where that policy is clearly appropriate.  For instance,
in the new “Low Density” category, commercial
rezonings will not be allowed.  In the “Mixed Residen-
tial” category, they will be severely limited (but not
forbidding lower-impact uses such as offices and
motels).

# The CRA plan for the Times Square area (including
Old San Carlos) has withstood intense public scrutiny
and is a sound basis for the town’s continuing policy
there, especially the incremental redevelopment of
existing buildings at ground level with little or no
setback to side property lines and with shared park-
ing.  The new Future Land Use Map incorporates the
CRA plan in its new “Pedestrian Commercial” cate-
gory.  The successful evolution of this plan will re-
quire additional work beyond this comprehensive
plan, including:
— Further development of the shared-parking concept

for the rear portion of lots on both sides of Old San
Carlos (or, if not feasible, its rejection in favor of a
parking garage);

— Use of “dry-floodproofing” for the ground floor of
commercial buildings; and

— Refinement of the Land Development Code’s redevel-
opment overlay district to simplify its use.

# The intense commercial activities at Times Square
need not and should not extend into continuous
linear development down Estero Boulevard.  The
current mixed-use character of land along Estero
Boulevard down to the Gulfview Shops is desirable
and should not be thought of as a transitional phase
that will become continuous commercial develop-
ment.  In areas such as this where mixes of commer-
cial and residential are desirable, the Future Land
Use Map provides a new category called “Boulevard”
with clearer policy language to guide future zoning
decisions (which would require planned development
zoning).  Through the range of categories being pro-
vided on the Future Land Use Map, landowners will
know whether commercial uses are clearly encour-
aged, completely forbidden, or allowed under certain
circumstances.

# Some very early commercial buildings remain in use
along Estero Boulevard, and many existing cottages
have been converted for commercial purposes.  The
resulting environment is pleasant and will attract
many more pedestrians once adequate sidewalks and
street trees are provided.  This plan will result in a
combination of strengthening and loosening of exist-
ing regulations to support the re-use of older build-
ings.  Revisions to the Land Development Code might
include relaxed setbacks for cottages; allowing addi-
tional cottages to be moved in as they become avail-
able; and historic districts that ensure that new
buildings and expansions maintain the historic char-
acter.  Good examples of adapative re-uses include
the Huston Studio at 2101 Estero Boulevard (see
Figure 10) and the Hussey Realty tourist information
center at 2450 Estero Boulevard.
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Figure 10, Renovated cottage used for commercial purposes

Figure 11, Aerial view of concept for Villa Santini Plaza area

# Graphic design guidelines will be provided in the
Land Development Code for the replacement of exist-
ing commercial buildings, letting property owners
know in advance what kind of the character the town
is expecting.  Those accepting these guidelines would
follow a streamlined review process; alternatives to
the guidelines can still be proposed through the Com-
mercial Planned Development rezoning process.

# A new form for the redevelopment of the Villa Santini
area is proposed in the Community Design Element
(see aerial view in Figure 11) and reflected on the
Future Land Use Map.  

The successful implementation of this plan will require
considerable additional work beyond this comprehensive
plan, using a public-private partnership to accomplish the
following:

— Further development of the site plan, which is envi-
sioned to include a “town square,” buildings closer to
Estero Boulevard, and additional shared parking
behind buildings.

— Preparation of a plan to modify Estero Boulevard in
this area to include street trees, urban sidewalks, and
some on-street parking.

— Adoption of new development guidelines applicable
to this redevelopment area.

The town’s new commercial policies are provided at the end of
this element.
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EXISTING AND FORECASTED LAND USES

Existing Land Uses

A parcel-level map of existing land uses was created for this
comprehensive plan (a reduced copy is provided in Figure 15). 
Table 4-4 tabulates the acreage of various existing land use
categories from that map, plus measures of intensity from the
Lee County Planning Division’s database.

Table 4-4 — Existing Land Uses
Type Acres Intensity

Vacant 79.1 (not applicable)
Residential (single-family) 448.8 2,187 units
Residential (RV/mobile home) 16.2   342 units
Residential (multifamily) 338.0 5,269 units1

Commercial (except motels) 91.6 171,740 sq. ft.
Commercial (motels) 35.4 1,351 rooms2

Industrial 0.0 (none)
Recreational (parks, golf course) 62.2 (not applicable)
Agricultural 0.0 (not applicable)
Public (schools and government) 16.4 (not applicable)
Churches and civic buildings 23.2 (not applicable)
Conservation (wetlands) 148.1 (not applicable)
Street rights-of-way 202.9 (not applicable)

TOTAL: 1,461.9  acres
1 See Table 4-1 for range of intensities
2 See Table 4-2 for range of intensities

Lakes, beaches, canals, bays, and estuaries are also shown on
Figure 15.  There are no existing or planned public wells at Fort
Myers Beach.  Potentially historic buildings are shown on Figure
14.  Natural soil types have been obscured by land development
activities; the best inventory of remaining soil types is the Soil
Survey of Lee County, Florida, U.S. Soil Conservation Service,
1984.  No part of Fort Myers Beach is in a designated area of

critical state concern.  The only dredge spoil site in the past
decade has been the Gulf beaches at the north end of the island.

Current Population

The Housing Element of this plan contains data on the perma-
nent population of Fort Myers Beach, which totaled 5,812 people
during the 1990 Census.  Also provided there is a comparison of
that population to residents of Lee County as a whole.  At Fort
Myers Beach, permanent residents are older, live in smaller
households, are more likely to live in multifamily buildings, and
own much more expensive homes and condos.

An approximate update to the 1990 Census counts of permanent
residents is made each year by the University of Florida’s Bureau
of Business and Economic Research, whose latest population
estimate is 6,039 for 1996.  (These estimates are created for
revenue-sharing purposes.)

Census data is based on a complete count of every housing unit
within what has become the town’s boundaries, including mobile
homes.  Hotels and motel rooms, time-share condominiums, and
transient RVs are not counted.
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Peak-Season Population

Of more interest in resort communities is the peak-season popula-
tion.  The Census counts people at their place of usual residence. 
At Fort Myers Beach, this results in 62% of all housing units
being classified as vacant, either because their owners or tenants
are counted as residing someplace else, or because the units are
rented out to a succession of non-residents, or because the units
were literally empty (for instance, available for rent) on the day
the census was taken.

Despite the Census system of counting only permanent residents,
the Census can still be helpful in estimating the peak population,
because all “vacant” housing units are counted.  Unfortunately,
there is an anomaly in the method the Census Bureau used to
collect vacancy data in 1990 that greatly affects its reliability in
coastal resort areas like Fort Myers Beach and Sanibel.  The
1990 census reports that of the 7,420 total housing units at Fort
Myers Beach, there are 4,587 “vacant” housing units but only
2,918 “seasonal” units.  If these numbers were accurate for Fort
Myers Beach, it would indicate that 22½% of all housing units
were completely vacant, far above the 1990 vacancy rate for the
entire country of about 10%.  To create a more accurate picture
of the peak-season residency at Fort Myers Beach, a 10% va-
cancy rate will be assumed here, with all the remaining vacant
units assumed to be “seasonal” housing units.  The number of
seasonal residents would be computed by multiplying the sea-
sonal housing units by an assumed average number of occupants
and the peak-season occupancy rate.  The average unit occu-
pancy could be 1.60, based on similar factors used by the Lee
County Metropolitan Planning Organization for seasonal housing
units (1.64 persons for each seasonal single-family home and
1.50 persons for each seasonal multifamily unit).  The MPO
factors are based on a 1992 survey conducted for the Florida
Department of Transportation entitled Lee County Urban Travel
Characteristics.  Tourists visiting Lee County for short stays

average 2.5 persons in each party, based on recent data from the
Lee County Visitors and Convention Bureau.

A formula for calculating peak population for 1990 (not includ-
ing day visitors) would therefore include the following compo-
nents:

Permanent Residents (1990 Census)
+

Seasonal Housing Units multiplied by Average Unit Occupancy
multiplied by Occupancy Rate in the Peak Period

+
Hotel and Motel Rooms multiplied by Average Room Occupancy

multiplied by Occupancy Rate in the Peak Period
+

Transient RVs (not counted by census) multiplied by Average
Occupancy multiplied by Occupancy Rate in the Peak Period

+
Timeshare Units multiplied by Average Occupancy
multiplied by Occupancy Rate in the Peak Period

+
Guests in Homes of Permanent Residents in the Peak Period

The most difficult number to estimate would be “guests in homes
of permanent residents,” and no attempt has been made here. 
Using this formula, the peak-season population for 1990 is
calculated in Table 4-5.
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Table 4-5 — Peak-Season Population, 1990

  Type of Residents      Number Total

Permanent residents: 5,812 residents (census) º 5,812

Seasonal residents: 4,587 “vacant” units (census)
3,845 seasonal units (10% vacant)

x 1.60 persons/unit (MPO)
x 92% occupancy rate (Figure 7)

5,660 seasonal residents º 5,660

Motel guests: 1,023 motel rooms
x 92% occupancy rate (Figure 7)
x 2.50 persons/room (VCB)

2,353 motel guests º 2,353

RV guests 118 RVs (not counted in census)
x 92% occupancy rate (Figure 7)
x 1.60 persons/RV (MPO)

174 RV guests º 174

Timeshare guests 475 timeshare condominiums
x 92% occupancy rate (Figure 7)
x 2.50 persons/unit (MPO)

1,093 timeshare guests º 1,093

TOTALS: 15,091

The number of day visitors is even more difficult to determine;
day visitors are not included in the totals above.  Some data has
been developed by the Estero Island CRA’s 1992 origin-and-
destination survey of motorists entering Estero Island.  That
study estimated that 65% of all vehicles were driven by persons
not living on Estero Island either full or part time, and only a
small percentage of those did not stop on the island.  These
figures counts could be used to produce a rough estimate of day

visitors, although it would not show the highest number of those
visitors at any one time.  A much better assessment of day visi-
tors should be available in mid-1999 as a result of a proposed
“Barrier Island Traffic Survey” being commissioned by the Metro-
politan Planning Organization.  This detailed roadside survey of
drivers will be conducted in the winter of 1999 on a typical
weekday and a Saturday.

Population Forecasts

This planning process has created important data affecting
future development at Fort Myers Beach, much of which cannot
be included in this document due to its bulk or scale.  These
include:

# A series of 1" = 400'  parcel-level wall maps of Fort
Myers Beach, including remaining vacant parcels;
previous development orders issued by Lee County;
existing land uses; generalized existing zoning; the
current future land use map; flood and coastal con-
struction zones; and buildings four stories and taller.

# A detailed analysis of recent Lee County development
orders and building permits that are authorizing new
commercial or multifamily developments, including
individual building permits issued pursuant to these
development orders and certificates of occupancy for
buildings that were completed as of July 1, 1996.

Comprehensive plans normally contain forecasts of future-year
populations so that local governments can plan appropriate
levels of infrastructure to serve that population.  County-level
forecasts are provided by the University of Florida’s Bureau of
Business and Economic Research.  Municipalities create their
own forecasts, which begin with population trends from past
years as adjusted to reflect expected changes to those trends.
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Fort Myers Beach is nearing the end of its population growth, so
past trends cannot be relied on to forecast growth.  Four factors
lead to this plan’s approach to population forecasts:

# Very little land is available for development.
# Growth pressure remains very high, and is expected

to continue until all developable land is consumed.
# Density levels for most vacant land have already been

established, either by vested development rights or by
strict comprehensive plan density caps.

# Once “build-out” has been reached, the redevelop-
ment process will continue, but little or no increase
in population is expected due to the controls con-
tained in this plan.

To determine the maximum permanent population at Fort Myers
Beach, all vacant land was analyzed for its development capac-
ity.  No development was forecasted for wetlands or recreational
lands.  Table 4-6 contains details of the additional 1,028 dwell-
ing units that are expected after 1996.

Table 4-6 — Future Development Proposed for Vacant Land (as of July 1, 1996)
Project
Name

Vacant
Acreage

Additional
Dwellings

Additional
Commercial

Additional
Hotel Rooms

Other
Comments

Seagrape Bay 0.86 21 (52 units in project)
Bay Beach Ostego Bay II 6.31 24 (36 units in project)
Bay Beach Casa Marina 3.50 92 (144 units in project)
Bay Beach Waterside 2.13 58 (116 units in project)
Bay Beach - Parcel 3 1.91 48 (existing tennis club)
Bay Beach - Parcel 14 10.35 100 (or hotel) (future development area)
Bay Beach - Parcel 15/16 20.10 339 (or hotel) (future development area)
Bay Beach - Parcel 17 8.93 140 (or commercial) (or hotel) (future development area)
Primo’s 0.33 7,492
Diamondhead 2.93 (ancillary) 154
Matanzas Seafare 0.07 3,000
Old Estero Suites 0.39 28 (had been cottages)
Pink Shell 0.00 (ancillary) 54
Mid-Island Marina 0.00 storage-sales (existing marina)
Fish Tale Marina 0.00 3,280 (existing marina)
(SE of Carousel Motel) 1.23 8 (or hotel) (no development order)
Gullwing 2.74 150 seats 100
Vacant beachfront lots various 8 (existing lots)
Vacant canalfront lots various 99 (existing lots)
Vacant inland lots various 91 (existing lots)

TOTALS: 1,028 336
Sources: inventory of Lee County records through June 30, 1996,including development orders, building permits, and litigation files;
and this plan’s existing land use map (Figure 15)
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Figure 12, Growth in housing units (forecasted for 2000 through
2020)

Most of these units have been authorized by recent development
orders or appear to be vested (such as Bay Beach and Gullwing);
the remainder are vacant lots in platted subdivisions.  This
information is based on a detailed survey of Lee County records
conducted during the summer of 1996.

Except for road capacity, all of the land shown in Table 4-6 has
access to adequate public facilities as described throughout this
plan.  This land is not limited by soil conditions, topography, or
natural or historic resources.

As described in the Transportation Element, demand for roads
during the peak season has exceeded capacity at Fort Myers
Beach for many years.  Even if the town had the legal ability to
forbid all further development, or the financial ability to pur-
chase all of the land described in Table 4-6, congestion would
not disappear (although the lines of traffic waiting to pass con-
gested portions of Estero Boulevard will certainly be longer with
the additional development).  This is because Estero Boulevard’s
constrained conditions simply cannot handle more traffic during
the peak season, regardless of travel demand.  Because of the
town’s highly desirable location at the beach, peak-season day
visitors from the mainland will always consume whatever addi-
tional road capacity could be constructed.  

Stringent growth management techniques, such as limiting the
density of future development on vacant land within the town,
were adopted by Lee County in its 1984 comprehensive plan
(although litigation and plat vacations have allowed some con-
tinued development at higher densities).  This current planning
effort reduces densities further wherever possible (including a
new low-density land use category limited to four units per
acre).  Congestion management strategies will be used by the
town to manage demand during the peak season, as described in
the Transportation Element.

The growth and timing of housing construction at Fort Myers
Beach can be illustrated by showing the historical growth in
housing units plus the maximum number of housing units yet to
be built (1,028 more units, as calculated in Table 4-6).  Figure
12 graphs this data and suggests a future slow-down in the
growth rate that is typical of communities as they approach
build-out.  Growth at Fort Myers Beach also slowed from 1990
through 1996, largely because of the recession, and this slower
rate should be expected to continue as the very limited supply of
vacant land increases prices and reduces entrpreneurial opportu-
nities.
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Table 4-7 summarizes the population forecasts from Figure 12
for two separate planning periods, the first being the next five
years and the second being Lee County’s planning horizon of the
year 2020.  Based on recent development levels as reflected in
Figure 12, 40% of the 1,028 additional dwelling units are
expected to be in place by the end of the first five-year period,
for a total of 8,121 units.  Forecasts of the peak-season popula-
tion are also shown on this table using the 1990 ratio of peak-
season to permanent population (as shown in Table 4-5).

Table 4-7 — Population Forecasts

Year Source
Dwelling

Units
Permanent
Population

Peak-season
Population

1990 Census &
Table 4-5

7,420 5,812 15,091

1996 Estimates 7,710 6,039 15,680
2003 Forecast 8,121 6,361 16,517
2020 Forecast 8,738 6,844 17,772

The number of dwelling units in Table 4-7 was converted to
permanent population through several steps, primarily by multi-
plying it by the rate of their use for permanent occupancy
(38.2% in 1990) and multiplying the result by the number of
persons per occupied housing unit (2.03 in 1990).  As a result,
the 1996 population of the Town of Fort Myers Beach will in-
crease by about 805 permanent residents to an expected “build-
out” population of about 6,884.  The remaining dwelling units
would be used by seasonal or short-term guests, not permanent
residents.  This build-out would occur at an indeterminate time,
perhaps around 2010.

The actual future population of Fort Myers Beach will depend on
several other factors as well.  The percentage of dwelling units
that are occupied by permanent residents may go up or down;

motels or cottages may be converted into permanent dwellings;
and many sites will be redeveloped, with resulting densities that
may be higher or lower than existing densities.  The town may
adopt new policies or regulations that attempt to influence any
of these factors.  Until the effects of these other factors become
apparent, the population forecasts in Table 4-7 should be used
for planning purposes at Fort Myers Beach.

Redevelopment needs have been examined at length by Lee
County’s Community Redevelopment Agency, resulting in a 1991
Estero Island Redevelopment Plan, incorporated herein by refer-
ence.



FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT                                                                     JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                 PAGE  4 – 36

SCHOOLS

There is a single public school within the Town of Fort Myers
Beach, the historic elementary school on Oak Street.  This school
serves grades K through 5, with enrollment fluctuating between
180 and 200 students, all of whom live (at least seasonally) on
Estero and San Carlos Islands.  There are no private schools in
the town.

According to the 1990 Census, there were 158 children of ele-
mentary school age (6 through 11 on April 1, 1990) residing
within the town, or 2.7% of the 5,812 permanent residents.

This element forecasts the permanent population to grow to
6,844, an increase of only 18% over 1990.  Future school enroll-
ment will depend less on population growth than on changes to
the age make-up of the population and changes in school district
policies.  For instance, under the district’s new “School Choice”
program, parents are given a greater degree of choice over which
school their children may attend.  Although at present the School
Choice program does not apply to any island schools, that could
change.  Also, if the school district were to add middle-school
grades (6 through 8) to this school, several additional classrooms
would be required.

In the absence of such changes, the existing school is large
enough for the current and expected enrollment.  The current
facility contains 243 “student stations.”  The school district is
planning minor renovations over the next five years to convert
excess classroom space for other purposes, which will result in a
net decrease in capacity to 197 students.

The school is on an 11-acre site, 7.8 acres of which are buildable
uplands.  Excellent community facilities are adjacent, including
the public library, Bay Oaks park, Matanzas Pass Preserve, and
the new public swimming pool.  (This clustering of public facili-
ties is consistent with the new law’s encouragement of the “co-

location” of schools with parks, libraries, and community centers.)

If unexpected enrollment increases occur, the school district’s
comprehensive busing program could transfer students to off-
island schools; also, ample room remains on the current site for
expansion.  Although there is no apparent or expected need for
additional school space, should such a need occur, it can be
accommodated by expanding the current school (given the site’s
excellent location and the available space there).

Although no additional school sites are needed or should be
planned for, the state of Florida requires every comprehensive
plan to contain a specific policy designating the categories where
new public schools would be allowed.  Accordingly, this plan
designates the “Mixed Residential,” “Boulevard,” “Pedestrian
Commercial,” and “Recreation” categories.  (The existing school
is in the “Recreation” category, with adoining land in “Mixed
Residential” and “Boulevard.”)  This land totals about 880 acres,
which is 60% of the town’s land area, providing ample choices in
case a new school is ever needed.  Schools could not be built in
the “Low Density,” “Wetlands,” or “Tidal Water” categories.

The state now also requires a measure of intensity for new or
expanded schools.  The typical measure for residential intensity
is dwelling units per acre, clearly unsuitable for schools.  The
typical measure of commercial intensity is a floor-area-ratio or
“F.A.R.” (the total floor area of the building divided by the
buildable area of the site); this measure can be adapted for
schools.  The existing single-story elementary school is on 7.8
acres of buildable land.  Disregarding the undeveloped areas, it
has about 28,000 square feet of floor area on about 120,000
square feet of land, for a F.A.R. of about 0.23.  Since an ex-
panded school should probably be built in a more compact form
(such as two stories high), this plan sets a maximum F.A.R. of
about double, or 0.50.  See the full text of the new school policy
in Policy 4-B-14.
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       Figure 13, Planning communities for Fort Myers Beach

SPECIFIC NEIGHBORHOOD GOALS

The Town of Fort Myers Beach can be thought of as having seven
separate communities for planning purposes.  General goals for
each planning community are described below.

“The TIMES SQUARE AREA boasts a revitalized entertainment
area with tree-shaded outdoor cafes, pedestrian streets, and an
“old Estero Island” character to the buildings.  Lynn Hall Park
has more recreational facilities and remains the most lively and
popular beach in Lee County.  A broad array of shopping op-

portunities serves both residents and visitors, who use conve-
nient on-street parking and new shared parking lots screened
from view.  On the Bay side, tree-shaded plazas surround the
expanded marina which hosts vessels from excursion boats to
water taxis to commercial fishing boats bringing fresh seafood
to sell from scattered kiosks.  New buildings add to the theme
originally developed for the area by the Estero Island CRA”

“The CIVIC COMPLEX centered around the public library has
expanded and serves as the “other end” of the revitalized por-

tion of Estero Boulevard, with its rows of coconut palms,
wide colorful sidewalks, and lively street scene.  Opportuni-
ties for folks to both live and work here and in the down-
town area are available through apartments above com-
mercial uses and from new infill apartments and townhouses
designed in the historic cottage character.

“Fort Myers Beach offers many choices of ambience and
character in its residential areas, ranging from single-
family neighborhoods, areas of predominately higher-rise
condominiums and apartments, and “near-town” neighbor-
hoods where residential and commercial uses intermingle. 
All neighborhoods are safe and lighted at night.  Streets are
well maintained and have regular street cleaning.  Bike
paths and sidewalks connect neighborhoods with the
Island-wide continuous system.  Yet the various residential
communities possess their unique characters:

“The BOWDITCH/NORTH END retains its residential and
resort identity.  Its motel rooms, older cottages, and high-
rises all benefit from their proximity to Bowditch Point and
the downtown core area, yet are comfortably removed from
seasonal traffic congestion and outdoor entertainment
activities that many residents find intrusive.
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Figure 14, Potentially historic buildings

“The older NEAR-TOWN NEIGHBORHOODS across from San
Carlos Islands have shed their blighted characteristics of the
1980s and 1990s.  Their pleasantly varied housing types are
just steps away from lively Estero Boulevard.  Apartments for
tourists and local employees mix congenially with new homes,
many of which contain quiet home-offices within.  The new
urban code has ensured that renovations and new homes mix
gracefully with the old in these now highly desirable neighbor-
hoods.

“The QUIET CENTER of Estero Island remains peacefully be-
tween the bustling portions of Estero Boulevard and the high-
rises further down the beach.  Some condominiums and smaller
resorts co-exist with the predominately single-family neighbor-
hoods.  This portion of the island is designated to remain low-
rise and residential except for a few existing towers and the big
mid-island marina.  

“The HIGH-RISE/RESORT district is distinctly different in
character.  Panoramic views of Estero Bay and the Gulf of
Mexico are widely available, along with popular recreational
amenities such as golf, tennis, and private swimming pools. 
The Villa Santini area has been fully redeveloped to become the
entertainment, community, and commercial center of this end
of Estero Island, replacing its former life as a conventional
shopping center.  It also serves the needs of visitors to the vast
beaches at Lovers’ Key.  The abundant wildlife on Little Estero
Island are a continuing focal point for local residents and
visitors alike.

“Estero Island’s SOUTH POINT faces the active boating along
Big Carlos Pass and the popular state park on Black Island and
Lovers’ Key.  Despite pressures of commercialization to serve
park visitors, this area retains its strictly residential character
and its mostly low-rise housing style.”

HISTORIC DISTRICTS

At present there are no designated historic districts at Fort Myers
Beach.  Figure 14 shows where older buildings are concentrated. 
The Historic Preservation Element of this plan proposes the
designation of one or two historic districts.  One district could
cover the residential area north of Estero Boulevard between
Primo and Chapel Streets, and another could include the highest
concentrations of older houses remaining between Estero Boule-
vard and the beach.
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REVISED FUTURE LAND USE MAP

This plan adopts a new “Future Land Use Map” for the Town of
Fort Myers Beach.  It replaces the map in the current comprehen-
sive plan, which was adopted by Lee County in 1991 at the
urging of the Fort Myers Beach Land Use Plan Committee.

The 1991 map divides Estero Island into four categories:
# Suburban: applied to most single-family subdivi-

sions and many multifamily developments (for a total
of 541 acres).

# Urban Community: applied to areas of greater
intensity of development, including most commercial
areas and many high-rise residential areas (for a total
of 174 acres).

# Public Facilities: applied to publicly owned land
such as Little Estero Island, the Matanzas Pass Pre-
serve and adjoining school and library, and to Bay
Oaks, Lynn Hall, and Bowditch Point Parks.

# Wetlands: applied to remaining wetlands.

Several shortcomings with the previous maps and their applica-
tion have become apparent.  These include:

# The special policies that were supposed to apply to
the “Urban Community” category to avoid over-com-
mercialization have not accomplished their purpose.

# In conformance with past Lee County practice, land-
use categories are often assumed to extend out to the
mean high water line.  Therefore, the dry sandy
beach, including newly accreted sand, has often been
counted in determining the allowable density of de-
velopment.  This factor inflates the allowable inten-
sity of development along the beaches.

# No provisions were made to allow density to be trans-
ferred from one site to a non-contiguous parcel, even
when this may be in the public interest.

# No distinction was made between residential areas of
varying densities; single-family neighborhoods and
high-rise towers often shared the same category.

# The Town of Fort Myers Beach has municipal juris-
diction over waters as far as 1,000 feet beyond Estero
Island.  The previous Future Land Use Map is silent
as to how continuing activities over those waters
(such as marina basins, docks, mooring pilings, and
boathouses) should be regulated.

In response to these shortcomings, a new Future Land Use Map
has been created for this comprehensive plan, as illustrated in
Figure 161.  This plan has eight distinct categories:

# Low Density: applied to existing subdivisions with
an established low-density character (primarily
single-family homes).  The maximum density is 4
dwelling units per acre.  The only commercial uses
allowed are home occupations.

# Mixed Residential: applied to older subdivisions
with mixed housing types on smaller lots, and to
newer high-rise buildings.  The maximum density is 6
dwelling units per acre, except where a Future Land
Use Map overlay indicates a maximum density of 10
units per acre for legally existing dwelling units. 
Commercial activities are limited to lower-impact
uses such as offices and motels.

1In accordance with Rule 9J-5.006(4):  lakes, beaches, canals, bays, and
estuaries are also shown on Figure 16.  There are no existing or planned public
wells at Fort Myers Beach.  No historic districts have been established to date.  All
of the Town of Fort Myers Beach is in the coastal high hazard area. Natural soil
types have been obscured by land development activities, but an inventory of
remaining soil types can be found in the Soil Survey of Lee County, Florida, U.S.
Soil Conservation Service, 1984. 
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# Boulevard: a mixed-use district along portions of
Estero Boulevard, including less-intense commercial
areas and mixed housing types.  The maximum den-
sity of residential development here is 6 dwelling
units per acre, except where a Future Land Use Map
overlay indicates a maximum density of 10 units per
acre for legally existing dwelling units.

# Pedestrian Commercial: a primarily commercial
district applied to the intense activity centers of
Times Square (including Old San Carlos and nearby
portions of Estero Boulevard) and the area around
the Villa Santini Plaza.  The maximum density of
residential development is 6 dwelling units per acre,
except where a Future Land Use Map overlay indi-
cates a density of 10 units per acre for affordable
units consistent with the adopted redevelopment
plan.

# Marina: water access services, primarily for pleasure
boating, including related accessory uses provided
they don’t displace marina services.  Cruise ships and
similar uses that draw large amounts of vehicular
traffic are not permitted in this category.

# Recreation: applied to public parks, public swim-
ming pool, elementary school, undevelopable por-
tions of the Bay Beach golf course, and Gulf beaches
(those portions seaward of the 1978 coastal construc-
tion control line).  Additional accretions of beach,
whether by natural causes or through beach renour-
ishment, will automatically be assigned to this cate-
gory.  No new residential development is permitted
(although several existing buildings were legally
constructed partially seaward of the control line). 
The maximum density of residential development
here is 1 dwelling units per 20 acres, with all units to

be constructed outside this category.  The application
of this category does not affect any party’s ownership
rights to the beachfront.

# Wetlands: a conservation district applied to all
remaining wetlands.  The maximum density of resi-
dential development here is 1 dwelling units per 20
acres.

# Tidal Water: applied to all saltwater canals and all
waters surrounding Estero Island that lie within the
municipal boundary (out 1,000 feet).  No residential
development is permitted.

Table 4-8 tabulates the total acreage in each category on the
new Future Land Use Map.  The “Tidal Water” category includes 
the tidal canals and all open water out to the municipal bound-
ary, which is 1,000 feet beyond Estero Island.

Table 4-8 — Future Land Use Map
Category Acres

Low Density 410.2
Mixed Residential 590.9
Boulevard 64.1
Pedestrian Commercial 77.8
Marina 6.9
Recreation 292.9
Wetlands 105.6
Tidal Water 2,164.6

TOTAL: 3,713.0 acres

Four of these categories allow a mixture of land uses.  In accor-
dance with state regulations, this plan must include an objective
measure for the distribution of land-use mixes in those catego-
ries.  Table 4-9 identifies the current acreage of non-residential
uses (or school and public uses in “Recreation”) within each
mixed-use category, and then proposes a percentage cap for
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Table 4-9 — Mixed-Use Percentages, Existing and Proposed

Category
December 1998 Actual Totals Proposed Additional

Commercial
Uses

Other Non-
Residential Uses

Total Non-
Residential Uses School/Public Use

Cap Allowed

Acres Acres Acres % Acres % % Acres
Mixed Residential 28.1 18.4 46.5 7.9% 12% 24.2
Boulevard 24.5 5.6 30.1 46.9% 70% 14.8
Pedestrian Commercial 44.3 1.5 45.8 58.9% 90% 24.2

Recreation 7.8 2.7%  6% 9.7

each category.  The final column shows the additional acreage of
non-residential (or school/public) uses that would be allowed
based on the percentage cap.

Policies 4-B-4, 4-B-5, 4-B-6, and 4-B-8 include the existing per-
centage plus the proposed cap (as shown in Table 4-9) for each
of the four mixed-use categories.  The cap defines the maximum
percentages of non-residential (or school/public) land uses that
can be built throughout each category without an amendment to
this plan.  For the purpose of these computations, non-residential
land uses are defined as commercial and marina uses; according
to the definitions in Policy 4-B-12, this also includes motels,
churches, and civic buildings.  Land used for government pur-
poses and for utility installations are also included, but road
rights-of-way are not counted.

Allowable uses for all of the eight new categories are described
below under Objective 4-B.  Upon adoption, these goals, objec-
tives, and policies become law, and will be implemented where
necessary through amendments to the Fort Myers Beach Land
Development Code.

These categories will immediately replace the categories shown
on the current Future Land Use Map.  Where the adopted cate-
gory descriptions contain absolute limits (such as the density or

percentage caps for various land use categories), those limits will
have immediate legal effect that will supersede more lenient
standards that apply to certain zoning districts.  The adoption of
these categories does not itself change or eliminate the current
zoning district assigned to each parcel of land.

Many parts of this comprehensive plan will be implemented
through changes to the Land Development Code, which by state
law must conform with this plan within one year (F.S.
163.3202).  These amendments may include rezoning of many
or all properties for various reasons, such as:

# to conform the zoning district of specific properties
to the requirements of this plan; or

# to combine several similar zoning districts into a
single new district to simplify the Land Development
Code.

Landowners whose property is proposed for rezoning will receive
notice in accordance with state law.

As described in the Coastal Management Element, the entire
town is in the “coastal high-hazard area” as defined in
§ 163.3178(2)(h), Florida Statutes. Figure 17 on the next page
shows the coastal high-hazard area on a map, which is being
formally adopted into this plan as part of the Future Land Use
Map series.
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Figure 17, Coastal High-Hazard Area (entire town)
as defined in §163.3178(2)(h), Florida Statutes
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of land use issues in this element, the
following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted into the Fort
Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 4: To keep Fort Myers Beach a healthy and
vibrant “small town,” while capitaliz-
ing on the vitality and amenities avail-
able in a beach–resort environment and
minimizing the damage that a hurri-
cane could inflict.

OBJECTIVE 4-A SMALL-TOWN CHARACTER — Main-
tain the small-town character of Fort
Myers Beach and the pedestrian-ori-
ented “public realm” that allows peo-
ple to move around without their cars
even in the midst of peak-season con-
gestion..

POLICY 4-A-1 Maintaining the town’s current “human
scale” is a fundamental redevelopment
principle.  Fort Myers Beach is best enjoyed
from outside a car; new buildings should be
designed to encourage use or admiration by
people on foot or bicycle, rather than sepa-
rating them with gates, walls, deep setbacks,
or unnecessary building heights.

POLICY 4-A-2 The Town of Fort Myers Beach values its
vibrant economy and walkable commercial
areas.  Through this plan, the town will en-
sure that new commercial activities, when
allowed, will contribute to the pedestrian-
oriented public realm.

POLICY 4-A-3 The town shall protect residential neighbor-
hoods from intrusive commercial activities
(see Policies 4-C-2 and 4-C-3 below).

POLICY 4-A-4 Easy walking access to the beach is a key
element of the town’s human scale.  Devel-
opment trends that inhibit this access are
undesirable (including traffic improvements
to Estero Boulevard that would make it a
barrier to the beach for pedestrians).

POLICY 4-A-5 The town contains many important natural
resources despite its urbanized character. 
Preservation of those resources is of the
highest importance and is a frequent theme
throughout this plan.

POLICY 4-A-6 The beaches provide incomparable recre-
ational and environmental benefits to the
town; careful management of the beach,
including renourishment when necessary,
can increase both.  Frequent beach accesses
are essential to the town’s character and
shall be maintained and expanded where
possible.

POLICY 4-A-7 Estero Bay also provides great benefits to the
town and can be enhanced by improving
public access and reversing the decline in
water quality.  The Conservation and Coastal
Management Elements of this plan outline
the town’s efforts on these matters.

POLICY 4-A-8 The town shall establish clear and consistent
rules and processes that govern private and
public development.  They shall be incorpo-
rated into an illustrated Land Development
Code that:
i. defines the permitted uses and

illustrates the dimensions needed to
implement this comprehensive plan;

ii. illustrates the types and dimensions of
allowable signs that will identify busi-
nesses and other destinations with-
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out damaging the aesthetic qualities of
the town;

iii. resolves inconsistencies between current
zoning and land development regulations
and this comprehensive plan using the
guidelines found in Chapter 15;

iv. encourages the conservation and re-use
of historic buildings as described in the
Historic Preservation Element;

v. in existing subdivisions, controls the scale
of new homes to avoid the replacement
of existing homes with excessively large
structures; and

vi. ensures the availability of public facilities
at the levels of service specified in this
plan concurrently with the impacts of
development (see Capital Improvements
Element for a summary of these levels of
service plus guidelines for the town’s
Concurrency Management System).

POLICY 4-A-9 Many amenities available to local residents
are the result of the local tourist economy
and would diminish if hotels and motels
were displaced. Landowners may redevelop
hotels and motels for other uses, but special
incentives of this plan such as post-disaster
and pre-disaster buildback (Objectives 4-D
and 4-E) only apply if the current use is
maintained.

POLICY 4-A-10 Hotels and motels may be constructed or
converted to condominium ownership pro-
vided they are operated as hotels or motels.
The Land Development Code provides de-
tailed regulations that distinguish hotels and
motels from residential uses and other types
of lodging.

OBJECTIVE 4-B FUTURE LAND USE MAP CATEGORIES
— Reduce the potential for further
overbuilding through a new Future
Land Use Map that protects remain-
ing natural and historic resources,
preserves the small-town character of
Fort Myers Beach, and protects resi-
dential neighborhoods against com-
mercial intrusions.

POLICY 4-B-1 OVERBUILDING: Judicious planning could
have avoided the kind of overbuilding found
at Fort Myers Beach by limiting construction
to match road capacity and the physical en-
vironment.  Since such planning came too
late, the town must deal with today’s conges-
tion plus the impacts of future development
that has vested rights to proceed.  These
conditions have shaped the vision of this
plan, as development rights once granted are
not easily or lightly reversed; great care has
been taken in this plan to balance important
public and private rights. 

POLICY 4-B-2 MAP ADOPTION: The Town of Fort Myers
Beach hereby adopts a Future Land Use Map
(Figure 16) to govern further subdivision
and development within its municipal
boundary. The entire town is located within
the coastal high-hazard area, as shown on
Figure 17 which is part of the adopted Fu-
ture Land Use Map series. This map
advances the principles of this comprehen-
sive plan by assigning one of eight categories
to all land and water, based on its location,
condition, and existing uses.
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POLICY 4-B-3 “LOW DENSITY”: designed for existing
subdivisions with an established low-density
character (primarily single-family homes). 
For new development, the maximum density
is 4 dwelling units per acre, and commercial 
activities are limited to home occupations as
described in the Land Development Code
(limited to incidental uses by the dwelling
unit’s occupant that do not attract customers
or generate additional traffic).

POLICY 4-B-4 “MIXED RESIDENTIAL”: designed for
older subdivisions with mixed housing types
on smaller lots, newer high-rise buildings,
and mobile home and RV parks.  This cate-
gory will ensure that Fort Myers Beach re-
tains a variety of neighborhoods and housing
types.  For new development, the maximum
density is 6 dwelling units per acre (except
where the Future Land Use Map’s “platted
overlay” indicates a maximum density of 10
units per acre for legally existing dwelling
units).  Commercial activi-



[this page intentionally left blank]



FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT                                                                     JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                 PAGE  4 – 45

ties are limited to lower-impact uses such as
offices, motels, churches, and public uses,
and must be sensitive to nearby residential
uses, complement any adjoining commercial
uses, contribute to the public realm as de-
scribed in this comprehensive plan, and meet
the design concepts of this plan and the Land
Development Code.  These qualities and
overall consistency with this comprehensive
plan shall be evaluated by the town through
the planned development rezoning process. 
Non-residential uses (including motels and
churches) now comprise 7.9% of the land in
this category, and this percentage shall not
exceed 12%.

POLICY 4-B-5 “BOULEVARD”: a mixed-use district along
portions of Estero Boulevard, including less
intense commercial areas, historic cottages,
and mixed housing types.  This category is
not intended to allow commercial uses on all
properties; its mixed-use nature is intended
to remain permanently.  For new residential
development, the maximum density is 6
dwelling units per acre (except where the
Future Land Use Map’s “platted overlay” indi-
cates a maximum density of 10 units per acre
for legally existing dwelling units).  To ob-
tain approval for new or expanded commer-
cial activities, proposals must be sensitive to
nearby residential uses, complement any
adjoining commercial uses, contribute to the
public realm as described in this comprehen-
sive plan, and meet the design concepts of
this plan and the Land Development Code. 
These qualities and overall consistency with
this comprehensive plan shall be evaluated
by the town through the planned develop-

ment rezoning process.  Non-residential uses
(including motels and churches) now com-
prise 46.9% of the land in this category, and
this percentage shall not exceed 70%.

POLICY 4-B-6 “PEDESTRIAN COMMERCIAL”: a pri-
marily commercial district applied to the
intense activity centers of Times Square (in-
cluding Old San Carlos and nearby portions
of Estero Boulevard) and the area around
the Villa Santini Plaza.  For new develop-
ment, the maximum density is 6 dwelling
units per acre (except where the Future Land
Use Map’s “platted overlay” indicates a maxi-
mum density of 10 units per acre for afford-
able units consistent with the adopted rede-
velopment plan).  Commercial activities
must contribute to the pedestrian-oriented
public realm as described in this comprehen-
sive plan and must meet the design concepts
of this plan and the Land Development
Code.  Where commercial uses are permit-
ted, residential uses are encouraged in upper
floors.  All “Marina” uses in Policy 4-B-7 are
also allowed on parcels that were zoned for
marinas prior to adoption of this plan.  Non-
residential uses (including motels and
churches) now comprise 58.9% of the land
in this category, and this percentage shall
not exceed 90%.

POLICY 4-B-7 “MARINA”: designed for prime sites that
can provide access to the valuable waters
around Fort Myers Beach.  This category
provides services for recreational boating,
including related accessory uses provided
that don’t displace recreational marina ser-
vices.  Cruise ships and similar uses that
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draw large amounts of vehicular traffic are
not permitted in this category.  Specific regu-
lations will be placed in the Land Develop-
ment Code.

POLICY 4-B-8 “RECREATION”: applied to public parks,
schools, undevelopable portions of Bay Beac-
h, and those parts of Gulf beaches that lie
seaward of the 1978 coastal construction
control line.  Additional accretions of beach,
whether by natural causes or through beach
renourishment, will automatically be
assigned to this category.  No new residential
development is permitted (although several
existing buildings were legally constructed
partially seaward of the 1978 control line). 
The maximum density of residential develop-
ment here is 1 dwelling units per 20 acres,
with all dwelling units to be constructed out-
side this category.  Allowable uses are parks,
schools, libraries, bathing beaches, beach
access points, and related public facilities. 
Non-recreational uses (such as the elemen-
tary school) now comprise 2.7% of the land
in this category; additional school sites and
public buildings shall not increase this per-
centage beyond 6%.

POLICY 4-B-9 “WETLANDS”: a conservation district ap-
plied to all remaining wetlands.  The maxi-
mum density of residential development here
is 1 dwelling units per 20 acres.  Other allow-
able uses, if compatible with wetland func-
tions, are passive recreation, walking access
to tidal waters (boardwalks and docks), and
restoration of degraded habitats.  Prohibited
activities include placement of fill material;
dredging of boat basins and channels; place-

ment of seawalls or other shoreline stabiliza-
tion; and removal of native vegetation.

POLICY 4-B-10 “TIDAL WATER”: applied to all saltwater
canals and all waters surrounding Estero
Island that lie within the municipal bound-
ary (out 1,000 feet).  No residential develop-
ment is permitted.  Allowable uses are water
sports, boating, swimming, fishing, and simi-
lar uses.  Also allowed are fixed structures
for water access provided they comply with
Land Development Code provisions designed
to avoid impeding navigation and to mini-
mize environmental damage and interfer-
ence with aesthetic enjoyment of surround-
ing waters.

POLICY 4-B-11 PLATTED OVERLAY: This is not a separate
category on the Future Land Use Map, but is
applied in addition to one of the eight cate-
gories listed above.  Allowable land uses are
the same as in the underlying category, but
the maximum residential density is 10 units
per acre.  This density level applies in the
Pedestrian Commercial category only for
affordable units consistent with the adopted
redevelopment plan; in other categories it
applies only to recognize existing dwelling
units that were built legally but which would
be non-conforming under a density cap of 6
units per acre.

POLICY 4-B-12 LAND-USE TYPES DEFINED: For pur-
poses of this comprehensive plan, land uses
are divided into the following types:
i. Residential uses include detached

homes, accessory apartments (see Policy
4-C-7), home occupations (see Policy 4-
B-3), mobile homes, apartments, and
condominiums, provided that no
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dwellings are rented for periods shorter
than one week.

ii. Commercial uses involve the sale or
rental of goods or services, including
businesses such as retail stores, offices,
restaurants/bars, service/craft/rental
businesses, RV parks, and
hotels/motels/resorts; churches and civic
buildings are also included in this cate-
gory.

iii. Marina uses involve the use of prime
waterfront sites to support recreational
boating, such as wet or dry boat storage,
sales/rentals of boats and supplies, and
boat repair.

iv. Industrial uses such as manufacturing,
seafood processing, and warehousing are
not permitted in the Town of Fort Myers
Beach, except for dry storage of boats at
approved marinas.

v. Recreational uses include beaches,
parks, playgrounds, and similar uses.

vi. Mixed uses means some combination
of the above land-use types in a single
building, or on a single site, or on differ-
ent sites within a single category on the
Future Land Use Map, depending on the
context.

POLICY 4-B-13 PUBLIC FACILITIES: Most public facilities
such as parks, schools, libraries, fire stations,
and government buildings will continue be
located within the “Recreation” category (but
only park structures are allowed seaward of
the 1978 Coastal Construction Control Line). 
When no suitable sites can be found in the
“Recreation” category, public facilities may
also be located in “Mixed Residential,”

“Boulevard,” and “Pedestrian Commercial”
categories as may be allowed by the Land
Development Code.

POLICY 4-B-14 SCHOOLS: Public and private schools may
be located in the following categories on the
future land use map: Mixed Residential,
Boulevard, Pedestrian Commercial, or Recre-
ation (but never seaward of the 1978 coastal
construction control line).  The maximum
intensity of new or expanded schools shall
not exceed a floor-area-ratio of 0.50 (the
total floor area of the building divided by the
buildable area of the site).  Governmental
agencies providing parks, libraries and com-
munity centers are strongly encouraged to
locate them near schools.

OBJECTIVE 4-C APPLYING THE FUTURE LAND USE
MAP — The Future Land Use Map
shall be interpreted in accordance
with the following policies.

POLICY 4-C-1 LEGAL EFFECT: The density limits and
land-use restrictions described above for
each category are legally binding immedi-
ately upon adoption of this comprehensive
plan.  During the preparation of the new
Land Development Code that will fully im-
plement this plan, conflicts may arise with
previous regulations and zoning districts. 
Chapter 15 of this plan describes how such
conflicts will be resolved.

POLICY 4-C-2 COMMERCIAL INTENSITY: The maxi-
mum intensity of allowable commercial de-
velopment in any category may be controlled
by height regulations (see Policy 4-C-4) or
by other provisions of this plan and the Land
Development Code.  Standards
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in the Land Development Code will encour-
age more intense commercial uses only in the
“Pedestrian Commercial” category.  The Land
Development Code shall specify maximum
commercial intensities using floor-area-ratios
(the total floor area of the building divided
by the area of the site in the category allow-
ing commercial uses).  The Land Develop-
ment Code may allow floor-area-ratios in the
“Pedestrian Commercial” category as high as
2.5, and in other categories as high as 1.5,

POLICY 4-C-3 COMMERCIAL LOCATIONS: When evalu-
ating proposals for new or expanded com-
mercial uses in categories where they are
permitted, the following principles shall ap-
ply:
i. No rezonings for commercial uses shall

be allowed in the “Low Density”
category.

ii. Where new or expanded commercial uses
are encouraged, as in the “Pedestrian
Commercial” category, the Land Develop-
ment Code shall specify its permitted
form and extent and provide a stream-
lined approval process.  Landowners may
also use the planned development
rezoning process to seek approval of
other forms of commercial development
in that category.

iii. In the “Mixed Residential” category, com-
mercial uses are limited to lower-impact
uses such as offices, motels, and public
uses, and must be sensitive to nearby
residential uses, complement any adjoin-
ing commercial uses, contribute to the
public realm as described in this compre-
hensive plan, and meet the design

concepts of this plan and the Land De-
velopment Code.  Landowners may seek
commercial rezoning only through the
planned development process. 

iv. In the “Boulevard” category, where
mixed-use development including some
commercial uses may be permissible,
landowners may seek commercial
rezoning only through the planned de-
velopment process.  Proposals must be
sensitive to nearby residential uses,
complement any adjoining commercial
uses, contribute to the public realm as
described in this comprehensive plan,
and meet the design concepts of this
plan and the Land Development Code. 

v. The following principles shall be consid-
ered by the town when evaluating
requests for new commercial uses:
a. Shopping and services for residents

and overnight guests are strongly
preferred over shopping and
services that will attract additional
day visitors during peak-season con-
gestion.

b. Shopping and services that contrib-
ute to the pedestrian character of
the town are strongly preferred over
buildings designed primarily for ve-
hicular access.

vi. The neighborhood context of proposed
commercial uses is of paramount impor-
tance.  The sensitivity of a proposed
commercial activity to nearby residen-
tial areas can be affected by:
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a. the type of commercial activities (such as
traffic to be generated, hours of opera-
tion, and noise);

b. its physical scale (such as the height, and
bulk of proposed buildings); and

c. the orientation of buildings and parking).
Commercial activities that will intrude into
residential neighborhoods because of their
type, scale, or orientation shall not be
approved.

POLICY 4-C-4 BUILDING HEIGHTS: The Land Development
Code shall limit the height of new buildings un-
der most conditions to two stories above flood
elevation (exceptions may include the buildback
situations (see Policies 4-D-1 and 4-E-1), and
different heights may be applied to officially
designated redevelopment areas such as Times
Square, Red Coconut/Gulf View Colony, and
Villa Santini Plaza).  In those few cases where
individual parcels of land are so surrounded by
tall buildings on lots that are contiguous (or
directly across a street) that this two-story height
limit would be unreasonable, landowners may
seek relief through the planned development
rezoning process, which requires a public hear-
ing and notification of adjacent property owners. 
The town will approve, modify, or deny such
requests after evaluating the level of unfairness
that would result from the specific circumstances
and the degree the specific proposal conforms
with all aspects of this comprehensive plan, in-
cluding its land-use and design policies, pedes-
trian orientation, and natural resource criteria. 
Particular attention would be paid to any perma-
nent view corridors to Gulf or Bay waters that
could be provided in exchange for allowing a
building to be taller than two stories.  In each
case, the town shall balance the public benefits

of the height limit against other public benefits
that would result from the specific proposal.

POLICY 4-C-5 DENSITY: This plan establishes density levels
as the maximum number of residential dwelling
units allowed per acre of land (DU/acre).  This
acreage includes all residential land plus land
within the development to be used for street
and utility rights-of-way, recreation and open
space, water management, and existing lakes
that are entirely contained within the residen-
tial development.  Commercial and other
non-residential land shall not be included in
this acreage; however, where mixed uses are
permitted in a single building, residential densi-
ties will be computed without regard for com-
mercial uses located on lower floors.  When
computing densities on existing subdivisions
where lots are smaller than 15,000 square feet,
one-half the width of adjoining streets and ca-
nals may be included in the acreage, and com-
puted densities greater than 1.50 DU/acre may
be rounded up to two dwelling units where
multiple dwelling are permitted.

POLICY 4-C-6 MOTEL DENSITIES: The Land Development
Code shall specify equivalency factors between
guest units (which include motel rooms) and
full dwelling units.  These factors may vary
based on size of guest unit and on land-use
categories on the Future Land Use Map.  They
may vary between a low of one guest unit and a
high of three guest units for each dwelling unit. 
(These factors would apply only where guest
units are already permitted.)  In order to imple-
ment the 1999 Old San Carlos Boulevard /
Crescent Street Master Plan that encourages
mixed-use buildings with second and third
floors over shops on Old San Carlos, hotel
rooms may be substituted for otherwise allow-
able office space in that situation and location
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only without using the equivalency factors that
apply everywhere else in the town.  This alter-
nate method for capping the number of hotel
rooms applies only to properties between Fifth to
First Streets that lie within 200 feet east and
west of the centerline of Old San Carlos Boule-
vard.  Hotel rooms built under this alternate
method must have at least 250 square feet per
rentable unit, and under no circumstances shall
buildings they are located in exceed four stories
(with the ground level counted as the first story).

POLICY 4-C-7 ACCESSORY APARTMENTS: Accessory
apartments are common at Fort Myers Beach
and may be legal under several circumstances:
i. If the apartment is in a building that meets

all requirements (including density limits in
this plan); or

ii. If the apartment was built prior to zoning in
1962 and has been in continuous use, it may
qualify as a “legally non-conforming use” and
can continue in use until taken out of service;
or

iii. If the apartment was built between 1962 and
1984 and complies with all requirements
except the density cap of 6 dwelling units per
acre and the floodplain elevation
requirements (both of which took effect in
1984); or

iv. If a single existing apartment is in an owner-
occupied home, it is not considered an inde-
pendent dwelling unit and may be allowed
under certain conditions as specified in the
Land Development Code.

POLICY 4-C-8 DENSITY TRANSFERS: The Town Council
may, at its discretion, permit the transfer of resi-
dential and hotel/motel development rights from
one parcel to another if the following conditions
are met:

i. the transfer is clearly in the public interest,
as determined by the Town Council;

ii. the parcels affected by the transfer are in
close proximity to each other;

iii. the density of residential or hotel/motel
units being transferred is based upon allow-
able density levels in the category from
which the density is being transferred;

iv. the transfer is approved through the
planned development rezoning process; and

v. binding permanent restrictions are placed
on the property from which development
rights have been transferred to guarantee
the permanence of the transfer. 

POLICY 4-C-9 UTILITY SERVICES: Utility services may be
constructed in any category on the Future Land
Use Map provided all development regulations
are met including proper zoning.

POLICY 4-C-10 MAP AMENDMENTS: The intensity and den-
sity levels allowed by the Future Land Use Map
may be increased through formal amendments
to this plan if such increases are clearly in the
public interest, not just in the private interest of
a petitioning landowner.  Petitions from land-
owners will be accepted annually.  The Town
Council may accept applications more
frequently at its sole discretion.

POLICY 4-C-11 SANTOS ROAD: The town is interested in
considering land-use alternatives for parcels
bordering Palermo Circle, Santos Road, and
Estero Boulevard.  Alternatives may include:
Santos Road being added into the pedestrian
zone; limited retail on the ground floor along
Santos, with shared off-site parking; better
buffering of existing parking and refuse areas;
and a clear separation between all commercial
uses and the residential areas on Palermo
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Circle.  These options would be explored by a
privately-funded but town-initiated planning
process, with full involvement of affected and
nearby landowners.

POLICY 4-C-12 WETLAND BUFFERS: Upland development
shall maintain a 75-foot separation between
wetlands and buildings or other impervious
surfaces.  This requirement shall not apply to
platted lots, or to a previously approved de-
velopment order to the extent it cannot rea-
sonably be modified to comply with this re-
quirement (see Chapter 15 of this plan for
details).

OBJECTIVE 4-D POST-DISASTER REDEVELOPMENT — 
Provide for the organized and healthy
reconstruction of Fort Myers Beach
after a major storm by showcasing
successful local examples of flood-
proofing, by requiring redevelopment
activities to meet stricter standards
for flood- and wind-resistance, and by
improving the current post-disaster
buildback policy.

POLICY 4-D-1 POST-DISASTER BUILDBACK POLICY:
Following a natural disaster, land may be
redeveloped in accordance with the Future
Land Use Map or, at the landowner’s option,
in accordance with the following “buildback
policy” begun by Lee County in 1989.  This
policy applies only where development is
damaged by fire, hurricane or other natural
disaster, and allows the following options:
i. Buildings/development damaged less

than 50% of their replacement cost (mea-
sured at the time of damage) can be re-

built to their original condition, subject
only to current building and life safety
codes.

ii. Buildings/development damaged more
than 50% of their replacement cost can
be rebuilt to their legally documented
actual use, density, intensity, size, and
style provided the new construction
complies with:
a. federal requirements for elevation

above the l00-year flood level;
b. any building code requirements for

floodproofing;
c. current building and life safety

codes;
d. Coastal Construction Control Line

requirements; and
e. any required zoning or other devel-

opment regulations (other than den-
sity or intensity), except where
compliance with such regulations
would preclude reconstruction oth-
erwise intended by this policy.

iii. Redevelopment of damaged property is
not allowed for a more intense use or at
a density higher than the original lawful
density except where such higher den-
sity is permitted under this plan and the
town’s land development regulations.

To further implement this policy, the town
may establish blanket reductions in
non-vital development regulations (e.g.
buffering, open space, side setbacks, etc.) to
minimize the need for individual variances
or compliance determinations prior to
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reconstruction.  The Land Development Code
may also establish procedures to document
actual uses, densities, and intensities, and
compliance with regulations in effect at the
time of construction, through such means as
photographs, diagrams, plans, affidavits, per-
mits, appraisals, tax records, etc.

OBJECTIVE 4-E HAZARD MITIGATION — Mitigate the
potential effects of hurricanes by eas-
ing regulations that impede the
strengthening of existing buildings,
by encouraging the relocation of vul-
nerable structures and facilities, and
by allowing the upgrading or replace-
ment of grandfathered structures
without first awaiting their destruc-
tion in a storm.

POLICY 4-E-1 PRE-DISASTER BUILDBACK POLICY:
Owners of existing developments that exceed the
current density or height limits may also be per-
mitted to replace for the same use it at up to the
existing lawful density and intensity (up to the
original square footage) prior to a natural disas-
ter.  Landowners may request this option through
the planned development rezoning process,
which requires a public hearing and notification
of adjacent property owners.  The town will ap-
prove, modify, or deny such a request based on
the conformance of the specific proposal with
this comprehensive plan, including its land-use
and design policies, pedestrian orientation, and
natural resource criteria.  The Town Council may
approve additional enclosed square-footage only
if an existing building is being elevated on prop-
erty that allows commercial uses; dry-flood-

proofed commercial space at ground level could
be permitted in addition to the replacement of
the pre-existing enclosed square footage.

POLICY 4-E-2 COASTAL SETBACKS: To protect against
future storm damage and to maintain healthy
beaches, the Town of Fort Myers Beach wishes
to see all buildings relocated landward of the
1978 Coastal Construction Control Line.  This
line has been used on the Future Land Use Map
to delineate the edge of land-use categories
allowing urban development.  Some existing
buildings lie partially seaward of this line;
when these buildings are reconstructed (either
before or after a natural disaster), they shall be
rebuilt landward of this line.  Exceptions to this
rule may be permitted by the town only where
it can be scientifically demonstrated that the
1978 line is irrelevant because of more recent
changes to the natural shoreline.  The town
shall seek the opinion of the Florida Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection in evaluating
any requests for exceptions.  (Exceptions must
also comply with all state laws and regulations
regarding coastal construction.)

POLICY 4-E-3 NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE
PROGRAM:  The town will continually main-
tain a floodplain ordinance that reduces future
damage from flooding and qualifies landowners
for the National Flood Insurance Program.  The
town shall modify its current floodplain ordi-
nance in accordance with this comprehensive
plan through measures such as:
i. not counting costs of strengthening

buildings as “improvements” that are lim-
ited to 50% of a building’s value; and
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ii. minimizing the negative effects of the 50%
rule on historic buildings; and

iii. adjusting the time period for calculating the
50% rule to encourage healthy redevelop-
ment in this plan’s “Pedestrian Commercial”
category; and

iv. providing reasonable alternatives for deter-
mining the value of older buildings.

POLICY 4-E-4 FLOODPROOFING OF COMMERCIAL
BUILDINGS: Where commercial development is
allowed by this comprehensive plan, full-height
dry floodproofing is the most desirable alterna-
tive for providing ground-level commercial space
in pedestrian areas. 

POLICY 4-E-5 COASTAL BUILDING REGULATIONS: The
town shall request state approval of an island-
wide (rather than parcel-by-parcel) approach to
limiting obstructions below flood elevation if this
change is needed to avoid the loss of pedestrian
activity near Times Square.

OBJECTIVE 4-F REDEVELOPMENT — Take positive
steps to redevelop areas that are
reaching obsolescence or beginning
to show blight by designing and im-
plementing public improvements near
Times Square to spur private redevel-
opment there, by supporting the con-
version of the Villa Santini Plaza into
a pedestrian precinct, by providing an
opportunity for landowners to replace
vulnerable mobile homes and
recreational vehicles with permanent
structures in the Gulfview Colony/Red
Coconut area, and by providing build-
ing code relief for historic buildings.

POLICY 4-F-1 HISTORIC BUILDINGS: The protection of
historic buildings is of great importance to the
town, and shall be aided by implementing the
policies set forth in other elements of this com-
prehensive plan.

POLICY 4-F-2 SPECIFIC REDEVELOPMENT PLANS: This
comprehensive plan anticipates substantial
redevelopment over the coming years.  Specific
concepts have been developed for three specific
areas:
i. Times Square – The Estero Island CRA’s

plan for the Times Square area is reflected
in this plan, bounded by the “Pedestrian
Commercial” category at Times Square. 
Implementation of that plan will be on-go-
ing as discussed through this
comprehensive plan and in accordance with
the specific regulations provided in the
Land Development Code. The Times Square
redevelopment plan is described in Commu-
nity Design Policies 3-D-1 through 3-D-13.

ii. Villa Santini Plaza – This area is shown
as “Pedestrian Commercial” on the Future
Land Use Map.  Existing land uses may con-
tinue.  If landowners wish to redevelop part
or all of this property, the following con-
cepts shall apply:
a. buildings are brought closer to the

street;
b. drainage has been placed underground

to make room for wide sidewalks, street
trees, and some on-street parking (once
passive traffic calming activities have
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reduced speeding on Estero Boulevard);
c. the shopping center is reconfigured with

a central green plaza and better ties to
the marina to the rear; and

d. off-street loading areas are provided for
delivery vehicles;

This redevelopment plan can only be
accomplished through a public-private part-
nership as described in Community Design
Policies 3-C-1 and 3-C-2.

iii. Gulfview Colony/Red Coconut – This
area is shown as “Mixed Residential” and
“Boulevard” on the Future Land Use Map.  If
landowners wish to redevelop part or all of
this property, the following concepts are en-
couraged, and shall form the basis for a pre-
approved redevelopment option in the Land
Development Code:
a. traditional neighborhood design empha-

sizing porches on the front; primary en-
trances visible from the street; and cars to
the rear (except for on-street parking);

b. detached houses or cottages (with
optional accessory apartments) abutting
existing single-family homes;

c. low-rise townhouses or apartments al-
lowed toward the center;

d. walkable narrow streets with shade trees
that double as view corridor to the Pre-
serve and Gulf;

e. substantial open space with views to be
maintained from Estero Boulevard to the
Gulf;

f. mixed commercial and residential uses
along the Bay side of Estero Boulevard;

g. quiet internal street connections to the
north and south;

h. significantly reduced density from the
existing level of 27 RV/mobile homes
per acre at the Red Coconut to a maxi-
mum level of 15 dwelling units per
acre;

i. provision for a publicly acquired access
point to the Matanzas Pass Preserve.

This redevelopment plan is described in
Community Design Policies 3-A-5 and 3-A-
6.

Different redevelopment concepts that are con-
sistent with this comprehensive plan may also
be proposed for any of these areas through the
planned development rezoning process.



COASTAL PLANNING . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 1
Coastal Boundaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 1
Existing Land Use Conditions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 2
Land Use Conflicts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 3
Redevelopment and Historic Sites . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 4
Economic Base . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 4
Boating Ordinances . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 6
Infrastructure in the Coastal Planning Area . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 6

NATURAL DISASTER PLANNING CONCERNS . . . . 5 - 6
Hurricanes and Tropical Storms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 6

Affected Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 7
Vehicles in Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 8
Evacuation Times (On Island) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 8
Evacuation Time (Off Island) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 9
Sheltering . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 9
Community Rating System . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 11

Floodplain Management . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 11
Coastal Construction Control Line . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 12
National Flood Insurance Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 12
Building Back . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 13
Structures with Repeated Damage Due to Storms . . 5 - 14

BEACH EROSION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 16
Beach Renourishment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 16
Other Shoreline Protection Measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 17

PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE WATER . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 18
Water-Related and Water-Dependent Land Uses . . . . . . . 5 - 18
Marinas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 18
Boat Ramps and Piers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 19
Artificial Reefs and Fishing Areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 19
Beach Access . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 20
Need for Additional Access . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 21
Competition for Marina Space . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 22
The Need for a Balanced Harbor Planning Process . . . . . 5 - 23

LITERATURE CITED . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 24

GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 25
OBJECTIVE 5-A COASTAL PLANNING GENERALLY . . . 5 - 25
OBJECTIVE 5-B NATURAL DISASTER PLANNING . . . . . 5 - 26
OBJECTIVE 5-C POST-DISASTER REDEVELOPMENT . . 5 - 26
OBJECTIVE 5-D BEACHES AND DUNES . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 28
OBJECTIVE 5-E ACCESS TO THE WATER . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 29
OBJECTIVE 5-F HARBOR PLANNING . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 - 30

COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT



A
sd

f



COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT                               AS AMENDED BY ORDINANCE 09-03 [2008-13-TEXT]         PAGE 5 – 1 / as amended 11-25-2009

Figure 1, Aerial view of Estero Island from the south

The state of Florida requires all counties and cities along the
coast to address special coastal management concerns that do
not apply to non-coastal communities.  An important reason is
the need to protect these resources and human life and property
in locations that are subject to large-scale destruction by tropical
storms and hurricanes.  This element begins with brief invento-
ries of coastal resources in and around the Town of Fort Myers
Beach, followed by in-depth treatment of criti-
cal coastal planning issues.

COASTAL PLANNING

Coastal Boundaries

The state provides guidelines for local govern-
ments in establishing their “coastal planning
area,” specifying: (1) water and submerged
lands oceanic water bodies or estuarine water
bodies, (2) shorelines adjacent to oceanic wa-
ters or estuaries, (3) coastal barriers, (4) living
marine resources, (5) marine wetlands, (6)
water-dependent facilities or water-related
facilities on oceanic or estuarine waters, (7)
public access facilities to oceanic beaches or
estuarine shorelines, (8) and all lands adjacent
to such occurrences where development activi-
ties would impact the integrity or quality of the
above resources.

Another important coastal boundary is the coastal high hazard
area which is defined by state law as the area below the eleva-
tion of the category I storm surge line as established by a Sea,
Lake and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) computer-
ized storm surge model.

Based on many of these guidelines, the entire municipal bound-
ary of the town is within the coastal planning area.  Figure 1 is
an aerial view of the southerly end of Estero Island, taken from
the south.  Figure 2 illustrates the precise boundary of the town’s
coastal planning area and coastal high-hazard area (the entire
land area of the town plus its 1,000-foot jurisdiction over the
waters).  Figure 3 depicts the various hurricane vulnerability
zones as determined by the Hurricane Evacuation Study, South-
west Florida (SWFRPC, 1995).

COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT
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Figure 2, Coastal Planning Area,
Coastal Floodplain, and Coastal High-
Hazard Area (entire town)

Figure 3, Lee County Hurricane Vulnerability Zones

Existing Land Use Conditions

The proximity of the Gulf of Mexico and Estero Bay make Fort
Myers Beach one of the most desirable places to live and work in
southwest Florida.  Located within a highly populated county
and being located on a
bridged barrier island, it is
not surprising that the
Town of Fort Myers Beach
is nearing full build-out of
its developable land.  

The entire coastal planning
area, as shown in Figure 2,
is in the floodplain for
coastal flooding, and also is
in the coastal high-hazard
area as defined by the state
of Florida (see Figure 17 of
the Future Land Use Map
series and Policy 5-A-6).

The Town of Fort Myers Beach is approximately 1466 acres in
size.  The town stretches about 7 miles in length and averages ½
mile wide.  The town is surrounded by water: to the southwest is
the Gulf of Mexico; to the north is San Carlos Bay; to the east is
Matanzas Pass and Estero Bay; and to the south is Big Carlos
Pass.  The town has approximately 41 miles of streets with
Estero Boulevard running the length of the island serving as the
main thoroughfare.  

Because of its proximity to coastal waters, the town’s land uses
are intimately tied to tourism and resort living.  Although the
existing uses are linked primarily to tourism, there are distinct
areas within the town’s municipal limits.  

The North End maintains a residential and resort identity.  At the
northern tip of the island lies Bowditch Point, a regional park. 
Close to Bowditch Point are several highrise hotels, resorts, and
multi-family developments.  Single-family dwellings are inter-
spersed among these uses, especially on the bay side.  

The Times Square area is filled with restaurants and stores that
cater to tourists and residents alike.  The centerpiece is Lynn Hall
Memorial Park, a popular destination for beachgoers where they
can sunbathe and enjoy the Gulf waters within easy reach of
parking, shopping, and food.

Many of Estero Island’s original settlers located in what is now
referred to as the Near Town district.  This district, located on
the bay side of Estero Boulevard, has primarily single-family
homes with a few multi-family units mixed in.  The homes are
among the oldest on the island.  Many of the homesites have
direct water access, with canals having been dredged at the time
of original development.
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The Civic Complex district has a mixture of single- and multi-
family dwellings surrounding the town’s library, elementary
school, and Town Hall.  The Bay Oaks Community Park offers
assorted recreational activities, with baseball fields, tennis and
basketball courts, a playground, and a gymnasium.  The north-
ern end of the Matanzas Pass Preserve is located there. 

The center of the island comprises the largest land area on the
island, with predominately single-family homes.  However,
multi-family dwelling units and small resorts can be found
among them.  The island’s fire station is located in this district,
as is the Mid Island Marina. 

A large resort district further south is distinctly different in
character from the remainder of the island.  High-rise condomin-
ium complexes are the predominant land uses.  There are vari-
ous commercial sites including Villa Santini Plaza, a shopping
center.  This district includes Little Estero Island, a state-owned
wildlife preserve, and the island’s only golf course at Bay Beach. 

At the southernmost tip of Estero Island is a district of mainly
single-family homes plus a few condominium towers at Big
Carlos Pass.  The Buccaneer Lagoon separates the south end
from resort district.

Table 5-1 summarizes the existing land uses by acreage for the
Town of Fort Myers Beach.

Land Use Conflicts

Shoreline uses lining both the Gulf and bay sides of the island
are a mixture of single- and multi-family dwelling units, and
commercial resorts, restaurants, marinas, and stores.  The great-
est potential for conflict among uses lies with the mix of single-
and multi-family dwellings.  In some cases, one-story homes can
be found sandwiched between tall condominiums, thereby
having views and sunlight blocked.  The Future Land Use Map

should limit intense multi-family units to areas of similar uses or
to existing sites.

Table 5-1 — Existing Land Uses
Within the Town of Fort Myers Beach

Existing Land Use Type Acreage
Vacant (buildable) 79.1
Residential Single-Family 448.8
Residential Multi-Family 338.0
Mobile Homes / Recreational Vehicles 16.2
Commercial (including motels) 127.0
Industrial 0.0
Recreation (parks, golf course) 62.2
Public (schools, government) 16.4
Churches and civic buildings 23.2
Conservation 148.1
Rights-of-way   202.9
Total 1,461.9
Source: Lee County Property Appraiser’s Office.

The majority of free-standing restaurants and retail shops are
located in or near the Core Area.  This concentration reduces the
potential for incompatible uses being intermingled in other areas
of the island.  This should not preclude the locating of other
commercial operations elsewhere, but those uses should be
clustered in commercial complexes or nodes to reduce incompat-
ibility.  

The town’s marinas are located along the bay side of the island
which offers greater protection from storms and erosion.  In a
few cases, marinas are completely surrounded by residential
dwellings and the only road access is by a residential street, thus
limiting future expansion potential to protect other existing uses.
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Figure 4, Historic buildings on Estero Island

Redevelopment and Historic Sites

The intensive development of Estero Island began during the
1930s.  Prior to that time there were only a few buildings.  The
Winkler Hotel was built in 1912 and renamed the Beach Hotel in
1930.  In 1921, a bridge was built which connected Estero Island
to the mainland, which resulted in the further development of
many hotels, restaurants, a pier and a bathing casino as people
became aware of the Fort Myers area as a popular vacation
destination.  Many of the earlier structures have been destroyed
by storms and development of modern structures, such as high-
rises, has resulted in a loss of many of the older buildings on the
island.  

One of the oldest structures on the island is the house built
around 1906 by William Case at the end of what is now Con-
necticut Street.  In a historic resources survey of Fort Myers
Beach, Lee County officials found no structures which were
eligible for designation on the National Register of Historic
Places, but determined that the Case house and others would be
suitable for local designation.  However, the property on which
the Case house sits (also known as the “Mound House”) is eligi-
ble for National Register designation on the basis of its archaeo-
logical remains.  A complete inventory of structures that are
considered to have historic value is located in the Historic Preser-
vation Element; their locations are shown here on Figure 4. 
Unregulated development and redevelopment may result in the
loss of locally significant historic structures.  This issue is dis-
cussed further in the Historic Preservation Element.

Economic Base

The economic base of Fort Myers Beach depends primarily upon
tourism.  The 6-mile-long island has approximately 140 motels,
apartments, and resorts that cater to part-time residents and
visitors.  In 1990, the U.S. Census reported a total of 2,349 full-
time jobs located on Estero Island.  The town’s Gulf beach is its

primary economic asset.  

Fort Myers Beach residents held a total of 2,140 full-time jobs in
1990, with 44% of those residents working on Fort Myers Beach,
San Carlos Island, or up to Summerlin Road.  Of the 2,140
residents with full-time jobs, almost 30% were employed in the
retail trade industry.  The second largest employment industry
was construction, with 12.5% of the jobs.  Table 5-2 displays all
employment of town residents by industry classifications.

Of the specific occupations which were reported to the Census
Bureau (as opposed to specific industries), the most common
occupations of town residents were in sales (primarily retail),
management, or general services.  Table 5-3 shows the occupa-
tional breakdown for 1990.
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Table 5-2 — Employment by Industry Group, 1990
Agriculture/

Forest/Fishing Mining Construction Non-durable
Mfg.

Durable
Mfg. Transportation

77 0 268 39 69 116
3.6% 0.0% 12.5% 1.8% 3.2% 5.4%

Communic.
Public Utilities

Wholesale
Trade

Retail
Trade

Finance/
Insurance/
Real Estate

Business/
Repair

Personal
Services

30 47 630 143 112 151
1.4% 2.2% 29.4% 6.7% 5.2% 7.1%

Entertainment/
Recreation

Health
Services

Education
Services

Other Prof.
Services

Public
Admin.

Total Industry
Employees

77 133 88 94 66 2,140
3.6% 6.2% 4.1% 4.4% 3.1% 100.0%

Source: 1990 US Census, STF-3A

Table 5-3 — Employment by Occupation, 1990
Exec./Adm./
Management

Professional
Specialty Technicians Sales

Administrative
Support

338 215 18 440 257
15.8% 10.1% 0.8% 20.6% 12.0%

Private
Household

Protective
Services

General
Service

Farming/
Forestry/
Fishing

Prec. Prod./
Repair

18 32 303 68 237
0.8% 1.5% 14.2% 3.2% 11.1%

Machine Transportation Misc. Labor
Total Labor
Employment

57 78 78 2,140
2.7% 3.6% 3.7% 100.0%

Source: 1990 US Census, STF-3A

The median per-person income in 1990 was reported to be
$19,270, with a median household income of $30,180.  It is
evident that the main portion of the town’s economy caters to
the tourism industry.  Commercial fishing is not a large industry
for the town itself, although it is certainly is for Lee County.  The
Department of Environmental Protection estimated that well
over 9 and 6 million pounds of fish were harvested in the waters
surrounding Lee County during 1995 and 1996.  At an average
price of $1.56 per pound in 1996, these landings added $9.68
million to the Lee County economy that year.  Lee County’s
fishing docks are located primarily on San Carlos Island (42%,
across Estero Bay) and Pine Island (48%). 
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Boating Ordinances

The town has already adopted several ordinances which directly
affect the use of the coastal waters surrounding the town.  These
are (1) the Vessel Control and Water Safety Ordinance, (2)
Personal Watercraft Ordinance, and (3) Parasailing Ordinance.  

Vessel Control and Water Safety Ordinance

Vessels are restricted from operating within 500 feet of a town-
or county-owned public park beach which is designated for
swimming or others areas designated by the town.  Vessel speeds
within regulated areas must not exceed slow or idle speed and
ingress and egress to beaches shall be as nearly perpendicular as
possible.  Regulated areas are all waters within 500 feet of the
shoreline, 100 feet of the pier and bridges, and locations with
posted signs.  

Personal Watercraft Ordinance

Operators of personal watercraft must use U.S. Coast Guard
approved personal flotation devices and use a lanyard type
engine cutoff.  Personal watercraft may not be operated during
the night between ½ hour before sunset and ½ hour after sun-
rise.  The town also regulates the operations and locations of
rental businesses.  Persons are not permitted to operate unregis-
tered personal watercraft within the town’s jurisdiction.  

Parasailing Ordinance

Parasailing operations within the town must be fully licensed by
Lee County, the location of businesses must be located with
direct access to the beach and within certain locations, and be
protected by commercial insurance.  Operators must be located
at least 1,000 feet from shore when they inflate or deflate a
parachute, and parachutes are not allowed to be flown within
500 feet of the pier or beach.  All operations must cease at
sunset.

Infrastructure in the Coastal Planning Area

Since the “coastal planning area” comprises the entire town,
detailed inventories of existing infrastructure are found in all
other elements of this comprehensive plan.  Analysis of infra-
structure capacities and minimum level of service standards are
established in those elements. 

NATURAL DISASTER PLANNING CONCERNS

Hurricanes and Tropical Storms

The Town of Fort Myers Beach has serious evacuation problems,
being densely developed and located entirely on a bridged
barrier island.  Estero Island can be easily overtopped by tropical
storm wash and by passing Gulf hurricanes.  The last time the
town was directly struck by a hurricane was in 1960, by Hurri-
cane Donna, a “Class 3” storm on the Saffir-Simpson scale (see
Table 5-4).  The hurricane passed directly over the island on
September 10, causing major damage.

Table 5-4 —Saffir-Simpson Scale for Classifying
Hurricanes, With Maximum Surges from SLOSH

Storm
Category

Sustained
Wind Levels

Saffir-Simpson
Surge (feet)

Max.SLOSH
Surge (feet)

Expected
Damage

Tropical
storm 39 to 73 mph < 4 5.6

1 74 to 95 mph 4 to 5 7.4 minimal
2 96 to 110 mph 6 to 8 12.4 moderate
3 111 to 130 mph 9 to 12 19.5 extensive
4 131 to 155 mph 13 to 18

28.7
extreme

5 > 155 mph > 18 catastrophic
Source: Florida Hurricanes and Tropical Storms, 1994; and SWFRPC, 1995.
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Southwest Florida has not been struck by a hurricane since 1960. 
Despite its sheltered location (compared to the east coast of
Florida or the southerly shore of the Florida panhandle), south-
west Florida is considered to be the second most hurricane
vulnerable region in the country (SWFRPC, 1997).  This vulnera-
bility results from:

# shallow off-shore waters which will allow extremely high
tidal surges to develop under certain conditions;

# a large coastal population, with many living in mobile
homes; and

# vast low-lying coastal areas which can easily be inun-
dated.

The level of flooding to be expected cannot be determined based
on wind speed alone.  The precise direction from which the
storm approaches, and the exact location that the storm strikes
land, both have a tremendous effect on the level of flooding. 
Figure 3 shows the areas in Lee County that could be flooded
from various levels of storms if those storms strike from the direc-
tion and at the location that would cause the highest storm surge
(specifically, striking from the west and making landfall just
north of Lee County).  When Lee County is struck by one of these
worst-case storms (or a lesser but still-severe storm), the flood-
ing will have devastating effects on life and property.  (The
flooding levels in Figure 3 were projected by the National Hurri-
cane Center’s “Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from Hurricane”
(SLOSH) computer model for Lee County.)

The town is accessible by road only through other islands, which
in turn are accessible by road through comparatively low-lying
mainland areas.  This feature compounds the town’s hurricane
preparedness problems, since the routes the town will use for an
evacuation will also be used by the residents of other islands and
of low-lying areas that have no other routing alternatives.

Another evacuation problem is the large Australian pine trees
that are seen throughout Fort Myers Beach.  Due to their shallow

root structure, they are especially vulnerable to high winds and
can easily fall, blocking critical evacuation routes even before the
really high winds begin.  A program of removing or regularly
pruning these trees along Estero Boulevard could reduce this
risk.

Affected Population

The town has in a sense two populations, a “permanent” popu-
lation made up of those who consider the island their permanent
residence, and a “transient” population that peaks each day as
workers come and leave during the work day, that peaks each
holiday with the occupation of the many transient lodging facili-
ties, and peaks during the winter months as seasonal residents
occupy second homes and the transient lodging facilities become
fully occupied by vacationers.

During hurricane season, the “transient” population is fortu-
nately at somewhat lower levels than the winter months (except
for holidays).  Further, a portion of the “permanent” population
throughout hurricane season is vacationing elsewhere, especially
in the summer months.  Regardless of these factors, a large
portion of the town’s population is threatened by inundation by
hurricanes, with no part of the town being at natural heights
greater than expected storm surges in major storms.

To evaluate the time it would take to evacuate the town, the
number of vehicles that would be evacuating is estimated as
follows:

# Existing units are estimated from various sources,
including the Census, building permit data, and sur-
veys.

# Occupancy rates are based upon local and regional
surveys.

# The number of persons per occupied household are
drawn from Census data and applied to all units.
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# Forecasts of future population are based upon “build-
out” unit estimates.

# The number of vehicles that would be used in an
evacuation are drawn from the per-unit estimates
provided in the Hurricane Evacuation Study
(SWFRPC, 1995).

The 1990 Census shows a total of 7,420 dwelling units for the
area now in the Town of Fort Myers Beach.  Of these, 2,247
were single-family detached, 133 were single-family attached,
3,925 were in structures with 10 or more units, 256 were mobile
homes, and the remainder in duplex to 9-unit structures.  Since
1990, there have been an additional 290 units built of all types,
making a total for 1996 of 7,710.  To this total can be added an
additional 1,351 units for hotels and motels (SWFRPC, 1995).

About 2.03 persons occupied the average dwelling unit, accord-
ing to the 1990 Census.  There is no reason to believe that this
characteristic has changed markedly since that time.

The 1990 Census indicated that the town’s units were largely
renter, seasonal, or recreational occupied, constituting 72% of
the units.  The occupancy rate of owner/occupied units is high,
about 95%, but that of other units is 64% outside of the “sea-
son.”  From surveys, occupancy rate of hotels/motels varies
throughout the seasons, but is a fairly stable 62-64% during
hurricane season, but climbing to nearly 100% during holidays.

The estimate of affected persons is thus calculated:  ((28% of
7,710 units x .95) +(72% of 7,710 x .36) +(1,351 x .63)) x 2.03
= 9,948.  This number will show moderate variations through-
out the season from June to November, and may peak by an
additional 1,000 during holidays, not including day visitors.

Build-out forecasts expect an additional 1,028 dwellings and 336
hotel units (see Future Land Use Element).  Applying the ratios
used above to these additional units provides for a build out

population during hurricane season (including overnight—or
longer—transients) of 11,474.

Vehicles in Use

Through surveys conducted by the SWFRPC, it has been esti-
mated that there would be one evacuating vehicle for every two
people.  In beach communities, the estimate is conceded to be
higher, approaching nearly all vehicles for which a driver can be
found since the vehicle is the second most expensive item a
person will own and it is mobile.  The beach community can be
recognized as having higher vehicle usage than the county as a
whole.  For the purpose of this assessment, though, the one-
vehicle/two-person ratio is being applied.  The estimated vehi-
cles in use by town residents will be at least 4,974.  This number
would grow to 5,737 at build-out.

Evacuation Times (On Island)

Within the town, the factor controlling evacuation times is Estero
Boulevard, a two-laned facility (with center turn lane along part
of the Island).  The roadway capacity varies depending upon the
degree of direct management that is provided.  Without such
management, the capacity at service level D (county/regional
calculation standard) is 943 vehicles per hour in the primary
direction, or 1,660 per hour for both lanes with two way traffic
(830 per lane).  The town directs about half of its traffic south to
Bonita Beach Road (for evacuees south of the fire station) and
the remainder north across San Carlos Island.

Using one-way/one-lane capacity, the time to clear the island at
the stated level of service is determined by dividing the number
of vehicles by the road capacity.  This calculation is 4,974/943,
or 5.3 hours.  Using the two-way option, the number drops to
3.0.  When the “build-out” estimate is used, the calculation is
5,737/943, or 6.1 hours for one lane, and 3.5 for two way.  No
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Figure 5, Evacuation Routes and Hurricane Shelters

system-wide road capacity improvements are planned that could
improve these capacities.

Evacuation Time (Off Island)

The town’s evacuation route off the island extends through
Bonita Beach and Bonita Springs to the south and east, and
through San Carlos Island and the unincorporated areas of South
Fort Myers to the north and east (see Figure 5).  When the
routes are used for hurricane evacuation, there will be significant
traffic from other low-lying areas added to these routes. 

According to the 1995 assessment by the SWFRPC, the volume
of traffic for a category 1 storm will occupy routes used by the
town for 7.4 hours in July and 8.4 hours in November.  Times
for category 2 are the same, but times for a category 3 climb to
12.1 hours in July and 12.6 in November.  Short-term forecasts
(1998) climb to 7.9 hours for category 1 and 2 storms in July,
9.0 hours for the same storms in November.  Category 3 times
climb to 12.9 and 13.5.  The routes off island and the other
communities occupying these routes are shown on Figure 5.

Unfortunately, the “piling on” effect forecasted for Southwest
Florida makes these times seem small.  Should the worse cate-
gory storms follow the path of greatest threat, times have been
forecasted to climb to 58.4 hours for an out-of-region evacua-
tion, to which the town contributes only a small percentage of
the overall traffic.  Such times are unachievable, requiring the
town and its surrounding region to reexamine their sheltering
options.

Sheltering

Public shelter space available to the town is provided through
the county school system.  There are eight schools along the
most likely routes, and a total of 34 schools county-wide.  These
schools are shown on the evacuation route map (Figure 5) and
listed in Table 5-5.  The space within all 34 schools is adequate
for only 42,740 persons in a minor storm and 52,440 in a major
storm, and these same shelters will be used by other evacuating
communities.  Some also become unusable should the category
storm be 3 or greater, reducing the space substantially.  Conse-
quently, the overall public shelter space is inadequate for the
potential demand.

Town residents also have private sheltering options, including
hotels and friends or family that are outside of predicted flood
areas.  These opportunities also diminish for the more severe
storms.
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Table 5-5 — Hurricane Shelters in Lee County

Site School

Capacity
Minor/
Major
Storm Site School

Capacity
Minor/
Major
Storm

1 Alva Elem./Middle
21290 Park Street

800/1000
1000/1300 18 Lehigh Middle

104 Arthur Avenue 1000/1300

2 Bayshore Elementary
10750 Williams Road 800/1000 19 Littleton Elementary

700 Hutto Road 800/1000

3 Bonita Middle
10140 West Terry St. 1000/1300 20 Mariner High

701 Chiquita Boulevard 2500/3000

4 Caloosa Elem./Middle
610/620 Del Prado Blvd.

800/1000
1000/1300 21 North Fort Myers High

5000 Orange Grove Blvd. 2500/3000

5 Cape Coral High
2300 Santa Barbara Blvd. 2500/3000 22 Pelican Elementary

3525 SW Third Avenue 800/1000

6 Colonial Elementary
3800 Schoolhouse Road 800/1000 23 Pinewoods Elementary

11800 Corkscrew Road 800/1000

7 Diplomat Elementary
1115 Northeast 16th Ter. 800/1000 24 Riverdale High

2815 Buckingham Road 2500/3000

8 Dunbar Middle
3800 East Edison Avenue 800/1000 25 Royal Palm Exceptional

1817 High Street 800/1000

9 Estero High
21900 River Ranch Rd. 2500/3000 26 San Carlos Elementary

17282 Lee Road 800/1000

10 Fort Myers High
2635 Cortez Boulevard 2500/3000 27 Skyline Elementary

620 Southwest 19th St. 800/1000

11 Fort Myers Middle
3050 Central Avenue 800/1000 28 Spring Creek Elementary

25571 US 41 Southeast 800/1000

12 Gateway Elementary
13280 Commerce Lakes 800/1000 29 Sunshine Elementary

600 Sara Avenue 800/1000

13 Heights Elementary
15200 Alexandria Court 800/1000 30 Tanglewood Elementary

1620 Manchester Blvd. 800/1000

14 Lee Middle
1333 Marsh Avenue 1000/1300 31 Three Oaks Elementary

19600 Cypress View Dr. 800/1000

15 Lee County Vocational
3800 Michigan Avenue 1640/1640 32 Three Oaks Middle

18500 Three Oaks Pkwy. 1000/1300

16 Lehigh Elementary
200 Schoolway Court 800/1000 33 Tice Elementary

4524 Tice Street 800/1000

17 Lehigh High
801 Gunnery Road 2500/3000 34 Trafalgar Middle

2120 Trafalgar Parkway 800/1000

Source: SWFRPC, 1995

The problems facing the town also affect the entire region. 
There is simply not enough shelter space for all evacuees
(SWFRPC, 1995).  Evacuation times have been reduced in some
coastal areas because of aggressive road construction in recent
years, but evacuation to areas outside of coastal counties is
becoming less feasible each year as roads between counties are
not being built at a rate that matches increases in population. 
For this reason the town will need to work with Lee County and
regional agencies to develop feasible in-county alternatives to
traditional public sheltering.

Initial work on this concept is detailed in a 1997 study that
sought to identify potential private shelters (SWFRPC, 1997). 
Private shelters wouldn’t be staffed and equipped by public
agencies or the American Red Cross, but might provide a degree
of “lessened threat” for coastal residents than some other alter-
natives (remaining at home, being caught on the road when high
winds make further car travel impossible, or competing for the
very limited number of motel rooms).

Potential private shelters include recreation facilities in planned
communities; churches; public buildings such as courthouses or
airport terminals; and workplaces of major employers.  Draw-
backs to private shelters can include poor locations, inadequate
structural strength, lack of supplies and emergency power, and
liability concerns for property owners.  The SWFRPC study
identified potential space in Lee County for up to 16,500 addi-
tional evacuees; unfortunately this number is still far short of the
shelter space required.

Town residents and businesses face greater physical risks when a
hurricane strikes than do most people in Lee County.  The rela-
tive infeasibility of providing on-island sheltering options is just
one such risk.  Another is knowing exactly when to evacuate. 
Emergency management officials are reluctant to suggest evacu-
ation any earlier than is needed because hurricanes can quickly
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change direction; they fear that residents who evacuate need-
lessly will hesitate to heed such an alarm before the next storm.  

Island residents are aware of their vulnerability and the
increased distance they must evacuate, and would generally be
ready to take a greater risk of unnecessary evacuation than other
county residents.  However, county officials are responsible for a
much larger area and cannot be expected to give their full atten-
tion to weighing the risks and benefits of an early evacuation for
an area as small as Fort Myers Beach.

Compounding the problem is the fact that Lee County officials
do not anticipate ordering a mandatory evacuation of Fort Myers
Beach under almost any circumstances.  Town officials, however,
could weigh the local situation and do so, if a system were in
place for full communication of relevant information.  Or the
town could set up such a system in cooperation with the City of
Sanibel, which faces the same dilemma.  This would be a major
undertaking, especially since an early evacuation would have to
coupled with arrangements for emergency shelters to open early
to accommodate those evacuees seeking refuge there.  But given
the vulnerability of Fort Myers Beach to even a minor hurricane,
the benefits of such a system could be immense.

Community Rating System

The Federal Emergency Management Agency evaluates flood-
plain management programs of local governments and issues a
rating under the Community Rating System (CRS).  The Commu-
nity Rating System encourages and rewards local governments
which undertake efforts to reduce flood losses and promote the
purchase of flood insurance.  The major benefit for citizens of
CRS-rated communities is that they will receive flood insurance
premium rate credits which lower insurance costs for all prop-
erty owners.  Local governments are rated on a scale of one to
ten, with one being the highest rating that could ever be granted. 
This rating is not a measure of how safe a community is from

flooding; rather it is a measure of how hard a local government
is currently trying to reduce its vulnerability to flooding.  

Fort Myers Beach is currently rated “7,” an improvement from
the previous rating of 8.  Both ratings now apply to all of Lee
County, but Fort Myers Beach has applied for its own rating,
which will probably be made in early to mid 1999.  All reason-
able efforts should be made to receive the best possible rating
from FEMA in order to lower flood insurance premiums.  Sanibel
has been able to obtain a “5” rating; Tulsa Oklahoma has been
the only other community in the nation to obtain a rating that
high.

Floodplain Management

For Floridians, natural disasters are constant reminders of how
fragile barrier islands are.  Tropical storms and hurricanes can
wreak havoc on citizens lives, homes, and personal property.  In
hindsight, development should not have been permitted on
barrier islands at high densities.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach
has been developed with fairly high densities, which average 17
units per acre for existing multifamily buildings.  Therefore, its
disaster planning must center primarily on reducing potential
losses of life, improving existing and new structures and infra-
structure, and rebuilding more safely after severe damage.  Any
redevelopment within the town must meet the minimum level-
of-service standards established within this comprehensive plan.  
Some current regulations discourage landowners from making
structural improvements to strengthen buildings against the
constant threat from hurricanes, contrary to expected public
policy.  The impacts of floodplain programs, described below,
vary depending on the precise location of a parcel of land.  Each
program has a set of very specific maps or boundaries that
delineate their regulatory zones.
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Coastal Construction Control Line

The state of Florida began regulating shoreline development in
1971.  Along the beachfront, the state imposes stricter construc-
tion standards to minimize damage to the natural environment,
private property, and human life.  The best-known state regula-
tion is the designation of Coastal Construction Control Lines
(CCCL), which are precise lines running just inland of barrier
island beaches. 

In 1978, the state established its first CCCL at Fort Myers Beach.
With a few exceptions, new buildings could only be built land-
ward of this line.  In 1991, the state established a new and very
different CCCL.  The new line averages about 200 to 300 feet
landward of the 1978 line, often running right along Estero
Boulevard. This new line came with quite different rules; it is
definitely not a “line of prohibition.”  Instead the rules are more
of a structural building code, administered by the Florida Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection. 

As strict as these rules are, they do not preclude many reason-
able uses of land, as was feared by many property owners when
the 1991 CCCL was adopted. However, buildings must be ele-
vated, typically even higher than buildings elsewhere on the
island, and be extremely well-built.  High-rise condominiums
and hotels, as well as single-family homes, can be built under
these rules. 

Several issues regarding the CCCL are discussed further in the
Future Land Use Element.

National Flood Insurance Program

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is one of several
federal disaster programs which has established minimum con-
struction standards which serve to reduce damages from storm
events in coastal high hazard areas.  It was begun in 1968 as a
nationwide system of flood insurance for designated flood-prone

areas.  Each area is studied to produce a map that indicates how
high flood waters might rise, which is known as the “base flood
elevation.”  Local governments then adopt regulations to reduce
the impacts of future flooding.  In exchange for these regula-
tions, property owners can obtain flood insurance that is guaran-
teed by the federal government.  The most important regulation
is that the lowest floor level of most new and improved buildings
must be raised above the “base flood elevation.”  The base flood
elevations are shown on a series of official Flood Insurance Rate
Maps.

Since the 1970s, flood-prone communities have been required to
adopt these regulations in order for their residents to qualify for
federal flood insurance.  Federally insured lenders cannot pro-
vide mortgages in these communities on property that does not
have flood insurance.  As a result, almost no flood-prone com-
munity can exist without participating in the NFIP, since few
private companies offer comparable flood insurance. 

Lee County began participating in the NFIP in 1984 immediately
after all of its coastal areas were mapped.  Fort Myers Beach was
covered under the county’s program until the end of 1996, at
which time it began the process of joining the program on its
own.

The concept of hazard mitigation has become a high priority in
the field of emergency management in recent years.  Essentially,
this kind of mitigation means actions to prevent, avoid, or reduce
the impacts of a hurricane, especially actions that can be taken in
advance to reduce the vulnerability of people and property to
injury from a hurricane or tropical storm. 

Homes built in Lee County before 1984 were not required to be
elevated above the base flood elevation.  Since then, through the
building permit process, elevation requirements have been
strictly enforced for new homes and for “substantial improve-
ments” that cost more than 50% of the appraised value of a
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building (not including the land’s value) over any five-year
period.  This is one example of the infamous “50% rule” that
causes so much difficulty for owners of older buildings when
they are trying to maintain and upgrade their property. 

Instead, the town should encourage property owners to strength-
en buildings before a hurricane hits rather than wait to provide
disaster aid or expedited permitting to repair damage that could
have been avoided.  Such policy would allow property owners to
strengthen their buildings by installing storm shutters or shatter-
proof glass; strengthening roof attachments, floors, and walls;
and minor floodproofing.  One way the town can encourage
strengthening by excluding these costs from the 50% rule, as
proposed in the Future Land Use Element.  The entire floodplain
management program of the town is discussed in more detail
there.

Building Back

When a passing hurricane destroys part of a community, difficult
rebuilding questions arise immediately.  Landowners have spent
thousands and sometimes millions of dollars in developing their
property.  Not allowing landowners to rebuild places a great
economic burden upon them.  But allowing redevelopment in
the same manner exposes it to destruction in the next big storm.

If a disaster occurs within the Town of Fort Myers Beach, struc-
tures could of course be rebuilt in accordance with the adopted
Future Land Use Map.  (In most cases, the permitted use will be
the same as before the storm.)  Structures that are damaged
greater than 50% of their current value are allowed by Lee
County to be rebuilt, however they must be rebuilt in accordance
with the regulations that apply to new development.  This means
that the lowest floor level is elevated; land uses are severely
limited on the ground level; and break-away walls may be re-
quired.

This “build-back” policy was initiated by Lee County in 1989 to
allows post-disaster reconstruction at existing density levels but
with improved resistance to future storms.  This provision has
been popular among landowners at Fort Myers Beach because of
the greatly reduced density levels that would otherwise apply
after a major storm. 

This Future Land Use Element of this plan makes one immediate
change in the build-back policy.  Owners of existing buildings
that exceed the current density or height limits will be offered an
opportunity to replace the building at up to the existing density
and intensity without waiting for a natural disaster (see Policy 4-
E-1).  Owners would request this option through the planned
development rezoning process, which requires a public hearing
and notification of adjacent property owners.  The Town of Fort
Myers Beach would approve, modify, or deny this request based
on the conformance of the specific proposal with this compre-
hensive plan, including its land-use and design policies, pedes-
trian orientation, and natural resource criteria.

Major investments by government and private industry are made
for public infrastructure.  In order to rebuild, damaged infra-
structure must be repaired or replaced.  In a flood-prone area
such as Fort Myers Beach, new or replacement infrastructure
should be designed and constructed to minimize damage caused
by hurricanes and tropical storms.  Power lines can be placed
underground.  Potable water and sanitary sewer systems should
eliminate infiltration of flood waters into utility systems, and
they should be capable of running on auxiliary power during
post-storm periods.  Roads should be designed and constructed
to manage minimum levels of storm events and be located in
areas least susceptible to storm damage. 
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Figure 6, Repeated Flood Damage

Structures with Repeated Damage Due to Storms

A number of structures within the town have
experienced damage as a result of past floods. 
Lee County began a program in 1995 to identify
individual buildings that have been repeatedly
damaged by flooding, as evidenced by claims
under the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP) of $1,000 or more since 1978.

That program identified the properties in Table
5-6, which are mapped in Figure 6.  No mean-
ingful pattern appears on the map that would
suggest neighborhood-wide flooding remedies. 
Of particular interest on Table 5-6, however, is
that none of the floods that caused considerable
damage at Fort Myers Beach in the past 15 years
were even minimal hurricanes; in fact two were-
n’t even strong enough to be considered tropical
storms.

Lee County is conducting a detailed assessment
of the costs of improving the buildings in the
unincorporated area that have been repeatedly
damaged by flooding.  The county hopes to ob-
tain 75% federal funding for many of the actual
improvements.  If the county is successful, the
town may be able to qualify for a similar grant.
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Figure 7, Areas of Continued Erosion

BEACH EROSION

Beach and dune systems are the zones of interaction between
oceanic waters and land located on barrier islands or the main-
land.  A typical beach can be divided into four distinct zones
which are dunes, backshore, foreshore, and nearshore.  The
dunes and backshore areas are beyond the influence of regular
wave activity; however, they are influenced by wind and surges
in wave activity.  The foreshore zone is where waves generally
break and is the area of most activity.  The nearshore zone is
generally submerged and great amounts of sand are deposited
there as sand descends from waves.  Sand is deposited along
beaches through wave action in a process know as littoral drift. 
Wave and tidal action move sand in many different ways.  Many
times, it is pushed parallel to the shore since wave action is not
always perpendicular to the beach. It is also pulled away from
the beach by the backwash action of waves.  This process trans-
ports sand in and away from beaches, resulting in gradual
changes.

A number of coastal protection structures have been built over
time to combat beach erosion.  Many of these are concrete
seawalls which have been installed in the central and southern
locations of the island where erosion has been the greatest. 
Revetments have also been used (piles of rocks that function like
seawalls), as well as groins (which are built perpendicular to the
beach to trap sand).  

Some of the southern portion of the island is protected by Little
Estero Island, which began as an offshore sand bar that is visible
in aerial photographs from as early as 1944.  It began to support
vegetation and wildlife during the 1970s.  Little Estero Island
and Bowditch Point are the island’s major areas of beach growth
(accretion).  

Like most beaches, much of the rest of the Estero Island shore-
line has suffered from erosion caused by storms and tidal action. 

Figure 7 shows the major areas where continued erosion threat-
ens Estero Island, according to a recent comprehensive study for
Lee County (Humiston and Moore Engineers, 1997).

Beach Renourishment

Some “renourishment” of the northern end of the island oc-
curred in 1985/86.  Approximately 190,000 cubic yards of sand
was restored to the beachfront from Bowditch Point Park to
Times Square.  Another small beach renourishment project was
completed in April 1996 along the beach from the Best Western
Hotel to the north of the Estero Island Beach Club.  The project
involved approximately 4,500 feet of beach and helped to stabi-
lize this section of severely eroding shoreline.  Both of these
projects were initiated to remove excess material from the main
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navigation channel near Bowditch Point; beach renourishment
was only a secondary benefit.

Renourishment programs are quite expensive.  The recent county
study made a through evaluation of historical erosion/accretion
rates at Fort Myers Beach and all feasible alternatives for shore-
line protection (Humiston and Moore Engineers, 1997).  The
study recommended a beach renourishment program, at an
estimated cost of $9 million for engineering design, permitting,
and construction, to renourish the two shoreline sections shown
in Figure 7.  The report also indicates that maintenance renour-
ishment would be needed every ten years at an annualized cost
of $546,000 per year.  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers had previously estimated a
cost at $5.95 million, but the Corps had not included the south-
ern shoreline area and had proposed a smaller volume of sand.

In a recent application to the Department of Environmental
Protection, Lee County estimated the cost for the northern seg-
ment at $9.57 million of which $4.53 million was requested
from the Federal government, $2.51 million from the state
government, and $2.53 million would be provided by local
government.  The requested amount for the southern segment is
$3.23 million of which the state and local governments would
each provide $1.62 million.  Renourishment of the northern
segment would involve approximately 25,600 linear feet of
beach, while the southern one would involve about 3,155 linear
feet.  These funding requests include design, permitting, con-
struction, monitoring, and maintenance through the year 2008. 
This proposal is being supported by the county’s Tourist Develop-
ment Council and its Coastal Advisory Council.  

A large renourishment project for Estero Island would be ex-
tremely beneficial to the town.  The major attractor for tourism
and the town’s economic base is the Gulf of Mexico and its
beaches.  For the town and Lee County to continue competing

for tourist dollars, investments in beach amenities are necessary
and would contribute substantially to the economies of both.  

Other Shoreline Protection Measures

Shoreline protection within the Town of Fort Myers Beach
should be accomplished by a series of steps:

# The beach renourishment project just described
should be a town priority for the critically eroding
areas.  The long-term recreational and economic
benefits derived from this project will offset the ini-
tial cost.

# Sand dunes should be protected and re-created
where they have been removed.  Native dune plants
should be protected and non-native exotics removed. 
Dune walkovers should be constructed where they
do not exist and existing walk-overs should be main-
tained.  The use of vehicles on beaches should be
limited to law enforcement, public lands manage-
ment and emergency vehicles, state-licensed turtle
monitoring, once-daily delivery and pickup of beach
equipment, and minimal use for cleaning litter and
excessive accumulations of natural debris.

# Buildings and other structures should be located (or
moved) as far away from the shoreline and dune
system as possible, since the beach is a constantly
changing environment. 

# The last resort for shoreline protection is the use of
hardened structures.  

New hardened structures such as groins, jetties, and seawalls
should only be used as a last resort when an entire series of
major structures is in imminent danger of collapse, and after
methods such as emergency renourishment with trucked-in sand
have failed.  If it is determined that a new hardened structures is
ever acceptable, rip-rap revetment is less damaging than a
seawall.  Rip-rap consists of one or more layers of natural stone,
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Figure 8, Marinas

boulders, concrete rubble, or sand bags placed on a gentle slope. 
Rip-rap is very effective on low energy coasts where wave
heights are not large (for instance, along Matanzas Pass).  It is
less effective on beaches, and greatly interferes with sea turtle
nesting and public use of the beach.  

Groins, jetties, and seawalls along the beach should be the
absolute last resort since their use may damage the shoreline in
other locations and they impede the public’s ability to walk along
the beach.  The only exception would be for “terminal groins,”
which extend perpendicular from the shoreline near major inlets. 
A properly designed terminal groin does not rob adjoining
beaches of sand moving along the coast; because of its location,
it keeps sand from moving off the beach and into inlets that need
to remain open for navigation or tidal circulation.  

PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE WATER

Water-Related and Water-Dependent Land Uses

Water-related land uses are plentiful within the Town of Fort
Myers Beach.  Virtually all of the resorts, retail shops, and res-
taurants cater to tourists who visit for the Gulf of Mexico and its
beaches.  In addition, many of the homes are built adjacent to
saltwater canals which lead to Estero Bay.  In one sense, all of
the island’s land uses are water-related.  In contrast, water-
dependent uses absolutely must be on land directly adjoining the
water.  Examples are marinas, boat ramps, public beaches, or
commercial fishing ports. 

Marinas

There are four marinas within the Town of Fort Myers Beach. 
Each offers sales, service, or storage (wet and dry) of boats. 
Figure 8 and Table 5-7 summarize the location and services
offered by the island’s commercial marinas.

The Town of Fort Myers Beach does not have a deep water port,
nor is one planned for the future.  The marinas and docks cater
to recreational boaters, tourists, and, occasionally, commercial
fishermen.  

Table 5-7 — Marinas

Name
Storage Type        

Wet Dry
Mid Island Marina 68 90
Island Bay Marina 22 0
Fish Tale Marina 40 250
Moss Marine 33 up to 220 depending

on size of boats
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Figure 9, Fishing Pier
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Figure 10, Public Boat Ramps

Boat Ramps and Piers

Lee County has long maintained a magnificent pier which at-
tracts tourists, fisherman, and residents to the Times Square
area.  The pier, 584 feet in length, is located at the Lynn Hall
Memorial Park.  Figure 9 shows the present pier, which under-
went structural renovations in 1997.

The town does not operate a public boat ramp.  Lee County
provides public boat ramps with parking for tow vehicles and
trailers to the north at Punta Rassa and Sanibel Island and to the
south at the Imperial River.  The state of Florida provides a boat
ramp at the Lover’s Key/Carl Johnson State Recreation Area. 
The ramp at the Lover’s Key is the closest at approximately 1½
miles.  Figure 10 shows the locations of publicly owned boat
ramps.  

Within the town’s boundaries are 3 quasi-public ramps, each
apparently on public land but without space for parking.  These
ramps are on Bayview Drive and at the end of Miramar Street
and Coconut Drive.

Artificial Reefs and Fishing Areas

Man-made reefs are highly sought destinations for the sport
fisherman because the reefs attract numerous varieties of fish. 
There are several off-shore artificial reefs in the Lee County area,
5 of which are within 13 nautical miles of Fort Myers Beach. 
They are identified in Table 5-8 and Figure 11.  

In addition to artificial reefs, there are other popular fishing
areas in the Fort Myers Beach vicinity.  The Fort Myers Beach
pier provides access to off-shore water for those without boats. 
Fishermen also  fish from fishing piers under both ends of the
Sky Bridge, as well as from the gulf and bay shorelines.  
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Figure 11, artificial reefs 

Table 5-8 — Artificial Reefs

Artificial Reef Material Depth
Distance

from FMB
 in miles

Michael A. Yakubic Reef Rubble 20 feet   2.9
GH Reef Culverts 28 feet   5.4
Sanibel Reef Rubble 20 feet   5.9
Lee-Collier Reef Buses, truck 35 feet   6.3
Doc Klein Reef Culverts 32 feet 12.6
Source: A Boater’s Guide to Lee County, January 1997.

Beach Access

Access to beaches is very important to residents of any commu-
nity, not just to visitors.  Although many of the town’s residents
live along the shoreline, not everyone does. Long before incor-
poration, Lee County has been maintaining and improving the
numerous public access points to the beach through the use of
easements, rights of way, and purchase of land.  There are 46
public access points along the approximately seven-mile island
— 36 are located along the Gulf of Mexico and 10 are along
Estero Bay (see Table 5-9 and Figure 12).  The county has
continued to maintain these access points since incorporation,
using funding from the Tourist Development Council.  The town
may wish to take formal responsibility for this maintenance.  An
opportunity exists to meter the parking spaces and generate
revenue to be used for further beach improvements.

Two of the access points are operated by Lee County as public
parks.  Bowditch Park is approximately 17 acres with 1,850
linear feet of beach along the Gulf of Mexico.  Located at the
northern tip of Estero Island, the park has playground equip-
ment, fishing areas, picnic tables, nature trails, and restroom
facilities.  Lynn Hall Memorial Park is about 5 acres in size and
has 600 feet of beach.  The pier, grills, shelters, playground
equipment, and restroom facilities are located at the park.

Most of the town’s hotels, motels, and resorts are located along
the Gulf of Mexico.  They provide access to their guests and, in
some cases, to the general public.
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Figure 12, Public Access Points

Need for Additional Access

As demonstrated in the inventory, public access facilities to the
beaches and water are quite good.  However, given the number
of visitors wishing to use these facilities, additional sites should
be considered which can provide parking or provide beach access
on the southern quarter of the island since no public sites are
currently located there.  Access acquisition would likely be
expensive at the south end, but this is where public access is
most lacking at present.  An especially critical location would be
a southerly access to Little Estero Island, where little Gulf-front
land remains available. 

Table 5-9 — Public Access Points
Site # Location Site # Location

1 Bowditch Point Regional Park 24 Connecticut Street
2 Island Shores, Lot 42/43 25 Hercules Drive
3 Island Shores, Lot 26 26 Coconut Drive
4 Island Shores, Lot 20 27 Bayview Avenue
5 Island Shores, Lot 15 28 Gulfview Avenue
6 Island Shores, Lot 9 29 Strandview Avenue
7 Island Shores, Lot 4 30 Hyde Park
8 Lynn Hall Memorial Park 31 Dakota Avenue
9 Canal Street 32 Sterling Avenue
10 Avenue “A” 33 Aberdeen Avenue
11 Avenue “C” 34 Lanark Lane
12 Alva Street 35 Gulf Drive
13 Avenue “E” 36 Flamingo Street
14 Miramar Street 37 Palermo Circle
15 Palm Avenue 38 Miramar Street
16 Pearl Street 39 Pearl Street
17 Delmar Avenue 40 Delmar Avenue
18 Mango Street 41 Mango Street
19 Chapel Street 42 Chapel Street
20 Gulf Beach Road 43 Connecticut Street
21 Pompano Street 44 Hercules Drive
22 Seaview Street 45 Coconut Drive
23 Lovers’ Lane 46 Bayland Road

Sites 1 through 36 provide access along the Gulf of Mexico; Sites 37 through 46
provide access along the Bay side.
Source: Lee County Department of Community Development, 1996

Even a single lot here could provide a walking access, a gazebo
to provide shade, a small parking area, and educational exhibits
about wildlife on Little Estero Island.  The parking area would
avoid public use of adjoining homesites for this purpose, and
would help the town acquire state and federal funding for beach
renourishment, funding which is dependent on public access
(including parking).
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If the town were to construct a public boat ramp, a fairly large
site would need to be selected to provide parking for tow vehicles
and trailers.  Since most of the island is already built up, a public
boat ramps would be very expensive.  Given the existing traffic
congestion during the peak season, off-island residents and
visitors would have difficulty using a boat ramp on Estero Island,
and would contribute to further congestion whenever they did
so.  Fortunately, the existing boat ramp situation is sufficient to
meet current needs.

Competition for Marina Space

In many coastal locations, available space for public or semi-
public access to the water has been drastically reduced through
conversions of water-dependent uses (such as marinas) to water-
related uses (such as condominiums or restaurants).

To forestall this eventuality, Lee County’s comprehensive plan
designated “water-dependent overlay zones” that include Fish
Tale Marina, Mid-Island Marina, and Moss Marine on Estero
Island.  That designation began a county-initiated rezoning
process to formally zone such sites for marina uses (since in some
cases the marinas were not properly zoned, or were zoned for a
category that allowed non-marina uses as well).  The purpose of
rezoning was “to protect their [marina’s] rights to rebuild and
expand and to prevent their conversion to non-water-dependent
uses without a public hearing” (Objective 8.1 and Policy 98.1.1).

Directly across Matanzas Pass, extensive water-dependent over-
lay zones were also established on San Carlos Island.  Those
zones were designed to protect “marine industrial” activities such
as boat yards, shrimp docks, shrimp packing plants, and certain
other compatible uses (these policies are now found under Objec-
tive 12.1).

In the intervening years, the shrimping industry has become a
potential new competitor for existing marina space.  The shrimp-
ing industry had been declining for over a decade.  Shrimp
docks were recently eliminated from Key West, leaving Tampa
and San Carlos Island as the only viable shrimping ports on the
west coast of Florida.  The relocation of the Key West boats is
causing serious overcrowding on San Carlos Island, and has led
the Community Redevelopment Agency there to evaluate vari-
ous ideas on expanding the existing docks.  A private shrimping
firm has also purchased docks at the end of Delmar Avenue and
proposes to greatly expand that facility to accommodate over-
flow parking of shrimp boats.

Although the potential conversion of this marina for overflow
shrimp boat docking would not preclude its later re-use as a
recreational marina, it does raise other planning issues.  Recre-
ational marinas are used in ways that are quite different than
quasi-industrial marinas or commercial ports.  The potential
compatibility issues arise on the waterside of the docks (conflicts
between the regular comings-and-goings of small recreational
boats and large occasional influxes of large shrimp boats) and
on the landside (the potential introduction of industrial activities
into a residential neighborhood).

If the San Carlos Island CRA is able to provide alternate over-
flow docking for shrimp boats or if it is found there is no longer
a need, this conflict may never occur.  If needed alternate ar-
rangements are unpermittable or otherwise prove to be infeasi-
ble, the town may choose to establish its own water-dependent
overlay zone for the Island Bay Marina and similar sites to avoid
conversion of recreational marinas to industrial uses.

The San Carlos Island CRA recently received a state grant de-
signed to aid waterfront industries.  An initial goal is a manage-
ment plan for the waterfront that balances environmental pro-
tection, public recreation, economic development, and hazard
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mitigation.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach has agreed to partici-
pate in this planning process.

The Need for a Balanced Harbor Planning Process

Conflicts between waterfront uses can escalate in the absence of
a balanced forum where conflicting uses of Matanzas Pass can be
examined and workable solutions devised.  With the advent of
the Town of Fort Myers Beach, Lee County would have difficulty
in establishing such a forum on its own.  A forum controlled
exclusively by the town, or by San Carlos Island interests, will
inevitably be viewed with suspicion by the other side, and ulti-
mately will not have the credibility to resolve many of the diffi-
cult issues.  It would be in the interests of all parties to create a
continuous and more balanced planning process for Matanzas
Pass, regardless of which entity initiated this process.  

Other harbor issues also need to be addressed and balanced
against the needs of the commercial fishing industry and of
recreational boaters.  These include live-aboard boats; water
shuttles; cargo shipping; oil spills; jet skis; boat speed regulations
to protect manatees; channel dredging; and estuarine water
quality.  Currently, each of these issues are considered somewhat
in isolation.  For instance, a regional harbor board was recently
established to address problems faced by (or caused by) anchor-
ages for recreational boaters, including live-aboard vessels. 
Although this is a positive step, the current anchorage in
Matanzas Pass cannot be isolated from other activities there.

Important participants in a balanced planning process might
include:

# Lee County;
# The Town of Fort Myers Beach;
# San Carlos Island Local Redevelopment Planning Com-

mittee;
# Shrimping industry representatives;
# Recreational marina representatives;

# Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve;
# U.S. Coast Guard
# Lee County Port Authority; and
# West Coast Inland Navigation District.

Ideally this planning process would be an integral part of a new
entity established to manage (not just plan for) the future con-
flicts and activities that can be expected in Matanzas Pass.

A good approach toward establishing such an entity would be
for through a formal committee that would advise either the Lee
County Commission or the Lee County Port Authority on
Matanzas Pass matters.  (A similar committee now advises the
Port Authority on airport issues; it has been very successful in
mediating conflicts and planning a major airport expansion.) 
The current Lee Plan proposes such an advisory body, with
specific responsibility to prepare a “Matanzas Harbor Manage-
ment Plan” (Policy 94.6.3).  However,  no ongoing entity has
been established to serve this important function. 

Since Lee County has not sponsored this process, the Town of
Fort Myers Beach has taken the initiative through a newly
formed Marine Resources Task Force.  In addition to other
issues, this task force has focused on Matanzas Pass, and in-
cluded:

# consideration of all interests in the harbor (not just the
anchorage, or just the shrimping industry, or just envi-
ronmental preservation); and

# an intent to prepare a plan and begin implementing it
within a short period of time.

Since formation, this task force has become an active forum for
identifying and resolving marine-related conflicts.



COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT                                                            JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                  PAGE 5 – 24

LITERATURE CITED

Department of Community Affairs, Retrofitting and Flood
Mitigation in Florida, 1995.

Department of Community Affairs, Breaking the Cycle: How
Starting on Long-Term Redevelopment Can Help Florida Avoid
Economic Disaster, 1996.

Doehring, Fred, Iver W. Duedall, and John M. Williams,
Florida Hurricanes and Tropical Storms — 1871-1993: An Histori-
cal Survey, Florida Sea Grant College Program Technical Paper
71, 1994

Godschalk, David R,, David J. Brower, and Timothy Beatley,
Catastrophic Coastal Storms: Hazard Mitigation and Development
Management, Duke University Press, 1989. 

Humiston and Moore Engineers, Estero Island Beach Restora-
tion Study, March 1997.

Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council, Hurricane
Evacuation Study, Update 1995, 1995.

Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council, Hurricane
Shelter Deficit Reduction Report – 1997, 1997.

University of Florida College of Architecture, Fort Myers
Beach Project Phase I – Final Report, July 1991.



COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT                               AS AMENDED BY ORDINANCE 09-03 [2008-13-TEXT]         PAGE 5 – 25 / as amended 11-25-2009

GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of coastal issues in this element, the follow-
ing goals, objectives, and policies have been drafted for inclusion
in the Fort Myers Beach comprehensive plan.

GOAL 5: To keep the public aware of the po-
tential effects of hurricanes and trop-
ical storms and to plan a more sus-
tainable redevelopment pattern that
protects coastal resources, minimizes
threats to life and property, and lim-
its public expenditures in areas sub-
ject to destruction by storms.

OBJECTIVE 5-A COASTAL PLANNING GENERALLY —
Protect and enhance coastal
resources through an on-going plan-
ning process that recognizes the ad-
vantages and limitations of living
within a sensitive coastal environ-
ment.  Enhancement of coastal
resources can be measured by 
increased sea turtle nesting, improve-
ments in estuarine water quality, and
restoration of sand dunes.  Important
limitations on development in this
coastal high hazard area include the
existing over-concentration of people
plus town, state, and federal policies
against public expenditures that sub-
sidize further private development.

POLICY 5-A-1 The town shall maintain and enforce building
codes at least as stringent as required by
Florida law to limit the potential damage of
structures from hurricanes and tropical
storms.  These codes shall include wind-resis-
tance commensurate with the risk of a coastal

environment and building elevation require-
ments that conform with federal laws and
Flood Insurance Rate Maps.

POLICY 5-A-2 The maximum density of future residential
development is limited to the densities
described in the Future Land Use Element in
recognition of natural hazards and existing
population concentrations.  For rebuilding of
existing development, refer to the buildback
policies under Objective 4-D and 4-E of the
Future Land Use Element.

POLICY 5-A-3 When state funding is required for the relo-
cation of replacement of infrastructure cur-
rently within the Coastal Building Zone, the
capacity of the replacement structure shall
be limited to maintaining required service
levels, protecting existing residents, and pro-
viding for recreation and open space needs.

POLICY 5-A-4 Since the entire Town of Fort Myers Beach is
within the coastal planning area and is des-
ignated as a coastal high hazard area, spe-
cific policies addressing historic buildings,
phasing of infrastructure, limitations on de-
velopment, and environmental resources are
contained in other elements of this plan and
are not repeated here.

POLICY 5-A-5 Due to the physical constraints of its coastal
location, the Town of Fort Myers Beach com-
mits to a future policy of no increase in the
net development capacity (island-wide) that
would be allowed by the Fort Myers Beach
comprehensive plan.

POLICY 5-A-6 The entire town is located within the coastal
high-hazard area, as shown on Figure 17
which is part of the adopted Future Land Use
Map series (see Policy 4-B-2).
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OBJECTIVE 5-B NATURAL DISASTER PLANNING — Re-
duce the threat of loss of life and
property resulting from catastrophic
storms by reducing evacuation times
and improving shelter capabilities
from their current levels.

POLICY 5-B-1 The town shall work to improve the capabil-
ity of evacuating Fort Myers Beach when a
tropical storm or hurricane threatens to
strike.  Specific problem areas include:
i. County officials may be reluctant to order

a county-wide evacuation even though an
evacuation may be warranted for low-
lying coastal areas such as Fort Myers
Beach.  town officials should be prepared
to order a local evacuation if one is war-
ranted.

ii. Australian pines and other trees along
evacuation routes can pose a threat to
evacuation routes due to decay or shallow
root systems; such trees need to be identi-
fied and pruned or removed. 

iii. In a cooperative process with Lee County,
Sanibel, and the Southwest Florida Re-
gional Planning Council, the town shall
seek to improve mainland shelter capaci-
ties including private sheltering options.

iv. The town shall work closely with Lee
County and Florida DOT to maintain or
improve hurricane evacuation times and
procedures, including off-island traffic
bottlenecks.

POLICY 5-B-2 The town shall participate fully in the federal
government’s National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram and seek constant improvements under
the Community Rating System.

POLICY 5-B-3 The town shall encourage owners of private
buildings to strengthen or otherwise protect
them before severe storms strike to reduce
avoidable damage to life and property. 
Town regulations that unnecessarily inter-
fere with this important form of hazard miti-
gation shall be modified as described in Pol-
icy 4-E-3 of the Future Land Use Element.

POLICY 5-B-4 The town shall develop and adopt a storm
emergency plan for preparing for, respond-
ing to, and recovering from a hurricane or
tropical storm.  Hazard mitigation recom-
mendations of local peacetime emergency
plan or interagency hazard mitigation re-
ports shall be evaluated for inclusion in the
town’s plans.

POLICY 5-B-5 Capital improvements to infrastructure and
facilities under the town’s jurisdiction that
can maintain or improve evacuation times
will be identified and included in the Capital
Improvements Element.

POLICY 5-B-6 The town shall maintain substantial reserve
funds for emergency work that will be
needed immediately following a major
storm.

OBJECTIVE 5-C POST-DISASTER REDEVELOPMENT —
Plan for post-disaster rebuilding that
will reduce the exposure of human
life and property to future disasters
and improve the community in other
ways during the rebuilding process.

POLICY 5-C-1 By 1999, the town in cooperation with Lee
County officials shall prepare a post-disaster
redevelopment plan.  Such plan shall be con-
sistent with this comprehensive plan and use
the following priorities:
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i. Activities which prevent further loss of
life or that minimize public health risks;

ii. Activities which restore the basic public
infrastructure and services to support the
population;

iii. Activities which prevent further damage
to public or private property;

iv. Activities which begin the rebuilding pro-
cess as promptly as possible.

POLICY 5-C-2 By 1998, the town shall evaluate the eleva-
tion and drainage characteristics of evacua-
tion routes to the mainland to identify prob-
lem areas that may prematurely block evacu-
ation.  Solutions shall be sought in coopera-
tion with agencies having jurisdiction over
such facilities.

POLICY 5-C-3 Rebuilding after a natural disaster is allowed
in accordance with the “buildback policy”
found in Policy 4-C-7 of the Future Land Use
Element.

POLICY 5-C-4 To further coordinate the redevelopment
activities proposed under this plan with state
and federal floodplain management pro-
grams, the town shall pursue the following
activities:
i. Pursue all potential measures to encour-

age corrective and preventative measures
to existing houses and businesses to in-
crease their resistance to flooding and
high winds before a disaster occurs.  Ex-
amples include storm shutters; shatter-
proof glass; strengthening roof attach-
ments, floors, and walls; and minor
floodproofing.

ii. Allow non-conforming buildings to be
modified provided the modifications do
not increase the non-conformity.

iii. Investigate the feasibility promoting pe-
destrian activity in some redeveloping
commercial zones by raising the existing
grade of roads and sidewalks one to
three feet, thus allowing adjoining com-
mercial space to remain at ground level
while reducing the required height of dry
floodproofing.

iv. Explore with the Department of Environ-
mental Protection an alternative method
of controlling building intensity seaward
of the Coastal Construction Control Line. 
The current rule allows 20% of any sin-
gle building’s frontage to be enclosed at
ground level.  This percentage may be
too high for most parts of the town, but
is too low where pedestrian zones exist
or are being created.  An alternative
means of computing the 20% rule could
better meet the state’s coastal manage-
ment goals and the town’s revitalization
program.

POLICY 5-C-5 New publicly funded buildings within the
town shall be designed to withstand major
storms and be able to serve as
shelters/operation centers for emergency
personnel.

POLICY 5-C-6 Design new and replacement infrastructure
to minimize damage caused by flooding and
high winds:
i. Power lines shall be relocated under-

ground whenever possible.
ii. Water and sewer systems should elimi-

nate infiltration of flood waters and be
designed to function with auxiliary
power when needed.
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iii. Roads should be designed to manage
minimum levels of flooding and be
located where least susceptible to storm
damage.

POLICY 5-C-7 Continue to inventory buildings that are re-
peatedly damaged by flood waters to identify
those that have recorded one or more Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) flood
losses of $1,000 or more since 1978. 

OBJECTIVE 5-D BEACHES AND DUNES — Conserve and
enhance the shoreline of Estero Is-
land by increasing the amount of
dunes, renourishing beaches to coun-
ter natural erosion, and reducing neg-
ative man-made impacts on beaches
and dunes.

POLICY 5-D-1 The town’s policies on shoreline protection
measures shall be as follows (see also Objec-
tive 5 and related policies in the Conservation
Element of this plan):
i. Beach renourishment will be necessary

along much of the Gulf beach.  The long-
term recreational and economic benefits
will offset the cost.  The town shall work
closely with Lee County, which has
agreed to take the lead role in carrying
out this important activity.  All practical
measures shall be taken to ensure that
beach renourishment improves sea turtle
nesting habitat rather than interfering
with it.  Public access to existing and re-
nourished beaches is an important prior-
ity of the town of Fort Myers Beach.

ii. Sand dunes should be protected and re-
created wherever they have been
removed.  Native dune plants should be

protected and non-native exotics
removed.  Dune walkovers should be
constructed where they do not exist and
existing structures should be maintained.

iii. The use of vehicles on any part of the
beach should be severely limited in ac-
cordance with Conservation Policy
6-E-4(iv).

iv. Buildings and other structures should be
located as far away from the shoreline
and dune system as possible since the
beach is a constantly changing environ-
ment.  Beachfront development shall be
protected from coastal erosion, wave
action, and storms by vegetation,
setbacks, and/or beach renourishment
rather than by seawalls or other hard-
ened structures which tend to hasten
beach erosion, interfere with public ac-
cess, and block sea turtle nesting. 

v. Development (other than minor struc-
tures) shall not be allowed seaward of
the 1978 Coastal Construction Control
Line.  Development seaward of the 1991
Coastal Construction Control Line may
be permitted provided it complies with
this comprehensive plan and all state
and local permitting requirements.

vi. Where buildings are threatened by ero-
sion that cannot be reversed by major
beach renourishment, the town’s priori-
ties are (1) to allow the structure to be
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moved away from the beach; (2) to allow
emergency renourishment (including the
use of trucked-in sand); and (3) to allow
rip-rap only when the previous priorities
are not possible.  Existing seawalls on the
beach may be maintained or removed but
not rebuilt.

vii. The absolute last resort for shoreline pro-
tection is the use of hardened structures
(except that terminal groins may be per-
mitted at inlets if acceptable to state and
federal permitting agencies).  New beach-
front buildings requiring seawalls for pro-
tection from coastal erosion shall not be
permitted.

OBJECTIVE 5-E ACCESS TO THE WATER — Increase
the number of well-maintained ac-
cesses to beaches, bays, and naviga-
ble waters to serve the existing and
future population and visitors.

POLICY 5-E-1 Ensure the continued maintenance of existing
beach access points, currently provided by
Lee County with funds from the Tourist De-
velopment Council.

POLICY 5-E-2 Evaluate the need for expanded parking areas
and the potential for revenue generation
from metered parking as a funding source for
additional public access amenities. 

POLICY 5-E-3 The town encourages Lee County to continue
its program of improving beach access points
that are not currently marked.

POLICY 5-E-4 The town shall identify any water access
points that are hidden, fenced off, or blocked
by encroachments, and then ensure that ap-
propriate public access is restored.

POLICY 5-E-5 The town shall attempt to acquire one or
more beach access points at the southern
end of the island.

POLICY 5-E-6 The town shall monitor the effectiveness of
its ordinances regulating water activities
(vessel control, water safety, personal water-
craft, and parasailing), and install manatee
habitat education signs at waterfront loca-
tions.  In cooperation with providers and
citizens, develop a program of education,
interagency cooperation for enforcement,
and additional regulation as needed to pro-
tect the coastal waters and the safety and
welfare of residents and visitors.

POLICY 5-E-7 This plan minimizes the potential for land
use conflicts between waterfront uses and
other land uses through the following priori-
ties for development/ redevelopment of the
shoreline:
i. Intense multi-family uses are limited to

areas vested by previous regulations; to
the rebuilding of existing sites following
a natural disaster (see Policy 4-D-1); and
to voluntary rebuilding of existing sites
in accordance with the Future Land Use
Element.

ii. Future development or redevelopment of
shoreline land uses must ensure compati-
bility with surrounding lands and pro-
vide proper buffering where needed.

iii. In determining applicable land uses for a
site, priority shall be given to water de-
pendent land uses in the following order:
• Conservation uses
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• Water-dependent uses such as marinas
which are available for use by the gen-
eral public;

• Recreational uses; and
• Other uses that are compatible with

the surrounding neighborhood.

OBJECTIVE 5-F HARBOR PLANNING — Initiate a coop-
erative planning process for Matanzas
Pass and surrounding waterways by
1998.

POLICY 5-F-1 The town shall take an active role in initiat-
ing and participating in the planning process
for Matanzas Pass and nearby waters envi-
sioned by Policy 94.6.3 of the Lee County
Comprehensive Plan.  This process would be
conducted by a new entity charged with both
planning and implementation.  This entity
would have the following characteristics:
i. Balanced representation of competing

interests such as local governments, rec-
reational and commercial boating inter-
ests, and regional/state/federal agencies
with jurisdiction over these waters;

ii. A commitment to address and resolve
competing interests for use and protec-
tion of these water, including commercial
fishing and shipping, recreational boat-
ing, public anchorage, environmental pro-
tection, and protection of other shoreline
users; and

iii. The process will be public to seek the ac-
tive support of all interests so that this
planning process can be the first step to-
wards long-term cooperation and protec-
tion of these valuable resources.
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Figure 1, Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve and State Buffer Preserve

INTRODUCTION

The town’s favorable location on the Gulf of Mexico continues to
attract tourists year after year.  The Gulf-front beaches provide
an attractive place for recreational pursuits but also critical
habitat for nesting sea turtles, overwintering and nesting shore-
birds, and other wildlife.  The continuing
challenge to the town is to identify the proper
balance between human use and the protection of
natural resources, and then to establish programs
of stewardship, education, incentives, and
regulation to maintain that balance.

Estero Island (the entire Town of Fort Myers
Beach) is bounded on the southwest by the Gulf
of Mexico and on the northeast by Matanzas Pass
and Estero Bay.  Figure 1 illustrates the town’s
location and adjoining preserved areas.  The
town’s land mass is about 1,466 acres in size. 
Topography ranges from sea level at the coast to
natural elevation of about 6 feet; higher
elevations result from activities of man (including
pre-Columbian landfilling).

Estero Island is part of the Gulf barrier chain,
which is a system of lagoons and islands formed
by erosion and movement of sand along the
shoreline driven by wave energy (also known as 

littoral drift).  In geological terms it is a relatively young and still
dynamic system that consists primarily of sand and shell
deposits.

Fort Myers Beach has a humid, subtropical climate with an
annual average temperature of 74 degrees.  Average annual
rainfall is about 45 inches, the majority of which occurs during
the summer months.  Monthly averages are low during the
winter and spring and as high as 9 inches in the summer.

CONSERVATION ELEMENT
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SURFACE WATER CLASSIFICATIONS

Fort Myers Beach is surrounded by exceptional surface water
resources that are important environmentally as well as
economically.  The island protects inland areas from wave
energy, providing an estuary for seagrasses and mangroves, both
of which provide food and shelter for a variety of wildlife.  It also
protects a small harbor and anchorage for human use.

Florida’s surface waters are classified into five classes according
to their “present and future most beneficial uses,” as shown in
Table 6-1.

Table 6-1 — Classes of Surface Waters
Class I: Potable water supplies

Class II: Shellfish propagation or harvesting
Class III: Recreation, propagation and maintenance of a

healthy, well-balanced population of fish and
wildlife

Class IV: Agricultural water supplies
Class V: Navigation, utility, and industrial use

Source: Section 62-302.400 FAC

Class I surface waters are generally of the highest quality and
subject to the most stringent protective measures.  Because of
their intended uses, Class II and III waters may, for certain uses
and water quality parameters, receive equal or even greater
protection.  Class II waters are further divided into three
categories by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) on the basis of their safety for harvesting
shellfish for human consumption.  These classes include areas
approved or conditionally approved for shellfish harvesting (safe
for human consumption), prohibited for shellfish harvesting
(polluted and potentially unsafe), or lacking significant shellfish

resources.  These classes apply to shellfish such as oysters and
scallops that feed by filtering microscopic particles from the
water, and are thus capable of filtering bacteria, viruses, and red
tide organisms from the water and concentrating these
organisms in their tissues.  These shellfish can also concentrate
dissolved contaminants such as heavy metals and organic
compounds from polluted waters. 

Special consideration is also given to waters classified as
“Outstanding Florida Waters” (OFWs) or “Outstanding National
Resource Waters,” which are defined by Chapter 62-302, FAC,
as:

Outstanding Florida Waters - waters designated by
the Environmental Regulation Commission as worthy of special
protection because of their natural attributes; and

Outstanding National Resource Waters - waters
designated by the Environmental Regulation Commission that
are of such exceptional recreational or ecological significance
that water quality should be maintained and protected under
all circumstances…

Finally, the Florida Legislature has declared as “aquatic
preserves” certain submerged lands and associated waters that
are of “exceptional biological, aesthetic, and scientific value.”  
 These preserves are “set aside forever… for the benefit of future
generations.” (Section 258.36, FS).  The Town of Fort Myers
Beach is separated from the Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve only by
the Matanzas Pass navigation channel.

Estero Bay’s tributaries have been designated as Outstanding
Florida Waters, including Hendry Creek, Big Bayou, Mullock
Creek, Estero River (both branches), Halfway Creek, Spring
Creek (both branches), Imperial River, Oak Creek, and Leitner
Creek (see Chapter 62-302.700(9)(i)(12) FAC for precise bound-
aries).
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Figure 2, Bathymetry of Estero Island Area

Figure 2 generally depicts the town’s surface water features, plus
underwater contours at 6-foot intervals. 

The following sections summarize conditions of major surface
waters features.  They are presented as separate systems, but
these distinctions are somewhat artificial; from an ecological
standpoint, Lee County’s surface waters (and ground waters with
which they are hydrologically connected) are actually part of a
larger interconnected system.

ESTERO BAY

This system consists of Estero Bay itself; the adjoining barrier
islands including Estero island; and its contributing watershed
which includes land surrounding the Imperial and Estero Rivers
(both OFWs) and the Ten Mile Canal, which flows into Hendry
Creek.  Estero Bay is a shallow subtropical lagoon (11,300 acres)

separated from the Gulf by the barrier islands.  Seagrass beds are
common in the bay; however, high turbidity (cloudiness)
restricts seagrasses to shallow depths.  Estero Bay has no major
rivers flowing into it, and only weak tidal exchanges due to
restricted inlets.  Some of the land surrounding Estero Bay,
especially Fort Myers Beach, is heavily developed.

Water Quality

Estero Bay is classified as Class III/Outstanding Florida Waters. 
Water quality in Estero Bay is generally considered to be fair to
good; however, degradation has occurred in recent years (God-
schalk and Associates 1988; Lee County 1994).  Nutrient and
turbidity levels have increased.  Estero Bay sediments are
enriched in cadmium, lead, and zinc.  The freshwater inflow
pattern has been altered.  Water quality problems are attributed
to urbanization of the watershed (shown in Figure 3), which
increases pollutants levels and turbidity in the bay.  Urbanization
in the enter watershed that drains into Estero Bay was projected
to increase by over 130% (based on number of dwelling units)
from 1986 to 2010 (Godschalk and Associates, 1988).  Actual
growth has been much higher than projected in Bonita Springs
and Estero.  Environmental quality in Estero Bay is particularly
vulnerable to future degradation due to poor flushing, the bay’s
small volume of water, and increasing urbanization of the
watershed (Godschalk and Associates, 1988).  

The bay continues to be a major anchorage for pleasure boats. 
An informal survey by the DEP indicated that 40% of the boats
are anchored permanently and lived on; the remainder are
moored temporarily for storm protection or as part of a
recreational outing.  Some boats dump raw sewage into the bay
because they do not have proper sanitary equipment as required
by the Florida Clean Vessel Act.  In August 1997, the Florida
Marine Patrol inspected boats in the anchorage.  They made 14
arrests and gave 28 written warnings and 22 verbal warnings.
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Figure 3, Estero Bay watershed boundaries (further studies in progress)

Nonpoint pollution sources to Estero Bay (those without specific
discharge points) were identified by the Lee County Division of
Natural Resources Management and DEP, as shown in Table 6-2. 
These sources will continue to affect water quality in Estero Bay. 
The following nonpoint source pollutants were identified:
nutrients, bacteria, sediments, pesticides, other chemicals,
debris, oxygen depletion, salinity, metals, habitat alteration, flow
alteration, and thermal pollution.  Reactions to the increasing
urban pressure have included fish kills, algal blooms, weeds,
turbidity, odor, decline in the fishery, and swimming
prohibitions.  

The Lee County Environmental Laboratory (a branch of Lee
County government) has been monitoring water quality in south
Estero Bay since 1981 to determine if the closing of Big Hickory
Pass degraded water quality.  Results as of 1990 indicated good
water quality, although urbanization has increased somewhat
since the 1990 report.

Table 6-2 — Nonpoint Source Categories
Affecting Estero Bay Watershed, 1994

Agriculture: Irrigated crop production, specialty crops,
rangeland

Resource Extraction: Surface mining
Silviculture: Forest management (minimal)

Hydromodification/
Habitat Alteration: Channelization

Dredging: Dam construction, flow alteration
Bridge construction: Removal of riparian vegetation, streambank

modification, wetland dredging/filling
Urban Stormwater: Municipal, industrial

Construction: Highway/road/bridge construction, land
development

Other Miscellaneous: Marinas, waste storage/storage leak tanks,
highway maintenance and runoff, 

Land Disposal: Wastewater, landfills, septic tanks, hazardous
wastes, utility installations, contaminated
sediments, recreational activities, upstream
impoundments, groundwater withdrawal

Source: Lee County - 1994 Nonpoint Source Assessment, Lee County Division of
Natural Resources Management and Florida DEP
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Current Conservation Programs

Estero Bay State Buffer Preserve

The Estero Bay State Buffer Preserve currently consists of 6,346
acres on the north and east sides of Estero Bay.  This land has
been purchased by the state of Florida after decades of disputes
over the environmental impacts of a massive residential
community that had been proposed there in the 1970s, which
ironically was to be known as “The Estuaries.”  A management
plan has been prepared by DEP for the entire buffer preserve,
which contains many environmental and cultural assets
including four archaeological sites.

A larger area is also being considered for state purchase, a total
of 16,000 acres comprised of wetland and other natural
communities that adjoin Estero Bay (including mangrove
swamps and other saltwater marshes and salt flats).  These
communities provide important nutrients to the bay,
contributing substantially to its biological productivity.  These
wetlands serve to help maintain high water quality in the Estero
Bay Aquatic Preserve.  The 6,346-acre buffer preserve is made up
of the initial purchase of this larger area.  The prospects for
further acquisition dim every month due to strong urbanization
pressures.

Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve

Estero Bay was the state’s first aquatic preserve, designated in
1966.  The Preserve consists of almost 10,000 acres from the
Skybridge to Bonita Beach Road.  It supports a remarkable
diversity of plant and animal life, which in turn supports a
variety of human activities such as commercial fishing and
tourism.  The vegetation of the shallow waters is dominated by
seagrasses and mangroves, which trap sediments with their
roots, thereby reducing erosion and stabilizing the shoreline. 
These plants also serve as cover for many animals, from birds
roosting or nesting in the mangroves to small crabs camouflaged

among the seagrass blades.  Leaves of these plants break off and
become the substrate for microscopic organisms.  This decaying
plant matter, known as detritus, serves as the first link in the
estuarine food chain.  More than 40% of the endangered species
or threatened species found in the state occur within southwest
Florida’s estuaries, including the manatee and bald eagle.

Estero Bay Agency on Bay Management

The Estero Bay Agency on Bay Management (ABM) is one of the
results of a settlement agreement for the completion of
permitting for the new Florida Gulf Coast University.  The ABM
is a non-regulatory advisory body whose directive is to develop
scientific data and make recommendations for the management
of Estero Bay and its watershed.  The ABM will also comment to
regulatory agencies on issues affecting Estero Bay and its
watershed through an annual report.  Later in 1997, the ABM is
expected to complete a land use analysis of the Estero Bay
watershed.  

This agency is currently staffed by the Southwest Florida
Regional Planning Council (SWFRPC).  Members are from Lee
County legislative delegation, chambers of commerce, citizen
and civic associations, Lee County, South Florida Water
Management District (SFWMD), Florida Game and Freshwater
Fish Commission (FGFWFC), DEP, SWFRPC, the university,
commercial and recreational fishing interests, citizens, and other
interested parties.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach has a
representative on this agency.

The ABM will also review an Estero Bay management and
improvement study as it is developed (another aspect of the
university settlement).  SFWMD has begun work on plans for the
Caloosahatchee River watershed and the Estero Bay watershed;
they are administering over $200,000 in state funds to develop
an Estero Bay Watershed Plan to maintain and improve water
quality in Estero Bay.  The plan will collect water quality data



CONSERVATION ELEMENT                                                                        JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                    PAGE 6 – 6

LEE

CHARLOTTE

SARASOTA

MANATEE

HILLSBOROUGH

POLK

DESOTO

HARDEE

Gulf of Mexico

0 279 18

Miles

.

NEP Area
County Lines



Figure 4, Charlotte Harbor National Estuary
Program

and develop goals and standards to improve water quality, and
will include a freshwater inflow study. 

Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program

In 1995, the Charlotte Harbor estuary was selected for inclusion
in the National Estuary Program (NEP) administered by the EPA. 
The Charlotte Harbor NEP is also administered by the SWFRPC,
with technical assistance from the Mote Marine Laboratory in
Sarasota.

This program includes the watersheds of the Peace River, the
Myakka River, and the Caloosahatchee River, all of which feed
freshwater into the coastal areas of southwest Florida including
Matlacha Pass,
Pine Island Sound,
Charlotte Harbor,
and Estero Bay. 
This entire area
including Lemon
Bay is the focus of
the Charlotte
Harbor National
Estuary Program
(see Figure 4).

The purpose of the
NEP is to compile
existing data and
develop a plan of
watershed and
waterbody
activities that will
restore or maintain
the water quality
and biological
functions of the

estuary.  Because of the many entities that affect the NEP area,
coordinated efforts such as this can help maintain the estuary’s
productivity and overall integrity.

The NEP planning process will take three years.  The goals,
policies, and implementing actions of the NEP will be contained
in a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
(CCMP).  Some demonstration and research activities may also
be conducted.  Implementation of its goals will be carried out by
appropriate local, regional, and state governments after the
completion of the planning period.

Other Surface Water Management Activities

As is apparent, the waters around Estero Island are the focus of
numerous studies.  In addition, the SFWMD has identified
several water bodies in Lee County as potential “SWIM” water
bodies, including the Caloosahatchee River Estuary, Estero Bay,
and Pine Island Sound/Matlacha/Ding Darling.  

Florida’s Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM)
Act of 1987 requires each of the five water management districts
to identify those surface waters most in need of restoration or
preservation.  The act mandates the development of
management plans (“SWIM plans”) for each waterbody so
identified, including detailed schedules of implementation.  This
means that the plan focuses primarily on maintaining and
protecting existing water quality and natural systems, and
enhancing and restoring water quality or natural systems when
necessary and feasible.

Projects included under SWIM plans include establishing water
quality targets, determining the loading capacity of major
pollutants (including nutrients), identification of point and non-
point sources of pollutants, habitat protection and land
acquisition, regulatory enforcement, compliance monitoring, and
public education.
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Coastal Drainage Issues

Coastal communities like the Town of Fort Myers Beach must
respond to flooding that arises from two different sources.  One
source of flooding is unrelated to rainfall and stormwater; it
occurs when the Gulf of Mexico and Estero Bay rise to unusual
heights due to strong on-shore winds.  Often this type of flooding
occurs without rainfall.  Another source is caused by stormwater
runoff utilizing an inadequate conveyance system.  Drainage on
the island is hampered by low relief and slope and increased
area impervious surface due to development.  Both of these
flooding sources are analyzed in the Stormwater Management
Element of this plan.

WILDLIFE AND NATIVE COMMUNITIES

The Town of Fort Myers Beach has several remaining native
coastal habitats.  These habitats are an important resource which
perform a number of vital functions.  Coastal wetlands,
mangrove swamps, and tidal marshes improve water quality, act
as storm buffers, provide shelter for wading birds, and perform a
vital role in the important and complex estuarine food chain
which is the foundation of a multi-million dollar fishing industry
(3rd largest seafood landing in state of Florida).

Upland habitats are important as well in that they provide
habitat for a number of endangered species such as the bald
eagle and perform flood control functions and buffer the area’s
waterways from pollutants found in stormwater runoff.  The
town is fortunate to have some areas set aside as publicly owned
reserves which not only perform some of the functions
mentioned above but also provide for outdoor recreation and
education.  The challenge facing the town is to ensure that its
preserve areas continue to provide the functions and values
needed to maintain the quality of life enjoyed by residents and
visitors, as well as their benefits to wildlife.

CONSERVATION AREAS

There are a variety of local, state, and federal efforts protecting
wildlife and native communities.  Important “critical wildlife
areas,” preserves, and buffer preserves near Fort Myers Beach.

Little Estero Island Critical Wildlife Area

The FGFWFC establishes Critical Wildlife Areas (CWA) at the
request of, or with the concurrence of, the owner of property
where such an important area is located.  The purpose is to
prohibit human disturbance to wildlife during critical periods
(for example, when shorebirds are nesting, or are concentrating
during overwintering times).  “Establishment Orders” for CWAs
define the area to be protected and the time of year when
protected wildlife may not be disturbed (limited to April 1
through August 31 on Little Estero Island).  FGFWFC is
responsible for posting closed areas and clearly marking the
places closed to trespass during periods when nesting is actually
taking place.

Human disturbances are a serious problem for nesting and
overwintering birds.  Each disturbance adds up; on a busy
weekend, these birds may spend a great deal of effort flying
around and “defending” their area.  Valuable energy is expended
that is needed for bearing young or preparing for the long flights
back to summer breeding grounds.  Sometimes people take their
dogs out onto the sand bars and allow them to run free (where
animals find great sport chasing birds); small planes sometimes
fly low over Little Estero Island, chasing away the very birds they
are trying to watch.  When disturbances become too great, many
species of birds will simply abandon the area.

Little Estero Island is the only CWA in Lee County.  This area
includes the island itself (now joined to the mainland) and the
wetlands and lagoons that have formed behind the island.  The
northern boundary is the Holiday Inn’s riparian line (an
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extension of their southerly property line gulfward); the easterly
line is the mean high water line of the old developed shoreline.

These habitats provide nesting areas for birds such as the least
tern and snowy plover, and prime nesting habitat for sea turtles. 
During the winter months over 150 species of birds have been
known to frequent the area for feeding and resting.  The habitat
of Little Estero Island is rare, known as coastal dune scrub.  This
habitat is home to such flora as sea oats, beach berry, seagrape,
beach elder, and bay cedar.  Non-native species can also be
found such as Australian pines and Brazilian pepper.  Wildlife is
abundant.  Marsh rabbits, raccoons, prairie warblers, herring
gulls, skimmers, red-breasted merganser, ruddy turnstone,
whimbrel, and white ibis have all been seen on Little Estero
Island.  

Due to the tidal accretion of sand, the southern portion of the
island’s channel has been filled in.  The continual accretion of
sand is creating another channel further south, which may again
be entirely filled in with new sand.  

Problems on the island are mainly due to human activity.  Water-
craft, domestic pets, and people are a disturbance to wildlife on
the island.  Every time a bird takes flight for fear of a person,
boat, or dog, its energy is reduced for tending to its young,
resting, and feeding.  

FGFWFC has funding available for signage on the island to
inform residents and visitors of the uniqueness and fragility of
the island habitat.  Enforcement of the rules is another issue. 
Voluntary enforcement and possible citizen volunteer “patrols”
would be an ideal way to educate residents and visitors of the
rules of the island and why they are needed.

Matanzas Pass Preserve

The Matanzas Pass Preserve is located behind Fort Myers Beach
Elementary School, providing the students with a living
classroom.  The Fort Myers Beach Library, Bay Oaks Recreation
Center, and public beach access are conveniently located nearby. 
The preserve is one of the few remaining undeveloped open
spaces in the town that provide significant wildlife habitat (along
with Bowditch Point and Little Estero Island).  In addition it has
one of the few remaining mangrove forests on Estero Island. 
The site provides pedestrian access for viewing Matanzas Pass
and part of the Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve.

History

The Matanzas Pass Preserve occupies land once owned by John
Dunning, a Fort Myers Beach resident and noted nature
photographer, who purchased the property from the Martha
Redd estate for $125,000 in October, 1974 to save the property
from future development.  Dunning donated 21 acres of the
property and sold 20 acres to the Nature Conservancy in 1975. 
(Later surveys revealed the property is actually 56 acres.)  The
Nature Conservancy acquired the rest of this tract through grass-
roots fund-raising in 1977, an effort that involved all segments of
the Fort Myers Beach population.  In 1994, the property was
donated to Lee County, and name was changed from Matanzas
Pass Wilderness Preserve to simply Matanzas Pass Preserve.  In
1995, the Estero Island Historic Society’s San Castle Cottage was
relocated to a newly acquired area at the entrance and will now
serve as a local historical museum and a small interpretive center
for the preserve.

Vegetation and Wildlife

Approximately 65 percent of the Matanzas Pass Preserve is a
tidal mangrove community.  The uplands support live oaks,
cabbage palms, sea grapes, and other hammock vegetation.  The
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mangrove fringe is dominated by red mangrove (Rhizophora
mangle) and includes black mangrove (Avicennia germinans),
white mangrove (Laguncularia racemosa) and buttonwood
(Conocarpus erectus), which is a mangrove associate.  Mangrove
communities perform numerous ecologically important functions
and are among the most productive ecosystems in the world.  

Additional functions of mangrove systems which contribute to
the value of these areas include:

# Providing habitat for a wide range of mammals, birds,
reptiles, amphibians, fish, and invertebrates.  This
includes those species and subspecies classified by
FGFWFC as endangered, threatened, or of special
concern (see later discussion and listing).

# Providing critical nursery habitat for fishes and
invertebrates, thus representing economically vital
resources for industries such as commercial fishing and
shrimping;

# Helping stabilize intertidal sediments; and
# Providing possible protection for landward edges from

hurricane-driven waves.

Existing Conditions

The renovation of the Estero Island Historic Society’s San Castle
Cottage was completed in early 1997.  The existing trail system
consists of approximately 1,640 feet of foot trails and 1,055 feet
of elevated boardwalk.  The trail is essentially a single loop that
travels through primarily mangrove on the bay side with habitat
communities on the inland side varying from mangrove to
transitional uplands.  The pass is visible along most of the
boardwalk and at the Rotary Pavilion.  The pavilion and
boardwalk are in need of repair from vandalism and age (Lee
County Division of Parks and Recreation, 1996).  

Restoration Plan

The preserve has been heavily damaged by invasive, non-native
plants.  A great deal of work has already occurred removing non-
native plants.  In October 1995, the Lee County Division of Parks
and Recreation cleared approximately 18.3 acres of a dense
canopy of Australian pine with an understory of Brazilian pepper
and air potato (Dioscorea bulbifera L.) as well as areas of mahoe
(Hibiscus tiliaceus) and seaside mahoe (Thespesia populnea). 
Objectives of the restoration plan include:

# Design and establish a native plant community that likely
existed on the site before displacement by invasive exo-
tics.  In doing so, native wildlife species may be sup-
ported, and the balance of the natural ecosystem may be
restored;

# Design and establish buffers between private residences
along Nature View Court and Donora Boulevard and the
Matanzas Pass Preserve restoration site;

# Minimize cost; and
# Minimize long-term maintenance.

The restoration plan of the preserve is being implemented in
three phases: preparing the site; revegetating the site; and
managing the site.  Future improvements include extending foot
trails, repairing and extending boardwalks, providing a
canoe/kayak access point, and adding a fishing pier/observation
deck.  A $100,000 state grant was received in 1997 to improve
the boardwalk and add a canoe/kayak launch; this grant is being
matched with $33,335 from the local tourist tax.
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Figure 5, Bowditch shoreline changes, ‘72-‘96

Bowditch Point Regional Park

Lee County purchased the 16-acre northern end of Estero Island
in the late 1980s when development was imminent.  Following a
series of public workshops, the county prepared a master plan
and has developed the first phase of a regional park there.  The
only further park development is planned is a 78-space public
parking lot (the only parking spaces at present are for
maintenance staff and handicapped patrons).

The site is surrounded by water on three sides.  The bay side has
suffered erosion from continued dredging for the main
navigation channel; the beach side has been accreting at a rapid
rate.  A seawall originally built for shoreline protection is now

located far inland. 
Extensive wetlands
have formed
between the original
uplands and the
beachfront.  Beach
renourishment will
not be needed
because continued
natural accretion of
the beach is antici-
pated (see recent
shoreline changes in
Figure 5).

Although Bowditch
Point is well known
for its peaceful
beach, it continues
to be a haven for
wildlife.  The only
known gopher

tortoises burrows remaining on Estero Island are found at Bow-
ditch Point.  Sea turtle nesting is not common but occasionally
occurs on the beachfront. Over forty species of resident and
migratory birds have been identified at Bowditch in recent years,
including the threatened bald eagle and six species of birds
identified by the state as of “special concern.”  The shoreline is
heavily used by migratory birds.  

PROTECTED SPECIES

Fort Myers Beach hosts a diversity of wildlife, both in its
preserves (public and private) and in areas which still retain
habitat despite urban development.  In addition to wildlife
commonly found throughout southwest Florida, there are a
number of species which are protected (or “listed”) as
endangered, threatened, or “of special concern.”  The U.S.
Endangered Species Act and the Florida Wildlife Code use
slightly different definitions, which may be summarized as
follows:

# Endangered Species:  any species which is in danger of
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its
range (summary from ESA);

# Threatened Species:  any species which is likely to become
an endangered species within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significant portion of its range
(summary from ESA); and

# Species of Special Concern: any  species that could easily
become threatened unless “appropriate protective or
management techniques are initiated or maintained”
(Florida Wildlife Code).  “Special concern” is a
designation applied by the state of Florida and not used
by the federal government.

In addition, marine mammals such as dolphins are protected by
the federal Marine Mammal Protection Act.
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Figure 6, Bald Eagle

Several listed wildlife species of particular concern to the town
are listed in Table 6-3, followed by a discussion of some of the
most important species.  A complete inventory of listed plant and
animal species which are known to occur, or which are likely to
occur, in Lee County is now being created by the Lee County
Division of Planning.

Table 6-3 — Species and subspecies classified as
endangered, threatened, or species of special concern

Scientific Name Common Name
Mammals, Endangered: Trichechus manatus West Indian manatee
Birds, Special Concern: Ajaia ajaja roseate spoonbill

Egretta thula snowy egret

Dichromanassa rufescens reddish egret

Egretta caerulea little blue heron

Egretta tricolor tri-colored heron

Eudocimus albus white ibis

Haematopus palliatus American oystercatcher

Pandion haliaetus osprey

Pelecanus occidentalus brown pelican

Rynchops niger black skimmer

Birds, Threatened: Charadrius melodus piping plover
Characrius alexandrinus SE snowy plover

Sterna hirundo least tern

Haliaeetus leucocephalus bald eagle

Reptiles, Endangered: Crocodylus acutus American crocodile
Chelonia mydas green turtle

Lepidochelys kempii Kemp’s ridley turtle

Dermochelys coriacea leatherback turtle

Eretmochelys imbricata hawksbill turtle

Reptiles, Threatened: Caretta caretta loggerhead turtle
Fish, Special Concern: Centropomus undecimalis common snook

Source: Matanzas Pass Preserve Resource Management Plan,
Lee County Division of Parks and Recreation, 1996; FDEP; Turtle Time Inc.

Bald Eagles

The bald eagle is
classified as
threatened by
both the State of
Florida and the
Federal
government. 
Florida is home to
the second largest
breeding
population of bald
eagles in the
nation, and Lee
County provides habitat for a substantial portion of that
population.  During the 1993-1994 nesting season, there were
32 active nests in Lee County.  No nests are currently located
within the town, but Estero Bay is frequently used as feeding
ground for eagles, and they are often seen flying over Estero
Island.

Protection of bald eagle nest sites is considered a critical issue,
since some of these sites could be located on lands which are
subject to development pressure.  At present, the eagles
frequently seen flying over Estero Island probably nest around
the bay on the mainland; the nearest known nests are on the
Estero Bay State Buffer Preserve.  The town relies on Lee
County’s ordinance which specifically protects bald eagle nesting
habitat, which was adopted in 1986.  An Eagle Technical
Advisory Committee was established to monitor and create
management plans for all known eagle nests in Lee County.  The
county cooperates with the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish
Commission and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in their
enforcement of state and federal regulations regarding the bald
eagle.
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Figure 7, West Indian Manatee

The “Habitat Management Guidelines for the Bald Eagle in the
Southern Region” prepared by the USFWS provides guidance for
protecting bald eagles during development activities.  The
guidelines recommend the establishment of a primary protection
zone with a radius of 750 to 1500 feet around active nests in
which no development should occur.  A secondary zone
extending an additional 750 feet to a mile from the outer edge of
the primary zone should not be disturbed during the nesting
season (October through May).  In addition to protecting nest
sites, consideration should be given to maintaining adequate
future nesting habitat, particularly along coastal areas.  No nest
trees may be touched in any way by development activities
unless the nest site has been de-classified by FGFWFC. 

In Lee County, bald eagles usually build nests in stands of
mature slash pine along coastal bays, estuaries, and rivers. 
Suitable eagle nesting habitat should be identified and protected
by public acquisition or by offering incentives to landowners to
maintain their property in a condition suitable for eagle nesting.

West Indian Manatees

Listed as endangered by both the
USFWS and FGFWFC, these
large marine mammals are found
throughout Lee County’s surface
waters.  The manatee’s range
extends from the panhandles’s
Big Bend on the west coast,
south to the Keys, and north
again to Jacksonville.  

Manatees are typically found in shallow water that has an
abundance of seagrasses and other aquatic vegetation.  During
the winter, Lee County has one of the largest populations of
manatees in the state.  Manatees are especially attracted to

Florida Power and Light’s warm-water discharge from their
power into the Orange River (near its confluence with the
Caloosahatchee River).

San Carlos Bay, Matanzas Pass, and Estero Bay are important to
manatees.  Manatees may be found feeding on the abundant
seagrass beds of San Carlos Bay and Estero Bay, resting and
mating in quiet canals and creeks of Fort Myers Beach and San
Carlos Island, searching man-made canals for artificial
freshwater sources, and using the channels and waterways as
travel corridors to move north and south from the
Caloosahatchee to Estero Bay and points south.

Historically, manatee mortality in the Lee County has been high. 
In 1996, manatee mortality in Southwest Florida increased
dramatically, when 145 were found dead in Lee County alone. 
Research conducted by the DEP, Mote Marine Laboratory, the
University of Miami, and others finally determined that the
manatees died of a respiratory infection caused by brevetoxins
(toxins associated with Gymnodinium breve), a red tide organism
(Steidinger, 1996).  Though manatees and red tide have
coexisted for millennia, four specific conditions—early manatee
aggregation, mid winter dispersal, high salinities in the affected
areas’ waters, and high concentrations of G. breve—combined to
produce the circumstances which led to the 1996 die-off
(Steidinger, 1996).  Time will tell if such a series of events will
occur in the future with equally catastrophic results.  

Table 6-4 illustrates the causes and quantities of manatee
fatalities in Lee County from 1974 to  1997, and Figure 8 shows
the locations near Fort Myers Beach where carcasses were found.
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Figure 8, Reported Locations of Manatee Deaths

Table 6-4 — Lee County Manatee Mortality,
 Causes and Quantities, 1974-1994

Year
Water
Craft

Other
Human Perinatal

Other
Natural

Undeter-
mined Total

1974 0 0 0 0 0 0
1975 0 0 1 0 0 1
1976 1 0 2 0 1 4
1977 2 0 2 0 7 11
1978 2 0 0 2 5 9
1979 0 1 1 1 1 4
1980 2 0 2 1 2 7
1981 4 1 3 3 7 18
1982 3 0 1 38 6 48
1983 1 1 4 3 6 15
1984 1 0 6 2 10 19
1985 5 0 4 3 4 16
1986 3 0 2 1 9 15
1987 3 0 2 1 4 10
1988 8 0 5 2 4 19
1989 0 0 5 2 9 16
1990 5 0 6 6 10 27
1991 7 0 6 2 3 18
1992 2 1 4 3 9 19
1993 5 1 5 3 3 17
1994 10 1 9 4 9 33
1995 8 1 9 6 7 31
1996 14 0 7 50 74 145
1997 9 0 7 15 12 43

Source: Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Boat-related manatee mortality in Lee County is high, with ten
deaths—almost one per month—being at least indirectly
attributable to manatee/boat collisions.  As the county’s boating
population increases, the number of boating-related manatee
deaths will also increase unless preventative actions are taken. 

The DEP is establishing speed zones in intracoastal waterways
and other surface waters that manatees are known to frequent. 
County and state governments have previously passed some
basic manatee protection speed zones for certain portions of the
county, including the Caloosahatchee.  The current effort is
expected to be completed in late 1998, to be followed by a
Manatee Protection Plan with more extensive speed zones in
1999.  The town should cooperate with Lee County and DEP in
drafting the new manatee plan.  By the year 2000, the SWFRPC’s
marina siting study should be completed and can be
incorporated into the Lee County Manatee Protection Plan.
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Figure 10, hatchling

Figure 9, female loggerhead

Figure 11, hatchlings scampering toward the
water         [photos courtesy Turtle Time Inc.]

Sea Turtles

Five of the world’s eight sea
turtle species (the loggerhead,
green turtle, leatherback,
hawksbill, and Kemp’s ridley)
are found in Florida’s coastal
waters.  Three species (the
loggerhead, green, and
leatherback) nest regularly
along the state’s beaches.  The
loggerhead population that
nests in Florida is the second largest in the world, accounting for
35-40% of loggerhead nesting worldwide (FMRI, 1995).  In
particular, southern Florida hosts approximately 90% of
loggerhead nesting efforts.  In Lee County, nearly all nests
(Table 6-5) are loggerhead nests, although an occasional green
turtle and one Kemp’s ridley nest have been documented.  Sea
turtles that nest along Florida’s beaches are protected under
Florida Statutes (Chapter 370.12).  All are protected under the
U.S. Endangered Species Act of 1973.  The loggerhead is listed
as “threatened” while the green, hawksbill, Kemp’s ridley, and
leatherback are listed as “endangered.”

Table 6-5 — Lee County Sea Turtle Data, 1989-1997
Year All Nests Disorientation Cases Strandings

1989 199 1 96
1990 478 8 17
1991 559 1 26
1992 448 6 24
1993 487 6 24
1994 695 4 21
1995 703 3 33
1996 687 12 65
1997 not available not available 35

Source: Florida Marine Research Institute and Turtle Time Inc. 
Note: 1997 stranding data is through 7/17/97 only

Each year, sea turtles migrate from their feeding grounds,
hundreds or even thousands of miles away, to congregate near
nesting beaches.  Genetic research has provided evidence that
most female sea turtles return to the beaches where they were
born.  Under cover of
night, the females
come ashore, crawl
towards the dune veg-
etation area, dig a
nest cavity with their
rear flippers, deposit
approximately 100
eggs, cover and
camouflage the site,
and return to the sea. 

A female may return
three to six times to
nest during one
season.  After a two-
month incubation
period, the hatchlings
emerge as a group at
night and scramble to
the Gulf waters. 
Thirty to fifty years
later, the female
survivors will return
to nest.  Nesting
season begins May 1
and ends October 31.
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Despite national and international protective legislation, sea
turtle populations have suffered worldwide decline, primarily as
a result of human interference.  Some causes include:

• habitat alteration and degradation including beach
armoring (seawalls or rocks);

• mechanical beach raking and beach driving;
• entanglement in a variety of fishing gear, crab lines, gill

nets, and shrimp trawls;
• increased coastal boating resulting in boat strikes;
• ingestion of plastics and other non-biodegradable debris;
• commercial exploitation or poaching;
• predation of eggs by red ants or raccoons;
• increased human night activity on beaches;
• beach equipment and furniture obstructing nesting sites;
• artificial lighting; and
• coastal development and beach renourishment activities

that compact or alter the temperature of the sand.

Turtle Time, Inc., a state-licensed nonprofit organization, has
been monitoring sea turtle activity on Fort Myers Beach since
1989.  Table 6-6 show the results of that monitoring for all of
Estero Island.

A “false crawl” in Table 6-6 refers to a turtle emerging onto a
beach and returning without having nested.  Contributing factors
are: lights, seawalls, human disturbances, dogs, raccoons, pooled
water, compacted sand, beach furniture, and exotic vegetation
such as Australian pines.  Table 6-7 provides more complete data
on “false crawls” and total sea turtle nests at various locations
along the Estero Island beachfront.

Disoriented nests refer to emerging hatchlings orienting in the
wrong direction (away from the Gulf waters).  This often results
in their death.

Table 6-6 — Estero Island Sea Turtle Data, 1989-1997
Year Nests False Crawls Nests Disoriented
1989 5 - -
1990 15 52 1
1991 13 36 0
1992 18 35 0
1993 20 40 0
1994 27 25 1
1995 46 35 0
1996 30 53 6
1997 28 66 2

Note: false crawls not tracked in 1989

Turtle Time identifies all false crawls and actual nests by their
geographic location on Estero Island.  Figure 12 shows the 9
monitoring zones plus a graphic representation of those portions
of the beach that are most heavily used for sea turtles nests since
1989.  The bar nearest the beach shows the ratio of successful
nests per mile of shoreline during that seven-year period.  The
bar further from shore shows the ratio of false crawls per mile
for the same period, at the same scale.

The beach from Palm to Strandview Avenues has by far the
highest density of successful turtle nests, ranging from 45 nests
per mile in Zone 4 to 62 nests per mile in Zone 5.  

The next beach segment to the south (Zone 6, from Strandview
to Sterling Avenue), has a surprisingly low ratio of nests per mile
(12).  However, sea turtles frequently try to nest there, with 58
false crawls per mile during the same period.  The likely cause of
these poor results is the alteration of nesting habitat such as the
number of seawalls and rock revetments, and extensive outdoor
lighting.  As a general pattern, the density of successful nests and
false crawls is lower at both ends of Fort Myers Beach, although
Zone 9 at the southerly end is becoming increasingly important
in recent years.
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The total number of nests has been increasing since 1989, but
there are significant problems along the beaches of Estero Island
that negatively affect sea turtles.  A good indication of
interference to nesting is the number of “false crawls” where a
turtle emerges from the Gulf but does not nest.  It is not safe to
assume that turtles who are unable to nest at Fort Myers Beach
will simply lay their eggs elsewhere.  Prime nesting habitat is
very limited, and even more so in view of turtles’ tendency to
return to their natal beach to nest.  In fact, individual turtle
populations are genetically distinct; the elimination of suitable
habitat will cause a further decline in turtle populations.

Table 6-7 — Estero Island Sea Turtle Data, 1989-1997
Monitoring Zone Numbers

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 all
Total Number of Nests

1989 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 5
1990 0 2 2 1 4 1 1 1 3 15
1991 0 0 4 1 4 1 2 0 1 13
1992 0 0 3 2 2 3 3 0 5 18
1993 1 2 4 4 5 1 1 0 2 20
1994 2 0 5 1 10 0 5 1 3 27
1995 3 5 7 7 10 1 5 0 8 46
1996 3 1 1 9 6 2 1 1 6 30
1997 1 0 2 11 1 2 0 2 9 28

totals: 10 10 28 37 45 12 18 5 37 202
False Crawls (non-nesting emergences)

1989 - - - - - - - - -
1990 7 5 7 4 9 7 2 6 5 52
1991 4 5 4 0 8 4 4 1 6 36
1992 0 0 4 2 7 5 7 1 10 36
1993 4 0 2 1 5 20 1 3 4 40
1994 1 0 3 3 4 5 4 2 3 25
1995 3 3 6 7 8 1 1 1 5 35
1996 7 2 5 4 12 7 1 5 9 52
1997 5 1 1 6 3 8 12 14 16 66

totals: 31 16 32 27 56 57 32 33 58 342
Notes: false crawls weren’t tracked in 1989

Some causes of declining turtle populations, such as commercial
exploitation, are beyond the town’s influence.  However, many
others can be controlled through proper stewardship by local
residents and by official actions of the town.  The local issues
affecting sea turtle nesting and hatching success include:

Figure 12, Cumulative Sea Turtle Nesting Density, 1989-1996
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• Artificial lighting.  Artificial lighting on beaches during
the nesting season disrupts critical nocturnal behaviors
including nest-site choice and sea-finding ability of both
hatchlings and nesting females.  As a rule, any artificial
light source that is visible from the nesting beach may
disorient sea turtles.  Even distant lighting, such as that
now used to light the sports fields at Bay Oaks Park, can
disorient turtles.  Lee County passed a Sea Turtle
Protection Ordinance in 1989 (Ordinance No. 89-09,
which is now a town ordinance).  It provides standards
for existing and new coastal development, prohibiting
lights along beaches during the nesting season.  In 1996,
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
established new guidelines for the creation of local
regulations that control beachfront lighting.  The current
local regulations should be updated to the standards of
the state model.  Of the many environmental
disturbances initiated by humans, excessive light is
among the most serious threats to turtle survival;
fortunately it is also the most manageable.  Solutions
using the best available technology include low-pressure
sodium lighting; shielding, redirecting, or recessing light;
minimizing the number and wattage of lights; or using
25-watt yellow bug lights.  Ground-level barriers of
vegetation can also be effective.  The goal for lighting
near nesting beaches is:  No point source of light or any
reflective surface of the light fixture can be directly visible
from the beach, and areas seaward of a frontal dune must
not be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively illuminated. 
Consistent monitoring for compliance, with timely
follow-up checks, is imperative for a successful sea turtle
protection program.

• Mechanical beach scraping.  This activity removes
vegetation and detritus (natural marine material such as
seaweed) that contributes to dune formation.  Sometimes

the dune is actually scraped away.  The use of a tractor-
pulled box blade is illegal but common. 

• Sand compaction.  Tractors and trucks can contribute to
sand compaction, which interferes with nesting and
hatching turtles.  Compacted sand drains poorly, which
causes further compaction.  (Other physical
characteristics of the beach that also determine the
success of embryonic development are salinity and
thermal and hydric environments.)  Nests constructed in
severely compacted sand often are improperly shaped,
insufficiently deep, and have poor respiratory gas
exchange, resulting in decreased hatching rates and
possibly affecting the strength and survivorship of the
hatchlings.  Beach-dune preservation, stabilization, and
restoration would greatly enhance the beauty, economic
value, and well-being of the beach.

• Beach equipment.  Sea turtles can become entangled in
beach furniture that interferes with access to suitable
nesting areas, which often are located up the beach in the
vegetation.  Sea turtles are unable to crawl backward,
and thus must expend tremendous energy trying to
extricate themselves.  Several hotels have converted to
lightweight beach furniture which is removed at the end
of each day.  A significant decrease in beach litter has
been noticed in these areas.  Storage of concessions
stands, jet skis, tables, chairs, tents, and kiosks can also
be a barrier to nesting habitat. 

• Water run-off.  Many gulf-front properties drain their
roofs, parking lots, and swimming pools directly onto the
beach.  This flow of water almost always erodes the
beach, sometimes pollutes the Gulf of Mexico, and on
occasion floods turtle nests.  (This issue and possible
solutions are discussed further in the Stormwater
Management Element.)
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 Figure 13, Dolphin (Tursiops truncatus)    [photo courtesy Project Pod]

Dolphins

Bottlenose dolphins are among the
most popular wildlife in this area. 
These marine mammals reside world-
wide in warm oceanic and brackish
waters, where their carnivorous diet
includes fish and the occasional
crustacean.  Local dolphins are often
called porpoises, which are actually
another species of toothed whale that
prefers cooler water and tends to be
smaller and have a blunt snout and
triangular teeth.  Adding to the
confusion, visitors to local restaurants
are sometimes dismayed to find
“dolphin” on the menu, which
actually refers to an unrelated fish
that is also known as “mahi-mahi.”

Coastal bottlenose dolphins (the ones
frequently seen in Estero Bay) have a range of about 8 to 10
miles.  However, any one particular dolphin has a particular
home range.  Open-ocean (or pelagic) bottlenoses have much
larger home ranges.  These two populations – coastal and pelagic
– do not interbreed and are sometimes considered to be separate
species.

Dolphins have reputation for being friendly and sometimes swim
along with passing boats.  This behavior sometimes encourages
boaters to feed or even unintentionally harass dolphins, both of
which are unlawful.  The federal Marine Mammal Protection Act
was passed in 1972 to regulate human interaction with marine
mammals.  The initial thrust was to reduce the number of
dolphins killed in tuna nets.  In 1992 this statute was strength-
ened to prevent the harassment and feeding of marine mammals.

The National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) recommends that boaters stay at
least 50 yards away from dolphins.  This
distance isn’t in the statute, but boaters
can be certain of not harassing dolphins
by maintaining that distance.  The NMFS
is the primary branch of government
responsible for enforcing the statute,
although any law enforcement agency
can do so if knowledgeable about its
provisions.

Distance is particularly important when
calves are involved.  If calves are scared
away from their mothers or separated
from them by over-eager boaters, the
calves can become easy targets for
sharks.  Matings, restings, and feedings
can also be completely disrupted by
onlookers who don’t have proper
knowledge of these behaviors.

Feeding dolphins encourages them to approach boats for
handouts, putting them at greater risk of propellor injuries.  It
also encourages mothers to teach their young to beg rather than
hunt.  Additionally, the food people give to dolphins can be
contaminated and lead to sickness and death.

Dolphins are important to tourism, especially as part of the
gradual shift away from aquariums and zoos and toward “eco-
tour” or out-in-the-wild experiences.  Maintaining a safe distance
ensures the safety of dolphins and is the best way to see their
whole range of behaviors in a relatively short time.  Boaters who
approach dolphins too closely often see nothing but fleeing
animals. 
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Figure 14, Gopher
tortoise

Figure 15, Gopher tortoise emerging
from burrow

Gopher Tortoises

Once abundant throughout the
southeastern United States, the gopher
tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is now
principally found in southern Alabama,
Georgia, and all of Florida.  It is listed as
a species of special concern by FGFWFC;
habitat loss from a variety of land use
activities is its principal threat.  Gopher

tortoises prefer dry, well drained soils for their burrows, such as
are found in beach scrub, coastal dunes, and oak hammocks. 
Unfortunately these same areas are highly prized for urban
development.  Although once abundant at Fort Myers Beach,
gopher tortoise burrows are now rare, with several remaining in
protected areas at Bowditch Point.

The gopher tortoise is considered a keystone species on which
the survival of many other animals depend.  In fact, beyond
sheltering the tortoise, a gopher tortoise burrow may provide
shelter for any of more than 360 different animal species,
including the listed indigo snake, gopher frog, and burrowing
owl.  Gopher tortoises, like sea turtles, regularly live 50 years or
more.

Although relocation of
tortoises is permitted, this
should be undertaken as
the final alternative on a
development site. 
Establishment of
protection zones or
conservation areas are the
first choice for the long-
term protection of gopher
tortoises.

Protective Measures

Lee County has attempted to take additional steps that would
protect certain species and their habitats.  The county has passed
various ordinances protecting species and environmentally
sensitive lands within the county for the purpose of protecting
these important natural resources from the potential adverse
impacts of future land development activities.  Environmentally
sensitive lands protected include wetlands; Outstanding Florida
Waters (OFWs), Class I and Class II water bodies, and adjacent
uplands; scrub habitats; portions of the barrier islands; and
wildlife corridors. 

Due to the public’s requests for additional environmental
protection for wildlife and native habitats, the town can adopt
additional ordinances or acquisition programs, and attempt to
provide local direction or legislation addressing listed species
and the habitats upon which they depend.  The town should
adopt land use policies that clearly require that all applicable
permits from jurisdictional agencies be acquired prior to the
issuance of local approval for land use activities which may
affect listed wildlife species.  The town may also support public
education through brochures, newspaper articles, public
presentations, and workshops; and it may wish to increase its
involvement with non-profit organizations such as Turtle Time,
Ostego Bay Foundation, and the Friends of Matanzas Pass
Preserve which are all actively involved with such measures.
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Figure 16, Red mangrove tree

Figure 17, Black mangrove tree

WETLANDS

Tidal Marshes

Tidal marshes are found along gradually sloping, low-energy
coastlines.  In south Florida, mangrove swamps are much more
common in the tidal zone than tidal marshes.  An exception is
the tidal marsh surrounded by Little Estero Island, where typical
plant species include sea grape, beach berry, sea oats, bay cedar,
and some mangroves.

Mangrove Swamps

These brackish or salt-water swamps are found along Matanzas
Pass and surrounding all of Estero Bay. Florida is the only state
in which all three species of mangroves occur.  The red man-
grove is an intertidal species that is typically found growing
along the waters’ edge, identifiable by its tangled network of
reddish prop roots.  The black mangrove is also an intertidal
species which is usually located inland of red mangroves.  They
occur in the part of the system that has less tidal flushing and
circulation.  The black mangrove can be identified by its numer-
ous finger-like projections, called pneumatophores, that protrude
from the soil around the tree trunks.  The white mangrove
typically occupies the highest elevations farther inland than the
red and black mangroves, although it can be interspersed

throughout the swamp. 
White mangroves differ
from the red and black
mangroves in that they
have neither an aerial root
system norpneumat-
ophores.  Identification is
best accomplished by ex-
amining the leaves, which
are elliptical, light yellow-
green, and have two
distinguishing glands at

the base of the leaf blade
where the stem starts.  

It is interesting to note that,
while other coastal habitats are
known to have experienced
significant declines in aerial
extent, mangrove forest acre-
age has increased by approxi-
mately 10% between 1945 and
1982 (Harris et al., 1983). 
However, during that same
period, most mangrove forests
at Fort Myers Beach were elim-
inated because of dredge-and-fill activities along Matanzas Pass.

There are only about 105 acres of wetlands remaining on Estero
Island, almost entirely forested with mangrove trees.  They have
been given a separate category on the Future Land Use Map in
this comprehensive plan to ensure their protection.  Except for
occasional spoil piles from previous dredging activities, these
mangrove forests are in good condition.  Daily tidal flows are
almost unimpeded, although freshwater flows from adjoining
uplands have been reduced from historic conditions.  Manage-
ment needs are limited to protection from future dredging and
filling; removal of exotic vegetation that will encroach from
adjoining uplands; and occasional removal of trash and debris
that is dumped or floats in on high tides.

Environmental Values and Functions

The animals that rely on tidal marshes for habitat include the
salt marsh snake, diamondback terrapin, Florida clapper rail,
seaside sparrow, black-necked stilt, Marian’s marsh wren, sharp-
tailed sparrow, marsh rabbit, marsh rice rat, and raccoons. 
Many wading birds feed on the small crustaceans and fishes
abundant in salt marshes.  The salt flats are used as corridors by



CONSERVATION ELEMENT                                                                        JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                    PAGE 6 – 21

Figure 18, Great blue
heron (above) and black-
crowned night heron

raccoon, opossum, rabbit, and bobcat, which come to the estuar-
ine edges to feed.

Mangrove swamps provide habitat for a multitude of forage
species including mosquitoes, small fishes, bivalve and gastropod
molluscs, fiddler crabs, amphipods, and other small crustaceans. 
Birds comprise the most diverse and numerous group of larger
animals inhabiting mangrove swamps.  Herons including the
little blue, green, tri-colored, great blue, and both the yellow-

crowned and black-crowned night her-
ons nest in mangrove habitats, as do the
snowy, reddish, cattle, and great egrets. 
Roseate spoonbills, white ibis, wood
storks, and double-crested cormorants
also nest in mangroves.  Other species
characteristic of these swamps include
the red-shouldered hawk, osprey, belted
kingfisher, turkey vulture, black vulture,
pileated woodpecker, fish crow,
mangrove cuckoo, blue-gray gnatcatche-

r, Carolina wren, prairie warbler, and boat-tailed grackle.  Many
species are abundant in mangrove habitats as seasonal residents
such as the cardinal or migrants including the robin, American
redstart, palm warbler, black-throated blue warbler, and black
and white warbler.

In addition to wildlife habitat, coastal wetlands provide many
other environmental benefits, including buffering of storm tides
and winds, shoreline stabilization, biological filtration, and
assimilation of nutrients and other pollutants contained in up-
land runoff.  However, the most significant function of coastal
wetlands is the production of food for estuarine and coastal
waters.  Detritus is the broken-down plant material produced by
wetland plants.  Detritus from mangroves, tidal marsh, and salt
flats forms the base of the food web which supports virtually the
entire estuarine and near shore marine communities.

Mullet, redfish, spotted sea trout, snook, tarpon, mangrove
snapper, stone crab, blue crab, pink shrimp, oysters and clams
are but a few species sought by commercial or sport fishermen
which are dependent upon this nutrient base.  Mangrove wet-
lands may significantly contribute to the estuarine system via
heavy utilization by wading birds and other predators of forage
fishes, fiddler crabs, and other primary consumers of mangrove
detritus.

Threats to Habitat

About half of the salt marsh habitat that once adjoined the
Charlotte Harbor estuary has been lost in the past 30 to 45 years,
primarily due to the dredging of manmade finger canals and the
construction of other facilities for residential and commercial
purposes (Harris et al. 1983).  In addition, many miles of exist-
ing shoreline along the rivers and (to a lesser extent) the Harbor
proper have been sea-walled or otherwise hardened.  If under-
taken, restoration of these areas to their natural condition will be
difficult and expensive process.  

Destruction of coastal wetlands has been a significant factor in
the deterioration of South Florida’s natural resources.  Filling for
residential or commercial use encroaches on the edges of the
bays and tidal streams by replacing productive mangrove swamp
or tidal marsh with upland habitat, greatly impacting the pro-
ductivity of the estuarine system.  Dredging of boat basins and
channels has a similar impact.  The use of seawalls, rip-rap and
other forms of shoreline stabilization replaces the estuarine edge
and results in a direct loss in the amount of detritus produced
and available to estuarine organisms.  Ditching for mosquito
control has had a significant impact in that the mangrove ditch-
ing may have actually created more mosquito habitat, the associ-
ated fill has clogged natural tidal channels, and has encouraged
the invasion of exotic species such as Brazilian pepper and
Australian pines.  
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Figure 19, Turtle grass

Although state and federal regulations offer considerable protec-
tion, these habitats continue to be conditionally disturbed by the
above activities and by the destruction of adjacent upland com-
munities which have historically provided clear freshwater
inflow.  Some recent changes to local, state, and federal regula-
tions and guidelines in recent years have been harmful.  For
example, the 1995 Mangrove Trimming and Preservation  Act,
which amended Section 403 FS, provided numerous exemptions
and general permitting criteria which allowed the alteration of
mangroves in natural and man-made waterways, including
aquatic preserves and State-owned lands.  Though the Act was
further amended during the 1996 Legislative Session to provide
better protection for mangrove systems, significant damage
occurred as a result of this brief-lived but unfortunate legislation. 
If the state continues to enact such legislation, it will again fall
upon local governments to implement more stringent regulations
before the functions of these habitats are forever altered.

HABITAT TYPES IN ESTUARIES AND BAYS

The Charlotte Harbor and Estero Bay estuaries are created by the
mixing of fresh water rivers and the oceans, and are typically
highly productive systems.  Their general characteristics include
typically shallow depth (less than 20 feet), good mixing of the
water column, and flushing by tides and freshwater inflow. 
Salinity varies from fresh-water to normal sea water, and may
fluctuate seasonally.  Mangroves, salt marshes, seagrass beds,
phytoplankton, tidal flats, and oyster bars all play significant
roles in estuarine ecology.  Wildlife resources are abundant and
diverse, with many commercial or sport fishes and crustaceans
inhabiting these areas permanently or as juveniles.  Many wad-
ing birds, waterfowl and shorebirds winter, feed, and nest in
these areas or on landward fringes and islands.

Seagrass Meadows

Seagrass meadows (or seagrass beds) are underwater fields of
flowering vascular plants that grow on the bottoms of coastal
bays and estuaries.  Major seagrass concentrations are found in
Estero Bay.  Several types of seagrasses are found in area coastal
waters and illustrated here, including:

# Turtle grass (Thalassia testudinum) is the most common
of the Florida seagrasses and characteristically has a
deeper root structure than the other (see Figure 190).

# Shoal grass (Halodule wrightii) is an early colonizer of
disturbed areas and usually grows in water too shallow
for other species (see Figure 20).

# Manatee grass (Syringodium filiforme) is easily recogniz-
able because its leaves are cylindrical (see Figure 21). 

# Widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima) grows in both fresh
and saltwater and is widely distributed through Florida
estuaries (see Figure 22).  [sketches courtesy Florida Marine
Research Institute]

# Star grass (Halophila englemannii) and paddle grass
(Halophila decipiens) also may occur in this area.

Seagrass meadows are highly productive habitats.  They serve as
nursery areas for many popular fish species.  A single square
yard of seagrass can harbor 3,000 marine worms and 1,500
amphipods (small shrimp-like
organisms); both are important
food sources for fish.  Seagrass
meadows provide critical feed-
ing habitat for sea turtles and
the West Indian manatee, and
foraging habitat for resident
and migratory coastal birds. 
Over 80 species of birds feed
on the fish and invertebrates
found among Florida’s
seagrasses.
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Figure 21, Manatee grass

Figure 20, Shoal grass

Figure 22, Widgeon grass

Seagrasses stabilize marine sedi-
ments.  Without the grass cover,
waves and currents would resus-
pend sediments, clouding the
water and reducing sunlight
needed for plant growth.  The
plants remove nutrients from the
water and convert them into
forms usable by higher organ-
isms.

In 1990, the Lee County Environmental Laboratory conducted a
baseline study to assess the status of the bay and provide a point
of reference for future research.  The study indicates healthy
seagrass beds are abundant in most of the bay, with turbidity
restricting seagrasses to fairly shallow depths.

Increased motor boat traffic in shallow waters with seagrasses
can damage seagrass beds in two ways:

# motors can re-suspend bottom sediments which can settle
out onto seagrasses, effectively shading the seagrasses
and reducing their growth or eventually burying entire

seagrass beds; and
# propellers can cut fur-

rows into seagrass beds; this is
known as “prop scarring” or,
when intentional, “prop
dredging.”  These furrows take
many years to recover.

To help combat these problems,
the town may consider an ordi-
nance restricting access over cer-
tain seagrass beds within the
town limits by motorized boats,

or marking seagrass beds clearly
so that boaters can avoid them.

Motor boats are not the only
source of impacts to seagrass
beds.  Drainage and the introduc-
tion of sewage pollutants and
storm water runoff increases the
suspended load in Estero Bay. 
The loss of natural filtration of
nutrients also has probably
increased phytoplankton produc-
tion.  All of these factors tend to
eliminate seagrass meadows in
the deeper waters.

Tidal Flats

Tidal flat areas are periodically inundated flats located at the
mouths of rivers, near inlets, along the shoreline of the Harbors
and bays, immediately waterward of tidal marshes or mangrove
forest, or in dredge spoil disposal areas.  They range from tran-
sient unstable areas used primarily by shorebirds and wading
birds, to stable mudflats with extensive algal, mollusc, crusta-
cean, and worm communities.  Cuban shoalgrass, turtlegrass, red
mangrove saplings, cordgrass, or other plants may occur sporadi-
cally, but these flats are generally devoid of vascular vegetation. 
Fiddler crabs, spider crabs, horseshoe crabs, quahog clams,
oysters, slipper shells, barnacles, moon snails, various sponges,
and numerous additional molluscs, crustaceans, and worms are
often abundant in such habitats.
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Soft Bottoms

The bottoms of estuaries and bays are generally made up of
unconsolidated sediments.  These unvegetated soft bottoms are
colonized by animals that live on or in the sediments (called
“benthic” animals, or “benthos”), including fish and many inver-
tebrates such as clams, worms, and blue crabs which are an
important component in the estuarine food web.

Oyster Bars

Reefs or bars built by successive generations of the American
oyster (Crassostrea virginica) and other marine encrusting organ-
isms are conspicuous features of tidal creeks and shallow waters. 
Oysters and other shellfish may be harvested from surface waters
classified by the State of Florida as Class II waters.  However, in
Lee County, waters south of the Caloosahatchee River are per-
manently closed for shellfish harvest (Rodriguez, DEP, 3/94).

Tidal Creeks

Tidal creeks in Lee County are typically small, natural flowways
that usually drain from freshwater marshes and wet prairies into
larger estuaries and bays.  Typically these creeks have tidal
marsh vegetation along their banks and mangroves at their
mouths, and may contain oyster reefs and islands of marsh and
mangrove vegetation.  Tidal creeks represent a complex of
wetland habitats that function as an integrated and unique
habitat type.

Open Water

Lee County’s coastal waters support a diverse array of plants and
animals. Estevez and co-workers (1981) reviewed existing infor-
mation on the biological diversity of the Charlotte Harbor Estu-
ary and tabulated the number of species that have been reported
for the estuary, or that probably occur in the estuary.  The pres-
ence of 1,122 species from several groups of plants and animals
have been verified in various surveys of Charlotte Harbor.  While
this list does not cover all groups of plants and animals that
occur in the county’s coastal area, it does illustrate that the
coastal area supports an impressive diversity of flora and fauna.

Of particular value to the coast are the benthic invertebrates and
fishes that live in coastal and estuarine waters.  Benthic inverte-
brates are the invertebrate animals (e.g., clams, worms, crabs,
etc.) that live on or in the bottom of the rivers, bays and harbors
and “make their living” by feeding on detritus, bacteria, algae
and other aquatic organisms, and which in turn constitute an
important food source for fishes.  The number of species (diver-
sity) and types of species of benthic invertebrates can also be
used to assess the health and environmental quality of aquatic
ecosystems.  

Table 6-8 summarizes DEP Marine Fisheries Information Sys-
tem’s annual landings summary for selected “indicator” fish and
shellfish species in Lee County from 1986 through 1991.
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Table 6-8 — DEP Annual Landings Summaries
for Lee County from 1986 through 1991 

Year
Indicator Fish
Species¹ (lbs)

Indicator Shellfish
Species² (lbs)

1986 2,326,475 4,529,389
1987 6,045,288 4,577,582
1988 5,952,885 4,495,520
1989 6,245,295 3,865,447
1990 6,444,250 3,555,052
1991 6,165,342 3,309,797

¹Indicator Fish Species include specific species of grouper, jack,
mullet, pompano, spotted sea trout, and sheepshead.
²Indicator Shellfish Species include specific species of crab, lob-
ster, scallops, and shrimp.
Source: Florida Department of Environmental Protection Marine
Fisheries Information Systems, 1986-1991.

Environmental Functions and Values

An estuary is a semi-enclosed water body having an open con-
nection to the sea with a measurable dilution of sea water from
freshwater inflow.  It is a zone of ecological transition between
fresh and saltwater systems, and is the ecological heart of the
coastal area. 

Estuaries and bays provide extensive habitat for fish and wildlife
and are among the most productive areas on earth.  These areas
provide feeding, breeding, and nursery grounds for most of the
commercially important fish and shellfish such as shrimp, blue
crabs, mullet, sea trout, and redfish.  As discussed in greater
detail above, it is estimated that nearly 70% of Florida’s recre-
ational and commercial fisheries species are dependent on estu-
aries for at least a part of their life cycle, usually as juveniles. 
Because juvenile fish can tolerate waters of low salinity, but
many of their predators cannot, estuaries and bays act as nursery
areas, providing refuge for the young fish. 

The town’s estuaries provide habitat for a number of listed bird
species.  Most of the actively nesting bald eagles in the county
are found in close proximity to the estuaries, and the food supply
they provide.  Pelicans and ospreys can be seen fishing the areas
productive waters, while egrets, herons and roseate spoonbills
wade the shallow waters in search of food.

Seagrasses stabilize bottom sediments, carry on primary produc-
tivity, provide food directly to manatees, sea turtles and sea
urchins, and provide refuse, habitat, and food organisms for
shrimp, crabs, and fish.  Benthic communities, including oyster
beds, play a large role in the nutrient and sediment cycles of the
bay.  Filter-feeders take suspended particles, ingest them, and
extrude them as pellets that settle to the sediments.  Nutrients
stored in the sediments can be used and even re-suspended by
burrowing organisms.  After becoming concentrated in the
tissues of oysters and other filter feeders, various contaminants
may find their way up the “food chain” when these organisms
are ingested by a variety of predators, including humans.

Recreational opportunities offered by the bay and estuaries are
almost endless.  Boating, fishing, water skiing, sailing, swim-
ming, bird watching and aesthetically pleasing vistas are some of
the benefits derived from these systems.

Threats

Threats to the estuarine environment generally include point and
non-point sources of pollution, changes in the quantity and
timing of freshwater inputs, destruction of habitat from dredge
and fill activities, and shoreline stabilization such as seawalls. 
Seagrass meadows are severely damaged by “prop scarring”
when boats are run across shallow areas with seagrasses.  High
sediment loads resulting from dredging, improper disposal of
dredge spoil, and poor land management practices can literally
bury seagrass meadows.  Seagrasses are also lost as a result of
shading from docks constructed over seagrass meadows.  
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Dredging of mud and salt flats for boat basins and channels, and
eliminating the “ugliness” and “unpleasant odors” associated
with these habitats, are often cited by developers as reasons to
destroy tidal flats.  As with other land-water interface communi-
ties, destruction of adjacent uplands or wetlands can also have
significant impacts on the preservation and productivity of tidal
flats.

Another threat to living marine resources is the indiscriminate
collecting of live shells.  The occasional shell taken for a collec-
tion or souvenir will have a negligible effect, but the wholesale
collection of shells for potential resale can deplete a locally
valuable resource.  Many communities have regulations against
the collection of more than a few live shells, but without active
education or enforcement, a simple regulations will not protect
this type of resource.  A successful beach patrol would use a code
enforcement office and a knowledgeable volunteer on weekly
patrols to observe violations of shelling restrictions, reduced
lighting for sea turtles, and other beach regulations.  The code
enforcement officer would follow up on observed violations
during the following week.

COASTAL UPLANDS

The 1988 Lee County Coastal Study recommended the need for
the conservation of “Rare and Unique (RU) Uplands.”  RU up-
lands are native upland habitats which are limited in distribution
either naturally or due to overdevelopment.  These uplands are
defined in the Lee Plan to include the following habitat types:
sand scrub; coastal scrub; those pine flatwoods which can be
categorized as “mature” due to the absence of severe impacts
caused by logging, drainage, and exotic infestation; slash
pine/midstory oak; tropical hardwood; live oak hammock; and
cabbage palm hammock.  The Coastal Study inventoried only a
part of Estero Island’s vegetative habitats (due to the extensive
development), but did identify 117 acres of coastal scrub and 4
acres of oak hammock.

Coastal Strand

The coastal strand is a thin strip of fragile herbaceous and woody
vegetation that lies between beach dune systems and more
forested coastal areas (often called maritime forests).  This
important community often is composed of saw palmetto, oak,
seagrape, cabbage palm, Spanish bayonet, and other plants.

Coastal Hammocks

Coastal hammocks are heavily forested areas on barrier islands. 
In some places, coastal hammocks look like traditional  mainland
hammocks, with cabbage palms and live oaks.  In other areas,
these hammocks take on a tropical appearance and may include
Hercules club, wild lime, saffron plum, prickly apple, Florida
coontie, sea grape, gumbo limbo, and strangler fig.  The mari-
time oak hammock at the Matanzas Pass Preserve is the only
intact system of this type remaining on Estero Island.
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Figure 23, Mature sand dune at Fort Myers Beach (dune photos courtesy of Turtle Time Inc.)

Dunes and Beaches

Beaches and sand dunes are dynamic systems which are in a
constant state of change, exhibiting both erosion and accretion
(building up) trends at various times as a result of wind, waves,
tides, storms.  Dunes can easily be destroyed by human activity,
and can also be rebuilt and enhanced.  

Dunelands include the active dunes, sand ridges, troughs, and
flats lying behind the beach berms that mark the upper limit of
the dry beach.  Many of the dunes at Fort Myers Beach have
been removed by development or by continuing management
practices that inhibit their restoration by natural processes. 
Bounded at their seaward edge by the upper line of the beach at
the annual highest tide mark, or a coinciding vegetation line,
dunelands extend landward as far as the land is subject to active
gain or loss if sand because of the sea or wind. 
Dunes are fairly narrow at Fort Myers Beach
and in some areas no longer exist at all.  Fig-
ure 23 shows an example of a healthy mature
dune at Fort Myers Beach, and Figure 24
shows a new dune emerging at Bowditch Point
Regional Park.

Dunes on Estero Island are generally low lying
and are dominated by plants which are salt
tolerant and able to grow in the dry, nutrient
sparse habitat. Plant species present on the
dunelands include sea oats (Uniola pani-
culata), with beach elder (Iva imbricata),
beach berry (Scaevola plumieri), and railroad
vine (Ipomoea pescaprae).

Wildlife uses dunes for foraging and nesting
habitat include ghost crabs and raccoons.  Sea
turtles also frequently use the dune areas for
nesting.  The beaches and dunes of Estero

Island perform a vital role in that they serve as the primary
source of natural protection for Gulf-front property against
storms and hurricanes, and protect important public facilities
like Estero Boulevard from inundation during extreme tides. 
Where the dunes have been removed by human activity or
destroyed by natural factors, the town should establish a strong
policy to re-create dunes.

The beach itself is the unvegetated face of the shoreline that
extends from the upper edge of the beach berm (the lower edge
of the dunes) seaward to the low water mark.  The beach system
consists not only of the foreshore area, but also of the unvege-
tated submerged near shore area out to depths approaching 40
feet.  Beaches are unique environments occupied by animals that
have adapted to the constant motion of the sand, gravel, or shell. 
Coquina clams and sand fleas fight for position and filter seawa-



CONSERVATION ELEMENT                                                                        JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                    PAGE 6 – 28

Figure 24, Emerging sand dune at Bowditch Point

ter for microscopic prey just below the sand’s surface.  A variety
of shorebirds and wading birds like sandpipers and herons
search for prey along the waters’ edge.  A number of rare and
endangered species utilize beaches for foraging or as nesting
habitats including least terns, American oystercatchers, and
loggerhead and green sea turtles.

Environmental Functions and Values

Perhaps the most important function of the beach and dune
areas is to continuously adapt to the changing hydrogeologic
conditions operating at the beach.  Sand movement is the key to
the continuous adjustment of the beach.  Moving sand can be
washed over the island, adding height, or be blown into the
backshore and be trapped by plants.  During major storms, the
stored sand can move off the upland beach and form an offshore

bar that reduces the impact on the remaining beach.  Gentler
post-storm waves can move the offshore bar back onto the beach
face.  Practices such as removal of dune vegetation, dune de-
struction, stabilization of the submerged beach, and stabilization
of the exposed beach all interfere with the natural system of
sand movement, collection, storage, and use.  Two main factors
are responsible for the coastal erosion problem along the coast: 
human activities that either increase erosion or increase the
impact of erosion, and rising sea level.

Maintained in a natural state, beaches and dunes provide the
temporary storage of sand required for the natural processes of
shoreline building and erosion that are critical to the existence of
barrier islands.  The deep roots of sea oats and other native
vegetation stabilize active dunes, providing moderate protection
from shoreline erosion.  

These coastal ecosystems also provide habitat for a number of
plant and animal species, many of which thrive nowhere else. 
Terns, gulls, plovers, and sandpipers are common along the
sandy beach where they feed on small fish and invertebrates. 
Many shorebirds nest on the open beach and in the dunes,
including the following listed species—least tern, roseate tern,
piping plover and southeastern snowy plover.  The threatened
loggerhead sea turtle uses the beach and dunes as nesting habi-
tat.  The scrubby back-dunes are occupied by beach mice, rac-
coon, skunk, and occasionally by gopher tortoises.  In addition,
the coastal hammocks play key roles in the migration of many
birds that summer to the north.  They rely upon the fruits and
berries of the hammock species during their biennial trips along
the coast.

Coastal areas, in particular beaches, are among the most desired
natural resources in the state.  This is due mainly to the ideal
recreational opportunities afforded by these areas, as well as
their scenic, and aesthetic values that make them attractive
places to live. 
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Threats to Habitat

Coastal uplands are subject to a number of  threats, including
removal of beneficial native vegetation, development, shoreline
hardening, recreational use, introduction and encroachment of
exotic vegetation, and treasure hunting. 

Some practices that have been forbidden in many coastal com-
munities are still common at Fort Myers Beach.  For instance,
dunes sometimes recreate themselves even when they had been
removed during the development process.  This restoration
ought to be valued and assisted, but many property owners at
Fort Myers Beach continually destroy the re-emerging dunes. 
This activity destroys sea turtle nesting habitat and eliminates a
natural blockage that protects upland property from extreme
tides, in addition to eliminating a valued scenic resource. 

Whenever native dune plants are removed, either intentionally
as an end unto itself (collection, site preparation, etc.), or inci-
dentally due to pedestrian or other forms of traffic, the ability of
the dune system to collect and hold sand is reduced and erosion
results.  Total habitat destruction may occur.  Dune vegetation
(such as sea oats) acts as a buffer to the more landward, less salt
tolerant plants, and removal of seaweed vegetation can cause
salt spray damage to the less resilient species.  Thus, removal of
dune vegetation may have an ecological ripple effect in addition
to the direct physical impacts. 

Another frequent but unfortunate practice at Fort Myers Beach is
the direct drainage of stormwater onto the beach.  Many older
buildings have drains from their parking lots and buildings
emptying through pipes onto the beach.  This causes severe
erosion following every rain, in addition to the pollutants that
untreated stormwater carries into the Gulf of Mexico.  This issue
is discussed further in the Stormwater Management Element of
this plan.

Invasion of coastal uplands by exotic vegetation such as Brazilian
pepper and Australian pine can result in the displacement and
replacement of the diverse native plant communities of these
habitats with dense monocultures of these exotic species.  Aus-
tralian pines (Casuarina equisetifolia), while favored for their
shade they provide on the open beach, replace the native dune
vegetation which can actually accelerate the erosion of dunes
since their shallow roots do not hold the soil together like the
deep roots of sea oats and other native species.  
In the past, little attention was given to the coastal hammock
species in many areas as island tracts were cleared to provide
housing.  Outright elimination of the coastal hammocks has been
a long-term trend.  While undeniably better than outright clear-
ing, selective clearing can open the canopy and expose the
hammock to wind, salt spray, increased drying, and other debili-
tating factors.

In addition to causing stress to dunes and dune plants, recre-
ational uses of beaches frequently displace shorebirds and wad-
ing birds that, to various extents, rely upon beach habitat for
foraging, nesting, overwintering, or as a resting point along
migratory flyways.  The human demand for beaches is so great
that people often use even isolated beaches, which can cause
further displacement of wildlife.

Occasionally group events such as beach volleyball tournaments
are held directly on the beach.  If held during sea turtle nesting
season, several precautions must be taken.  State and local
permits are often required.  The same restrictions against beach
lighting that apply to upland development must be observed on
the beach itself; even light from beach fires would be harmful
during nesting season.  Coordination with those monitoring sea
turtle nests is critical to avoid damage to existing nests. 

Attempts to stabilize the exposed and submerged portions of
beaches through the use of artificial structures such as rock
revetments, sea walls, and groins limits the beaches natural
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ability to adapt continuously to changing conditions; sand or
stabilized beach is not free to be moved and stored under favor-
able conditions, and may remain vulnerable to loss under storm
conditions.  Most attempts at stabilization, particularly on a lot-
by-lot basis, actually increase the erosion problem while imped-
ing public enjoyment of the beach and reducing or eliminating
important habitat areas.  As provided by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency’s Coastal Construction Manual:
 

Bulkheading on an individual lot basis should be avoided.  Because of
the abrupt vertical transition in profile, bulkheads generally promote
toe scour and this can lead to beach loss and steepening at sediment-
starved beaches.  Experience has shown that erosion accelerates at
adjacent unprotected areas, possibly resulting in the flanking of
individual bulkheads.  (FEMA, 1986).  

Because of the drawbacks associated with groins, seawalls,
revetments, or jetties, many coastal communities have under-
taken restoration or renourishment programs to stabilize
beaches.  

Though often used interchangeably, the terms “beach restora-
tion” and “beach renourishment” connote different philosophies
of beach management.  True beach restoration involves the
removal of seawalls, groins and other structures in order to re-
establish a natural dynamic equilibrium.  Beach renourishment
(or simply beach nourishment) replaces the sand lost by erosion
with sand from another (preferably remote) source.  If beach
nourishment resulted in a self-maintaining beach, the beach
could then be said to have been restored.  In most cases, beach
renourishment needs to be repeated periodically, resulting in a
beach that is artificially maintained but not restored.

The result of a good renourishment program is a more natural
beach than that provided by structural techniques.  The beach is
suitable for recreational purposes, and can function quite simi-
larly to a natural beach, even being used by nesting sea turtles

and shorebirds if the replacement sand is truly beach-compati-
ble.  Such projects may be abandoned at any time without leav-
ing an array of permanent structures littering the beach, and
may be re-initiated from time to time if needed.

The costs of renourishment are directly related to the distance
the replacement sand must be moved—the closer the source, the
lower the price.  From a design standpoint, the replacement sand
should come from an area that will not eventually starve the
beach, and environmental considerations should preclude the
use of estuarine materials.  Thus it is economically advantageous
to use the closest sands, and strategically important to use dis-
tant sands.  The most likely prospects at this point are offshore
and coastal inlet sources.

The economics and need for beach renourishment at Estero
Island are discussed in the Coastal Management Element of this
comprehensive plan. 

AIR QUALITY

Air quality is monitored by the Florida Department of Environ-
mental Protection (DEP) which currently maintains four moni-
toring devices in Lee County.  Two devices monitor airborne
particulate matter (PM) and two monitor ozone, with one of the
ozone stations now located at Fort Myers Beach near the elemen-
tary school.

Ozone is a gas that is a variety of oxygen.  High concentrations
occur in a layer of our atmosphere, shielding the earth against
harmful ultraviolet rays from the sun.  But ground-level ozone is
a major component of smog, resulting from products such as
solvents and from burning fuels such as gasoline.  High ozone
levels near the ground can cause many kinds of breathing prob-
lems and can damage vegetation.  
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“Particulate matter” includes dust, smoke, soot, and other tiny
bits of solid material.  They are produced by burning (diesel fuel,
garbage incineration, and fireplaces); by construction activities;
and by many agricultural and industrial operations.  Particulate
pollution can cause eye, nose, and throat irritation and other
health problems.

Current Levels

Table 6-8 provides a summary of DEP’s air quality data since
1984.  Air quality is generally good, due to the predominantly
residential nature of the area and absence of major sources of
emissions.  Lee County, including Fort Myers Beach, is listed as
an “attainment area” by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), which means that air quality is within the limits
established through the Clean Air Act.  

In mid-1997, the EPA announced new standards for ozone and
particulate matter.  The existing ozone standard evaluated levels
over 1-hour periods; the new standard will be 0.080 ppm over
any 8-hour period (phased in over the next 3 years).  It is not
clear whether current ozone levels at Fort Myers Beach will meet
the new standard.

There will now be a PM2.5 standard to measure fine particles
(smaller than 2.5 micrometers in diameter).  The previous stan-
dard had grouped these fine particles with coarser particles up to
10 micrometers.  Fine particles come mainly from vehicle ex-
haust and combustion, while coarse particles are mainly
windblown dust.

Future Impacts

DEP does not routinely monitor or inspect facilities for which it
has issued air quality permits (though it does require monitoring
reports and will respond to complaints from neighboring prop-
erty owners).  If the town ever approves any facilities that may

harm air quality, it may wish to establish local monitoring proce-
dures to supplement those provided by the state.

Table 6-8 — Concentration of Ozone and
Airborne Particulate Matter, 1984-1996 

Ozone*
(ground-level hourly

maximums, measured
at Fort Myers Beach)

PM** PM10**

(annual averages, measured at
the Fort Myers Water Treatment

Plant on Princeton St.)
1996 0.089 N/A 17
1995 0.089 22 16
1994 0.093 24 13
1993 0.082 26 N/A
1992 0.083 28 N/A
1991 0.083 28 N/A
1990 0.085 31 N/A
1989      0.104*** 31 N/A
1988      0.102*** 31 N/A
1987        0.101**** 31 N/A
1986        0.101**** 33 N/A
1985        0.080**** 30 N/A
1984        0.081**** 32 N/A

Sources: FDEP, 1997.
* The ozone standard has been 0.120 ppm (235 μg/m3)
** The standard for inhalable particulate matter is an annual average of 50
μG/m3 (and a maximum of 150 μG/m3 averaged over any single day).  PM
levels can be measured for different size particles; “PM” measures all particles,
and “PM10“ is the measurement of all particles smaller than 10 micrometers
(microns).
*** Measured at Cape Coral
**** Measured at Fort Myers

Air quality in the town may also be affected by activities in
adjacent communities, such as the urbanized areas of Lee or
Collier Counties.  The town may wish to involve itself in the site
selection and permitting processes for any point-source pollutant
generators, as there are no specific procedures that guarantee
that the town’s concerns would be addressed.
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NATURAL HISTORY AND GEOLOGY

Estero Island is a barrier island, essentially a linear island of sand
that parallels the coastline.  In general, barrier islands form
through growth of spits from headlands and subsequent breach-
ing by inlets, emergence of underwater shoals, or drowning and
isolation of mainland dunelines caused by rising sea levels. 
Florida’s peninsular Gulf of Mexico barrier islands, including
Estero Island, occur on elevated portions of the underlying
surface (Johnson and Barbour, 1991).  

The islands bounding Estero Bay originated from sediments
deposited at the mouths of rivers and creeks, including the
Caloosahatchee River, when rising sea levels flooded this area
approximately 5,000 years ago.  The islands here appear to have
been at their present positions since the rate of sea level rise
decreased approximately 3,500 years before present (Johnson
and Barbour, 1991).

SOILS

The Soil Survey of Lee County was issued in 1984 by the U.S. Soil
Conservation Service (now known as the Natural Resource
Conservation Service).  It mapped 9 distinct soil types on Estero
Island.  The general soils of Estero Island are considered “soils of
the swamps and sloughs” and occur as the map unit pattern of
Isles-Boca-Pompano.  These are nearly level, poorly drained,
deep and moderately deep, sandy soils; some have a loamy
subsoil and some are sandy throughout.  Under non-urban
conditions, these soils would generally be suitable for wildlife
habitat and rangeland (SCS, 1984).

Table 6-9 provides the percentage of each soil type on the island. 
Note that most soils have been classified as “urban lands” to
reflect severe alterations from their natural state (even in 1984). 

Table 6-9 — Soil Types Found on Estero Island
Soil Name Percent Soil Name Percent

Canaveral fine sand 0.04%Kesson fine sand 5.97%
Canaveral -Urban
land complex

56.17%St. Augustine sand, organic
substratum-Urban land

0.04%

Captiva fine sand 1.59%Urban land 17.13%
Beaches 6.77%Matlacha gravelly fine sand 3.19%
Wulfert muck 8.37% ALL SOIL TYPES: 100%
Source:  Soil Survey of Lee County, Florida, Soil Conservation Service, 1984. 
(A description of each soil type as provided by the Soil Conservation Service is
included in an appendix to this document.)

Soil erosion is a natural process by which rocks and soils are
weathered by water and wind.  Rain and wind carry soil particles
away.  Natural processes and human activities can hasten this
process.  Clearing large areas of land for urban development
exposes the soil to wind and water and thus accelerates erosion. 
Soil erosion represents the loss of an important natural resource
and threatens the quality of surface waters.  

Severe localized erosion occurs as a result of poor land develop-
ment practices such as clearing an area during pre-development
site preparation, then leaving the site exposed to wind and water
erosion over a period of months.  Fill slopes of development sites
and side slopes of excavations and ditches, if not stabilized, can
cause sedimentation in swales and receiving waters.  This prob-
lem is especially critical when fill material is placed next to
waterways or wetlands in which sedimentation can result in
destruction of aquatic habitats, displacement of dependent
fauna, obstruction of navigation channels, and possible release
of pollutants (nutrients, metals, or pesticides).

To counter these problems, typical land development codes
regulate the clearing of property until permits have been issued
for development projects.  Throughout all construction activities,



CONSERVATION ELEMENT                                                                        JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                    PAGE 6 – 33

staked haybales or filter cloth should be placed between the
development site and any adjacent swales, surface waters, or
wetlands.  All slopes, including those associated with single-
family residential development, should be sodded or planted
immediately after final grading.  When preparing the new land
development code, the town will determine what kind of stron-
ger measures should be included to minimize erosion during the
construction process.

Soil erosion also occurs when sand is lost from the beachfront. 
Although human activities can worsen erosion, much beach
erosion is a result of natural causes because barrier island
beaches and dunes naturally dissipate wave energy and act as a
repository for shifting sands as well as serving as an upland
buffer from erosion and flooding.  Beach erosion is addressed
further in the Coastal Management Element.

Estero Island has no commercially valuable mineral deposits. 
The land’s value as coastal real estate far surpasses the value of
the underlying sand or shell and extraction activities would be
incompatible with current levels of urban development.

GROUNDWATER

Groundwater resources (underground water) are limited due to
saltwater intrusion that moves down from tidal waters and up
from deeper aquifers.  The town relies on Florida Cities Water
Company for its potable water, which is pumped from wellfields
on the mainland.  Florida Cities operates two wellfields and
treatment plants south of the Caloosahatchee River on the main-
land; its Green Meadows plant in east Lee County has the capac-
ity to expand to serve all anticipated customers in its service
area.  The Utilities Element of this plan analyze the capacity of
these sources to serve additional customers.

Lee County has been designated as part of the SFWMD’s “Critical
Water Supply Problem Area.”  This designation is made where

water resource problems are critical or are expected to become
critical over the next 20 years.  Lee County is considered a
“Reduced Threshold Area” where there is a history of substan-
dard water quality, potential for movement of saline water into
groundwater, or lack of water to serve future needs.  More
stringent permitting requirements are applied in such areas.  In
an effort to address these water supply concerns, SFWMD devel-
oped a Lower West Coast Water Supply Plan (LWCWSP) in 1994. 
The planning area included 4,300 square miles in southwest
Florida, including all of Lee County.

Aquifers

The Surficial Aquifer System of underground water-bearing
rocks can be divided into two aquifers, the water table and lower
Tamiami aquifers, separated by leaky confining beds.  Water
quality is generally good, except that it is susceptible to saltwater
intrusion (where seawater moves in from the coast to replace
freshwater that is being pumped out of the ground).  The Green
Meadows plant of Florida Cities Water draws from the surficial
aquifer.  In many barrier islands, a thin lens of fresh water rests
near the surface above more saline water, making some fresh
water available for domestic use, but this source cannot support
intense urbanization and is susceptible to contamination and
saltwater intrusion.

The mid-Hawthorne aquifer lies below the surficial system
throughout most of Lee County, but is not extensively used due
to poor productivity.  The aquifer also experiences a degradation
of water quality further south and east.  In addition, isolated
areas of high salinity occur along the coast, and generally the
barrier islands have poor quality water in this aquifer.  This
aquifer once provided all of the water for the City of Cape Coral
and Pine Island.  Elsewhere, the aquifer is only used occasionally
for agricultural irrigation and remote homesites.
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The Floridan aquifer system is deeper yet and is capable of high
yields, but it produces only non-potable water in Lee County. 
High salinity and hardness increase with depth, making desalini-
zation necessary for acceptable potable uses.  Florida Cities,
among other utilities, does treat and utilize this aquifer for some
potable use.

Aquifer Recharge

Estero Island is not a significant recharge area for any of the
major aquifers that are used for public water supply.  The only
aquifer directly below the island where water moves fairly freely
is the lower Hawthorn, part of the deep Florida aquifer system
which is recharged to the north of Lee County.

The only discrete areas of groundwater recharge where land uses
are directly regulated are wetlands.  Many agencies regulate uses
in wetlands: the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, DEP, and
SFWMD.  Through the new Environmental Resource Permitting
program, the permitting criteria of the DEP and water manage-
ment districts have become standardized, with the lead authority
typically falling to the districts.  Destruction or alteration of
wetlands is contingent upon demonstrating compliance with
minimum standards and compensating for wetland loss.  Com-
pensation typically consists of the creation of new wetlands or
restoration of previously damaged wetlands.  The Corps derives
its authority to regulate wetland impacts through Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act.  

Though the permitting processes described above are fairly
effective in protecting wetlands, their effectiveness at protecting
recharge areas is compromised by a number of weaknesses,
including exemptions for wetlands below one half acre in size,
minimal upland buffer requirements, exemptions for mining
proposals, and the fact that aquifer recharge, though acknowl-

edged as one of the functions of wetlands, is not addressed
through specific permitting criteria. 

Mineral Content

One of the basic measures of groundwater quality is mineral
content, which largely determines its suitability for domestic,
agricultural, or industrial use.  The mineral content of ground-
water is determined primarily by the composition and solubility
of soil and rock that come into contact with the water, and the
length of time the water is in contact with these materials. 

Because mineral content can be defined as the sum of all of the
dissolved inorganic ions and compounds, a measure of the
mineral content of groundwater can be obtained by measuring
the concentration of major inorganic constituents in the water,
such as total dissolved solids (TDS), chloride, sulfate, and hard-
ness (calcium and magnesium).  Chapter 62-520 of the Florida
Administrative Code establishes standards for the quality of
drinking water distributed by public water systems (standards
for private wells have not been developed on a statewide basis). 
Florida’s secondary drinking water regulations include standards
for TDS, chloride, and sulfate in public water supplies (500, 250,
and 250 milligrams per liter (mg/l) respectively).  These are
identical to the EPA-recommended levels for drinking water.  A
standard is not provided for hardness, but water having a hard-
ness concentration greater than 180 mg/l is considered very
hard and can cause excessive soap consumption and scale build-
up in water heaters.

Ground Water Contamination

Potential point sources of groundwater contamination in the
town include leakage from sewer lines, effluent from any re-
maining septic tanks, and quasi-industrial sites such as boat-
yards.  Flowing artesian wells also can contaminate other layers
of groundwater, because lower quality water flowing under
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artesian pressure from deeper aquifers can mix with the gener-
ally better quality water of the shallower systems.  The use of
fertilizers and pesticides, and saltwater intrusion along the
coastal shoreline, are both considered potential “nonpoint” or
indirect sources of contamination.

Point source dischargers to groundwater are required to perform
water quality testing on samples collected from monitoring wells
and to submit groundwater quality data to DEP.  There are no
permitted point source discharges in the Town of Fort Myers
Beach at the time this plan was prepared.

Current and Projected Water Needs and Sources

In 1996 there were 7,710 dwelling units within the town.  The
Future Land Use Element forecasts total housing units to in-
crease to 8,738 at build-out at some time before the year 2020. 
From 2008 through build-out, an additional 175 dwelling units
will require an additional 45,500 gallons per day of potable
water.  These additional demands are a minute portion (0.1%)
of the supply increases being planned by Lee County Utilities by
2030 (source: Lee County’s Water Supply Facilities Work Plan, as
updated in July 2008).  For full details, see the Utilities Element.
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of the conservation issues in this element,
the following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted into the
Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 6: To protect the natural resources in
and around the town from further
damage and improve their future
health and sustainability through
regulations, education, enforcement,
timely management, public
improvements, and cooperation
with other entities with similar
goals.

OBJECTIVE 6-A ESTUARIES AND BAYS – Improve the
condition and function of estuaries
and bays surrounding Estero Island,
including their components such as
seagrass meadows, tidal flats, soft
bottoms, oyster bars, tidal creeks, and
open water.

POLICY 6-A-1 Estuaries are the ecological transition between
fresh and saltwater systems.  They provide
extensive habitat for fish and wildlife
including the feeding, breeding, and nursery
ground for most of the commercially
important fish and shellfish and many species
of local and migratory birds, while offering a
broad array of recreational opportunities.  The
Town of Fort Myers Beach will take all
feasible steps to protect its marine and
estuarine habitats and finfish/shellfish
resources to ensure their long-term viability
and productivity for scientific, commercial,

sport, and recreational purposes.  The town
shall take a leadership role in enacting
ordinances and facilitating resolution of
jurisdictional problems.

POLICY 6-A-2 The town will cooperate closely with other
governmental agencies in formulating,
monitoring, and enforcing regulations to
protect the healthy functioning of the estuary,
including but not limited to:
i. controlling point and non-point sources of

pollution including drainage, sewage
pollution, and stormwater runoff;

ii. avoiding hardened shoreline stabilization
such as seawalls;

iii. maintaining proper quality and timing of
freshwater inputs;

iv. protecting habitats from dredge-and-fill
activities;

v. protecting sea grasses from “prop
scarring” and excessive shading from
docks; and 

vi. protecting important uplands adjacent to
wetlands.

POLICY 6-A-3 In cooperation with other jurisdictions,
evaluate the effectiveness of existing
regulations and enforcement techniques in
preserving the bay and estuary system. 
Recommend and support such additional
measures as necessary to ensure their
sustainability, such:
i. Marking existing channels crossing

through seagrass beds to help boaters
avoid damaging them (and their boats);

ii. Establishing permitting criteria for
activities within the town’s 1000-foot
jurisdiction beyond Estero Island to
protect seagrass beds, oyster bars, soft
bottoms, and other benthic communities
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from damage from docks, boat ramps,
navigation channels, etc.  These criteria
would be coordinated with other
regulatory agencies to ensure that every
effort is made to locate these facilities
away from valuable environmental
resources.  If permits are issued without
concurrence from the town, the town may
choose to withhold local building permits
if a better location or technique could
avoid damage to seagrass beds, oyster
bars, or other sensitive benthic
communities.

POLICY 6-A-4 Encourage the organization of a local task
force to coordinate and reconcile efforts of
various organizations, governments, and
businesses to promote long-term sustainability
of the estuary.  Potential perspectives include
eco-tourism, water quality, habitat protection,
commercial and recreational uses, and
economic development.  The task force would
promote cooperative activities, assess needs,
and recommend methods of coordinating
reporting and enforcement of violations.  The
task force would make recommendations to
the town regarding issues such as:
i. Establishing restricted areas and other

methods of controlling boat traffic in
Estero Bay, particularly around rookery
islands and seagrass beds.

ii. Locating a suitable launching point on the
Gulf for use by personal water craft to
reduce traffic on the bay side.

iii. Adopting a ban on the commercial
collection of live shells.

iv. Recommending capital projects to
improve water quality.

v. Recommending regulations to protect
local waters.

POLICY 6-A-5 Maintain or improve estuarine water quality
in accordance with policies under Objective 8
below.

POLICY 6-A-6 Regularly examine activities that may be
within the town’s jurisdiction to determine
whether more stringent regulations or other
actions are needed to ensure the functioning
and long-term viability of natural systems.  

POLICY 6-A-7 Participate actively in the Agency on Bay
Management, the Charlotte Harbor National
Estuary Program, and other entities
attempting to improve the environmental
health of Estero Bay.

POLICY 6-A-8 Actively encourage the purchase of the full
16,000 mainland acres adjoining Estero Bay
to become an expanded Estero Bay State
Buffer Preserve.

OBJECTIVE 6-B WILDLIFE AND NATIVE HABITATS – Im-
prove the viability of existing native
coastal and upland habitats and
establish additional areas for nature
preserve and conservation uses.

POLICY 6-B-1 CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
GENERALLY – The town will cooperate with
local, state, and federal regulatory agencies in
establishing and managing natural reserves,
preserves, and critical wildlife areas.  This
cooperation will include increasing public
awareness, allowing appropriate access,
properly protecting natural resources, and
documenting and reporting violations of laws
and regulations.

POLICY 6-B-2 LITTLE ESTERO ISLAND CRITICAL
WILDLIFE AREA – In cooperation with state
agencies, the town will aid in the stewardship
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of the Little Estero Island Critical Wildlife
Area through activities such as:
i. Prohibit commercial activities within the

defined boundaries of Little Estero Island.
ii. Support legislative measures as necessary

to protect the long-term future of the
preserve.

iii. Inform residents and visitors of the
uniqueness and fragility of the island’s
habitats, and identify funding for
measures such as designating pedestrian
trails and dune walkovers, adding
information and interpretive signs,
producing educational brochures, and
conducting seminars to encourage proper
use.

iv. Sponsor a volunteer task force to work
with the Florida Game and Fish Water
Fish Commission to oversee the daily
stewardship of Little Estero Island through
activities such as:
• Identify potentially destructive

practices (such as mowing or raking on
the shoreline, litter, boat traffic, low-
flying airplanes, disturbances from
vehicles and dogs, etc.) and determine
appropriate methods to address them.

• Inform residents and visitors of the
uniqueness and fragility of the island’s
habitats; plant shoreline vegetation to
replace vegetation damaged by visitors
or other unnatural causes; place and
maintain interpretive signs; produce
educational brochures; and conduct
seminars to encourage proper use.

• Promote voluntary enforcement and
possible citizen “volunteer patrols” to
educate residents and visitors of the

rules of the island and why they are
needed.

• Develop guidelines to protect the
fragile environment of the preserve
and, where appropriate, urge their
adoption as land development
regulations or part of the town’s code
of ordinances.

POLICY 6-B-3 MATANZAS PASS PRESERVE – Prepare for
the transition of the long-term maintenance
responsibility of the Matanzas Pass Preserve
from Lee County to a partnership among the
county, the town, and a local non-profit
organization such as the Friends of the
Matanzas Pass Preserve:
i. Reinforce and support the efforts of the

non-profit organization to expand the
voluntary community-based portion of the
operation and maintenance of the
preserve.  Assist their efforts to implement
the restoration plan (which includes site
preparation, revegetation, and long-term
management) and future improvements
including new foot trails, repairing and
extending boardwalks, providing a
canoe/kayak access point, and adding a
fishing pier/observation deck.  This
assistance may take the form of seeking
grant funds, lending technical assistance,
providing equipment (either directly or
through leases with the county), or partial
funding.

ii. Negotiate an agreement with the county
that assigns responsibilities for the long-
term maintenance, restoration, and
improvement of the preserve, that reflects
its status as both a county-wide and local
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amenity and its importance as natural
habitat.

POLICY 6-B-4 UPLAND HABITATS – Preserve all
remaining coastal strand and hammocks, and
improve the existing habitat through removal
infestations of exotic plants and replanting
with native species.  When these habitats are
in private ownership:
i. Land uses must not result in the

degradation of the values and functions of
adjoining and nearby wetlands.

ii. Beaches seaward of the 1978 Coastal
Construction Control Line are designated
on the Future Land Use Map as
“Recreation” to preclude their use for
further urban development.

iii. Known remaining coastal hammocks are
designated on the Future Land Use Map as
“Recreation” to preclude their use for
further urban development.

POLICY 6-B-5 ADJACENT DEVELOPMENT –
Development adjacent to aquatic and other
nature preserves, wildlife refuges, and
recreation areas shall protect the natural
character and public benefit of these areas
including, but not limited to, scenic values for
the benefit of future generations.

POLICY 6-B-6 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS – The
town will participate with other agencies in
preparing and implementing water
management plans such as the Charlotte
Harbor Management Plan, Surface Water
Improvement and Management (SWIM)
plans, Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve
Management Plans, and similar efforts.  The
town will reevaluate its policies for protecting
and enhancing natural resources upon a

review of newly adopted or revised plan by
other agencies.

POLICY 6-B-7 INVASIVE EXOTIC PLANTS – Invasive
exotic plants may not be used to meet
landscaping requirements for new
development.  Prohibited species shall be
identified in the land development
regulations.

POLICY 6-B-8 SEAWALLS – The town shall encourage
planting of mangroves or placement of rip-rap
in artificial and natural canal systems to
replace existing seawalls in need of repair. 
Buildback of vertical seawalls will not be
permitted along natural waterbodies if one or
more of the following conditions exist:
i. Buildback would cause excessive shoreline

erosion or endanger shorelines of sur-
rounding properties.

ii. Buildback would threaten wetlands.
iii. Buildback would be a threat to public

safety or block access to state-owned land
or beaches.

iv. Buildback would be waterward of the
existing seawall alignment on adjacent
shorelines.

POLICY 6-B-9 ACQUISITION OF ADDITIONAL SITES –
The town will strive to expand the
opportunities for conservation and public
appreciation of natural resources through
acquisition of additional areas with rare or
unique ecological or botanical features, or
which provide access to such areas, through
activities such as the following:
i. Identify specific sites that would be

desirable for public acquisition;
ii. Support the efforts of other entities

acquiring land that will contribute to the
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conservation effort (for example, aquatic
preserve buffer areas, Bunche Beach, etc.)

iii. Consider alternative means of land
acquisition, such as supporting the efforts
of non-profit conservation land trust or
acquiring development rights in lieu of full
acquisition.

iv. Accept donations of land for nature
preserves or other resource conservation
areas with the following general
conditions:  if such lands contain
ecologically valuable habitat and/or if
public ownership of such lands would
expand existing or provide increased
preservation or resource conservation
areas.

v. When acquiring property, determine the
best entity to be responsible to implement
a long-range management plan.

POLICY 6-B-10 INFORMATION SHARING – Share
information, data, and maps with other
entities involved with conservation land
acquisition and management through
measures such as:
i. Cooperating with Lee County in the

following activities:
• Maintaining a central clearinghouse for

environmental studies and
recommendations from public and
private information sources;

• Compiling, maintaining, and regularly
updating vegetation mapping, sitings of
listed species, data regarding their
habitat, and water resources data.

• Updating the Lee County Habitat
Inventory Map using the county’s
Geographic Information System.

ii. Cooperate with Lee County and FGFWFC
in maintaining an inventory of all native
communities and natural habitats to aid in
land-use decision-making, development
approvals, and ranking of potential
acquisitions.

OBJECTIVE 6-C PROTECTED SPECIES – Increase
cooperation with local, state, and
federal agencies in protecting wildlife
species listed as endangered,
threatened, or of special concern, and
conserve the habitats upon which they
depend in order to maintain balanced,
biologically productive ecosystems.

POLICY 6-C-1 PROTECTIVE MEASURES GENERALLY –
The town shall assist in the application of
state and federal regulations regarding listed
species through activities such as:
i. Provide information regarding listed

species on properties undergoing
development review.

ii. Withhold development approval until such
time as all applicable state and federal
permits pertaining to such species have
been obtained and copies provided to the
town.

iii. Cooperate with local, state, and federal
agencies in developing species-specific
Habitat Conservation Plans as authorized
by the Endangered Species Act.  Until such
plans are developed, the town’s criteria for
approval of development proposals shall
be consistent with the provisions of the
listed species guidelines promulgated by
the FGFWFC.

iv. Cooperate with Lee County and other
agencies in the establishment of
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mitigation parks and banks to allow this
form of mitigation for local impacts to
listed wildlife species and native
communities.

v. Support public education on the value of
wildlife, native communities, and other
natural resources through such means as
brochures, newspaper articles, public
presentations and workshops, and the
placement of interpretive displays and
development of observation trails at
appropriate park sites.

vi. Encourage and provide technical
assistance to volunteer and non-profit
organizations such as Turtle Time, Ostego
Bay Foundation, Estero Bay Buddies, and
the Friends of the Matanzas Pass Preserve
in their conservation efforts.

POLICY 6-C-2 BALD EAGLES – Maintain Lee County’s
ordinance protecting bald eagle nesting
habitat in case bald eagles begin nesting on
Estero Island, and urge adherence during
development activities to “Habitat
Management Guidelines for the Bald Eagle in
the Southern Region” prepared by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service which recommends
a primary protection zone with a radius of
750 to 1500 feet around active nests in which
no development should occur, and a
secondary zone an additional 750 feet to a
mile from the outer edge of the primary zone
to remain undisturbed during the nesting
seasons.  Nest trees should not be touched in
any way by development activities unless the
nest site has been de-classified by the
FGFWFC.

POLICY 6-C-3 MANATEES – Recognizing that the waters of
the town provide important habitat for the
endangered West Indian manatee, the town
will cooperate with local, state, and federal
agencies in the establishment of manatee
protection programs, including restriction of
activities known to adversely affect manatees. 
The town shall cooperate in the designation,
marking, and enforcement of slow-speed man-
atee protection areas.  The town shall
cooperate with Lee County in preparing and
implementing a manatee protection plan,
particularly in providing educational materials
and programs to inform the town’s boating
population of the presence of manatees and of
how to avoid destruction of manatee habitat
and avoid manatee/boat collisions.  The town
supports the incorporation of the SWFRPC’s
1995 marina siting study into Lee County’s
Manatee Protection Plan.

POLICY 6-C-4 GOPHER TORTOISES – The town’s policy
is to protect gopher tortoise burrows wherever
they are found.  If unavoidable conflicts make
on-site protection infeasible, then off-site
mitigation may be provided in accordance
with FGFWFC requirements.

POLICY 6-C-5 SEA TURTLES – The town shall prepare and
adopt a new sea turtle ordinance by the end
of 1998 to supersede Lee County’s existing
Sea Turtle Protection Ordinance.  The new
ordinance shall provide standards for coastal
uses and development and shall prohibit,
during sea turtle nesting season, any point
source of light or any reflective surface of a
light fixture being visible from the beach;
also, areas seaward of a frontal dune must not
be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively



CONSERVATION ELEMENT                                                                        JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                    PAGE 6 – 43

illuminated.  Other beach activities to be
regulated include:
i. Beach raking, scraping, and other

activities that unnecessarily compact the
sand and/or damage dunes or prevent the
re-creation of dunes;

ii. Unauthorized vehicular traffic on the
beach;

iii. Storage of beach furniture, cabanas, jet
skis, sailboats, and other equipment on
the beach that may interfere with sea
turtle nesting;

iv. Drainage of swimming pools, parking lots,
and building roofs into point discharges
directly onto the beach.

OBJECTIVE 6-D WETLANDS – Preserve all remaining
wetlands; protect them from further
degradation; and improve their
condition and natural functions.

POLICY 6-D-1 Wetlands include tidal marshes, salt flats, and
mangrove swamps that provide valuable
habitat, buffering from storms, shoreline
stabilization, and production of food for
estuarine and coastal waters.  The town will
cooperate with state and federal agencies in
the formulation, monitoring, and enforcement
of regulations restricting activities that
contribute to the destruction of wetlands
and/or of the adjacent upland communities
that cleanse stormwater inflows.  Such
potentially destructive activities include:
construction fill that encroaches on edges of
canals and bay waters, dredging of boat
basins and channels, use of seawalls, rip rap,
and other similar forms of shoreline
stabilization, ditching for mosquito control,

and any filling or removal of mangrove
systems.

POLICY 6-D-2 The Future Land Use Map provides a close
approximation of wetland boundaries. 
Wetland regulations in this plan and in the
land development regulations include all
wetlands, even in not specifically shown on
the Future Land Use Map, that are identified
as wetlands in accordance with F.S. 373.019
(17) through the use of the unified state
delineation methodology described in FAC
Chapter 62-340, as ratified and amended by
F.S. 373 4211.  If the Future Land Use Map is
incorrect due to a clear factual error, an
administrative process is contained in Chapter
15 to establish the precise boundary of any
wetland.

POLICY 6-D-3 In accordance with F.S. 163.3184(6)(c), the
town will not undertake an independent
review of the impacts to wetlands resulting
from development in wetlands that is
specifically authorized by a state
Environmental Resource Permit or exemption. 
However, no development approval shall be
issued by the town for any project which
impacts wetland resources until all requisite
permits from other agencies have been
obtained and provided to the town.  All
conditions placed on such permits shall be
incorporated into the final development
approval issues by the town.  Violations of
such conditions shall be prosecuted through
the town’s code enforcement procedures.
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POLICY 6-D-4 The following activities in and near wetlands
may be desirable and are not forbidden by
this comprehensive plan: 
i. Activities necessary to prevent or

eliminate a public hazard, such as
elimination of a dangerous curve in a
road, dredging in order to clean up a spill
of hazardous waste, or removal of
underwater obstructions to boat traffic.

ii. Activities which provide a direct benefit to
the public at large which would exceed
any public loss as a result of the activity,
such as removal of exotic species,
restoration of natural hydroperiods,
impacts associated with the maintenance
of existing drainage works, or providing
water access that is open to the public.

iii. Resource-oriented activities such as
passive recreation, outdoor education, or
other uses where protection of wetland
functions and values is the primary
attraction.

iv. Structures or facilities that will improve
the functional value of wetlands or
provide “no-impact” use for observation,
education, research, or passage (walking
or non-motorized boats); these could
include such structures as public board-
walks, observation decks, or launching
areas for non-motorized watercraft.

OBJECTIVE 6-E DUNES AND BEACHES – Protect and
improve dunes and beaches as
recreation areas, valuable habitat,
protection from storms, and areas of
high scenic and aesthetic value.  The
effect of the town’s efforts may be a
noticeable transition from today’s

manicured and compacted beach
towards a naturally appearing and
functioning beach.  This transition will
be accomplished through education,
regulation, and assistance in physical
restoration activities.

POLICY 6-E-1 For any beachfront development approved
after the adoption of this plan and for all
public beach areas within the town, state-ap-
proved dune walk-over structures shall be
required at appropriate crossing points.  These
same structures are also encouraged wherever
pedestrians will be crossing dune areas.

POLICY 6-E-2 All coastal construction projects, including
beach restoration and renourishment, shall
protect sea turtle nesting areas by limiting
construction in dune and beach areas to non-
nesting periods (except under emergency
conditions).  In historic shorebird nesting
areas, construction must be completed prior
to shorebird nesting.  Protection zones shall
be marked around sea turtle nests and shore-
bird nesting areas to ensure that construction
activities landward of the dune and beach
system are limited to the actual construction
site.

POLICY 6-E-3 The town will implement the following
measures to promote the restoration of beach
and dune systems:
i. Initiate a program to recreate a dune line

and plant appropriate vegetation such as
sea oats wherever sand dunes have been
destroyed.

ii. Require the use of indigenous plant
species for public and private dune
restoration or renourishment projects.

iii. Require that lots and parcels created after
the adoption of this plan shall be of
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sufficient size and dimension to ensure a
50-foot buffer between any structures
(except dune cross-overs) and the
landward edge of the primary dune.  This
buffer shall remain in its natural state
except for the minimum disturbance
necessary to accommodate dune cross-
overs.

iv. Undertake a management and mainten-
ance program to control invasive exotic
vegetation as a cooperative effort of the
town and its citizenry.

v. Consider erosion control taxing/benefit
units, grants, and other cost-sharing
funding mechanisms to provide funds for
beach renourishment and management
projects (see Coastal Management
Element for strategies on beach
renourishment).

POLICY 6-E-4 The following activities are prohibited to
protect dunes and beaches:
i. Removal of dune vegetation and

stabilization of submerged and exposed
beach by artificial means other than
replenishment with compatible sand.

ii. Excavation or destructive alteration of
beach and dune systems.  (Minimal
disturbance necessary to accomplish
approved beach restoration or
renourishment activities or construct dune
cross-overs is allowable under this policy.)

iii. Operation of motor vehicles on beaches
and dunes (except in association with law
enforcement activities, emergency medical
services, public land/resources
management, state-licensed sea turtle
monitoring, once-daily delivery and
pickup of beach equipment, minimal

cleaning of litter and of excessive
accumulations of natural debris, or as
necessitated by an approved restoration,
renourishment, or emergency project).

iv. Any construction activity seaward of the
Coastal Construction Control Line not
specifically approved by the DEP.

v. Construction of artificial shoreline
hardening structures except the
emergency use of such structures
constructed in compliance with Chapter
161, F.S.  If a hardened structure is
absolutely necessary along the beach, rip-
rap revetments are preferred.  New
seawalls are not permitted.

OBJECTIVE 6-F AIR QUALITY – Continue to meet or
exceed federal air quality standards
based on monitoring results from
state agencies.

POLICY 6-F-1 Ensure that the town’s land development
regulations do not include any disincentives
to the use of clean alternative energy sources
such as active and passive solar technology.

POLICY 6-F-2 Reduce automobile emissions through
programs developed in the Transportation
Element to reduce single-occupant automobile
trips.  Mobility alternatives include increased
ridership on the trolley system; introduction
of an electric tram system throughout the
Island, incentives for visitors to park off-island
or park once on-island; a water taxi or water
shuttle system; and an interconnected system
of bicycle and pedestrian paths.

POLICY 6-F-3 Establish criteria for any new facility that
would require an air quality permit including
monitoring procedures to supplement those
provided by the state, and enter into
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agreements with Lee County and other
relevant agencies to ensure that the town’s
concerns are addressed during the permitting
stages of potential point source pollution
generators.

OBJECTIVE 6-G SOIL EROSION – Conserve and protect
soils to reduce water and air pollution
from wind and water erosion.

POLICY 6-G-1 The town shall implement the following
measures to ensure conservation of native
soils and prevention of erosion and its
polluting impacts:
i. To reduce airborne pollutants and protect

tidal waters from dust caused by wind
erosion, adopt requirements for protecting
cleared land during construction. 

ii. Land clearing prior to issuance of a
building permit or development order......

iii. An erosion control plan shall be submitted
and approved by the town prior to the
issuance of a development order.  Such
plan shall reference the property’s
topography, vegetation, and hydrology
and utilize the best management practices
such as the use of staked hay bales or
filter cloth between the development site
and adjacent swales, surface waters, or
wetlands; sodding, seeding, or mulching
immediately after final grading; and
maintenance of vegetation following
development activities in order to reduce
the erosion by wind or water.

OBJECTIVE 6-H WATER QUALITY – Improve the water
quality and economic value of the
water bodies surrounding the Town of
Fort Myers Beach beyond the levels
existing in 1997.

POLICY 6-H-1 As an integral part of the Estero Bay estuary
system, the town shall take all feasible
measures in an intergovernmental effort to
protect, maintain, and improve water quality
in Estero Bay.

POLICY 6-H-2 No garbage or untreated sewage shall be
discharged into tidal waters.

POLICY 6-H-3 Maintain or improve estuarine water quality
by requiring new development or
redevelopment to meet the following
standards:
i. Development shall not degrade the estu-

arine quality of Estero Bay below those
standards established by the state for
Class II Outstanding Florida Waters.

ii. Development shall not degrade surface or
ground water quality below state
standards established in Chapter 62-302
FAC for surface water; Chapter 52-520, for
ground water; and Chapter 10D-6 for
bathing places.

POLICY 6-H-4 In cooperation with Lee County and other
agencies, encourage continued water quality
monitoring and identify sources of non-point
water pollution, especially those found to be
occurring from within the town.  Develop a
program to reduce or eliminate those
pollution sources that may include education,
regulation, and incentives, and follow-up
enforcement.
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POLICY 6-H-5 The town will implement the measures adopt-
ed in the Stormwater Management Element to
reduce the polluting impacts of stormwater
runoff.

POLICY 6-H-6 The town shall comply the requirements of
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System by prohibiting the discharge of run-
off, wastewater, or other potential sources of
contamination into surface waters which
results in the degradation of the quality of the
receiving water body below the applicable
standards. 

OBJECTIVE 6-I WATER SUPPLY – Insure continued
supplies of drinking water of
sufficient quantity and quality to meet
the projected demands of all
consumers and the environment.

POLICY 6-I-1 Incorporate into the land development code
measures applicable to new development and
redevelopment to encourage water and waste-
water management such as low-volume
irrigation systems, xeriscape landscaping tech-
niques, potential hook-ups to re-use water
systems, and use of other conservation and
recycling techniques.

POLICY 6-I-2 The town will cooperate with emergency
water conservation measures of the South
Florida Water Management District.

POLICY 6-I-3 The town will continue to purchase bulk
water from Lee County Utilities in lieu of
providing an independent supply of potable
water. Lee County Utilities considers the
Town of Fort Myers Beach to be part of its
potable water service area and has
demonstrated its ability to expand raw water
supply and treatment facilities to meet
anticipated growth consistent with the

2005–2006 Lower West Coast Water Supply
Plan Update (prepared by the South Florida
Water Management District).  

OBJECTIVE 6-J GROUNDWATER – Maintain the quality
of groundwater resources and
improve as necessary to meet state or
federal standards.

POLICY 6-J-1 Commercial excavation and mining activities
are prohibited in the Town of Fort Myers
Beach due to potentially detrimental effects to
groundwater, surface water, wildlife habitats,
and surrounding land uses and values.

POLICY 6-J-2 The Town of Fort Myers Beach opposes
offshore gas and oil exploration and
excavation activities which may be reasonably
expected to threaten the quality of coastal
beaches and estuarine ecosystems; or would
place oil- or gas-related facilities on coastal
beaches, islands, or wetlands; or would
require the placement of oil or gas storage
facilities on the island.

POLICY 6-J-3 The dredging of additional tidal canals is
prohibited.

POLICY 6-J-4 The town shall support Lee County’s programs
to property dispose of hazardous wastes.

POLICY 6-J-5 The town shall require connection to central
water and sewer systems to eliminate
demands on groundwater and reduce the
potential for contamination from septic tanks.

POLICY 6-J-6 Identify any remaining septic tanks and
require their use be discontinued.
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Appendix B — Estero Island Soil Types

Canaveral fine sand soils are nearly level and moderately well-
drained and somewhat poorly drained on ridges.  Under natural
conditions, depth to water table is eighteen to forty inches for two
to six months and recedes to greater than forty inches from
February to July.  Available water capacity is very low,
permeability is very rapid and natural fertility is low.  Vegetation
includes cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto), Brazilian pepper (Schinus
terebinthifolius), seagrape (Cocoloba uvifera), wild coffee
(Psychotria nervosa), and an understory of vines and herbaceous
plants.  For recreational uses, this soil is rated as severely limited
(soil properties are unfavorable, and limitations can be offset only
by combination of costly soil reclamation, special design, intensive
maintenance and limited use).  It is also rated as having only fair
potential for wild herbaceous plants (this element can be
established, improved or maintained in most places and requires
moderately intensive management for satisfactory results).

Canaveral urban land complex soils have generally been
modified by grading and the construction of impervious surfaces. 
These soils accommodate buildings, roads, parking lots, and
drainage facilities.  Like Canaveral fine sand, this soil complex is
rated as severely limited for recreational uses and as having only
fair potential for wild herbaceous plants.  

Captiva fine sand includes 5 to 10 percent of Canaveral and
Kesson soils and scattered areas of ponded Captiva fine sand and is
described as nearly level, poorly drained soil.  Slopes are smooth to
concave and range from zero to one percent.  Under natural
conditions, depth to water table is about ten inches for one to two
months and ten to forty inches for ten to eleven months.  This soil
may be under standing water for several days in some years. 
Available water capacity is low and permeability is very rapid. 
Natural vegetation includes cabbage palm, Brazilian pepper, sand
cordgrass (Spartina bakeri), leather fern (Acrostichum
danaeifolium) and wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera).  For recreational
uses, this soil is also rated as severely limited.  However, it has fair
potential for the wildlife elements of grasses and legumes, wild
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herbaceous plants, and hardwood trees; good potential for the
wildlife elements of wetland plants and shallow water areas; fair
potential as habitat for woodland wildlife; and good potential as
habitat for wetland wildlife.

Beaches are narrow strips of nearly level, mixed sand and shell
fragments along the Gulf of Mexico.  These areas are covered with
daily saltwater tides and are subject to movement by wind and
tides.  Salt-tolerant plants are the only vegetation.  Beaches are
suitable for recreation.

Muck soils are nearly level, very poorly drained, and located in
marsh areas.  Slopes range from 0 to 1 percent.  These soils are
generally not suitable for cultivated crops or citrus, but Gator muck
is well suited for vegetable crops or sugar cane if drained.  These
soils are vulnerable to flooding and have severe limitations for
urban development.

Kesson fine sand includes ten to fifteen percent areas of Captiva
and Wulfert soils, soils with organic surface layers and soils
disturbed with loamy material.  This soil is described as nearly
level, very poorly drained soil in broad tidal swamps which is
subject to tidal flooding.  Slopes are smooth and range from zero to
one percent.  Depth to water table fluctuates with the tide,
available water capacity is low, permeability is moderately rapid to
rapid and natural fertility is low.  Natural vegetation includes
black mangrove (Avicennia germinans), red mangrove (Rhizophora
mangle), sea-oxeye daisy (Borrichia arborescens) and saltwort
(Batis maritima).  For recreational uses, this soil is also rated as
severely limited.  It has fair potential for the wildlife habitat
elements of wetland plants and shallow water areas and fair
potential as habitat for wetland wildlife (USDA/SCS, 1984).

St. Augustine sand, organic substratum-Urban land complex
are areas of St. Augustine sand, organic substratum, and areas of
Urban land.  The areas of the St. Augustine soil and of Urban land
are so intermingled that is was not practical to map them
separately at the scale used for mapping  (USDA/SCS, 1984). 
About 50 to 65 percent of each mapped area is St. Augustine sand,
organic substratum, and about 20 to 35 percent is Urban land that
is covered by houses and other buildings and streets and other

forms of pavement.  The St. Augustine soil is in marshes and
mangrove swamps.  It consists of gray to pale brown sand, with
about 25 percent multicolored shell fragments, overlying organic
layers.  Slopes are smooth to slightly convex and range from 0 to 2
percent.  The depth of the water table varies with the amount of fill
material and the extent of artificial drainage within any mapped
area.  However, in most years, the water table 24 to 48 inches
below the surface of the fill material for 2 to 4 months.  It is below
a depth of 48 inches during extended dry periods.  The available
water capacity is low in the fill material and high in the underlying
organic material.  Permeability is estimated to be rapid.  Natural
fertility is low.  Most of the natural vegetation has been removed. 
There are scattered weeds in vacant lots.  The soil is poorly suited
to most plants unless topsoil is used.  The soil is severely limited for
most kinds of community development and related uses. 

Urban land soils consist of areas that are more than 85 percent
covered by buildings, parking lots, roads, and other man-made
structures.  Unoccupied areas are mostly lawns, vacant lots, and
playgrounds.  

Matlacha gravelly fine sand, is nearly level, somewhat poorly
drained, and was formed by fill and earthmoving operations. 
Permeability is estimated to be rapid in the fill and underlying
surfaces.  The water table varies with the amount of fill material
and the extent of artificial drainage. The available water capacity is
variable, but it is estimated to be low.  It is poorly suited for plants
unless topsoil is spread over the area to provide a suitable root
zone.  Most of the natural vegetation has been removed.  The
existing vegetation consists of the South Florida slash pine and
various scattered weeds.  The soil has severe limitations for septic
tanks and recreational uses and moderate limitations for building
sites.
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Appendix C — Federal  Legislation

The following is an assessment of existing federal regulations
that affect the natural environment at Fort Myers Beach.

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) was adopted by
Congress in 1973.  The act establishes criteria for the listing of
plants and animals as threatened or endangered.  The ESA also
provides a permitting program which helps ensure that
ecosystems upon which listed species rely are conserved during
development activities.  The Act also provides the impetus for
the creation of species-specific Habitat Conservation Plans
intended to address the long-term viability of populations of
endangered or threatened species.  

The Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 gives the
U.S. Department of the Interior the responsibility for the
management and protection of marine mammals found within
the territorial boundaries of the United States, including the
West Indian Manatee.

The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972
establishes a cooperative state and federal program to manage
coastal zones in the United States.  Implementation of the CZMA
may be delegated to individual states which adopt their own
programs which meet the criteria of the federal program.  The
Florida Coastal Management Program, which was approved in
1982, is administered by the Florida Department of Community
Affairs.  

The Clean Water Act establishes a permitting program and
criteria for the discharge of pollutants into the country’s waters,
including minimum water quality standards.  The Act focuses
primarily on surface waters, and provides the greatest protection
for wetlands of any federal legislation.

The Rivers and Harbors Act (1899) regulates all
activities affecting the navigable waters of the United States,
including the approval of dredging and filling activities in
wetlands.  This regulation affects the construction of bridges,
roads, wharves, and just about every activity which could be
interpreted as affecting navigable waters.  The primary
enforcement agency is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers which
may solicit comments from other agencies during its review of
activities which fall under this Act.

The Clean Air Act (1970, 1990) establishes emission
standards for point source emitters of airborne pollutants as well
as motor vehicles,  It also sets pollution controls which require
communities and industry to meet ambient air quality standards
for a number of air pollutants.

The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 establishes
the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) which makes
federally-subsidized flood insurance available in communities
which adopt and adequately enforce floodplain management
ordinances that meet NFIP requirements.  The Act also required
that the Federal Emergency Management Agency establish flood
risk zones in all flood prone areas. 

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (1982) prohibits
new federal expenditures for new or expanded development on
undeveloped coastal barriers which are included within the
Coastal Barrier Resources System.

The Marine Turtle Protection Act (1991) strengthened
marine turtle protection measures by requiring states to consider
turtle protection in all permit applications for coastal
construction and excavation.

The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 charges the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency with ensuring that drinking
water meets established criteria.
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Appendix D — State Legislation & Policies

The Florida Endangered and Threatened Species
Act and the Preservation of Native Flora of Florida Act
establishes criteria for the listing, protection, and management
of plant and animal species considered to be endangered,
threatened, or of special concern. 

The Florida Wildlife Code, also known as Chapter 39,
FAC, restricts the pursuit, molestation, harm, harassment,
capture, or possession of a listed species.  The Code establishes a
permitting program for such activities, including permits for the
“incidental take” (lawful killing “incidental to” otherwise
allowable activities) of individual animals.

The Florida Manatee Sanctuary Act establishes
protective measures for the endangered West Indian manatees
and establishes manatee sanctuary areas throughout the State.

The Water Resources Act establishes state water policy
and implementation measures, which include the creation of the
five regional water management districts.  This act also
mandates the formulation of a state water use plan.

The Florida Water Quality Assurance Act requires the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection to maintain a
statewide groundwater quality monitoring network and
database.

The Florida Safe Drinking Water Act establishes a
statewide framework for regulating drinking water quality.

The 1984 Groundwater Protection Rule establishes
guidelines for the restoration, conservation, and management of
the state’s groundwater resources.  Florida was the first state in
the nation to adopt such a rule.

The Florida Solid Waste Management Act (1988)
requires each county and city to include recycling programs in
their comprehensive plans and to develop and initiate recycling
programs with the goal of reducing the waste stream by 30% by
the end of 1994.

Chapter 161, FS, and Chapter 62B-33, FAC, establish
the state’s beach and shore preservation regulations including
structural requirements, Coastal Construction Control Line
(CCCL) guidelines, and sea turtle protection regulations.

Chapter 163, FS (Local Government Comprehensive
Planning and Land Redevelopment Act) requires that
each city and county prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan
containing mandatory elements that address growth
management issues including conservation and coastal zone
management.

Chapter 253, FS, regulates aquatic preserves. 
Chapter 258, FS, regulates state-owned lands.
Chapter 370, FS, and Chapter 16N-35, FAC,

established the state’s salt water fishing license requirements.
Chapter 373, FS, regulates wetlands.
Chapter 403, FS, establishes water quality standards.
Chapter 40E, Florida Administrative Code (FAC)

provides for Environmental Resource permits and exemptions.
Rule 9J-5, FAC establishes the minimum criteria for local

government comprehensive plans, and is used by the Florida
Department of Community Affairs to determine whether such
plans fulfill the requirements of the state’s Growth Management
Act.  This rule prescribes the minimum requirements for each
element of the comprehensive plan. 

The Surface Water Improvement and Management
(SWIM) Act of 1987 requires each of the state’s five water
management districts to identify those surface waters most in
need of restoration or preservation.  The act mandates the
development of management plans (“SWIM plans”) for each
water body so identified, including detailed schedules of
implementation.

The Mangrove Trimming and Preservation Act was
enacted during the 1995 legislative session and amended during
the 1996 session.  This act provides standards for the selective
trimming of mangrove trees and establishes a permitting
program to allow such activities.  The 1995 version allowed
trimming of mangroves by private persons on publicly owned
lands, preempted local permitting programs, and prohibited the
adoption of local standards more stringent those provided within
the act.  The 1996 amendments restored protection of publicly
owned mangroves, relaxed the preemptions of local authority,
and provided clarification regarding the trimming standards.
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Appendix E — Local Programs and Agencies

The following is a summary of local organizations involved in
the protecting the coastal environment of Fort Myers Beach.

Turtle Time
Turtle Time, Inc. was established in 1989 as a non-profit

organization dedicated to the continued survival of the loggerhead
sea turtles.  Turtle Time is licensed by the state and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to monitor sea turtle nesting activities on the
beaches of Bowditch Point south to the Collier County line.  During
nesting season, volunteers patrol this area daily looking for signs
that turtles have crawled onto the beaches.  When they spot signs of
a crawling turtle, they investigate and see if a nest was dug and eggs
laid.  Nests are marked with the yellow “Sea Turtle Nest” sign and
their locations recorded.  If necessary, the nests will be fenced off to
keep out natural predators such as raccoons.  Nests can be moved to
better locations if necessary to save them but only as a last resort. 
Volunteers also aid turtles in distress and assist the hatchlings when
necessary.

Ostego Bay Foundation
The Ostego Bay Foundation is actively involved with local

environmental protection.  The foundation participates in Estero Bay
water quality sampling, monitoring of seagrasses and sediments,
tidal flow studies (mapping), POD (dolphin research), setting up
manatee programs, support for Florida Marine Institute, all done by
volunteers.  This includes a FEMA-certified oil spill co-op first
responder team.  The foundation is housed in the Ostego Bay
Foundation Marine Science Center on San Carlos Island.  Public
education exhibits including aquariums, near shore tank, fossils,
endangered species, mangroves, and shells.  

Friends of Matanzas Pass Preserve
Friends of Matanzas Pass Preserve is an outgrowth of the

citizens’ movement that resulted in the acquisition of this preserve,
its ultimate transfer to Lee County, and the ongoing restoration
activities there.  The non-profit group stresses the many reasons why
the preserve is important to our ecological system and organizes the
opportunities for educational use and for “hands-on” involvement in
managing and caring for the preserve.

Estero Island Historic Society
The Estero Island Historic Society is actively preserving the

heritage of Fort Myers Beach.  The society presents a slide show of
the history of Fort Myers Beach and is responsible for the restoration
of the historic San Castle cottage.  The cottage was saved from
destruction and moved to its current location at the entrance to the
Matanzas Pass Preserve.  It has been refurbished and now serves as
the society’s Historic Cottage and Nature Center, a free museum and
interpretive center for the preserve.

Caloosahatchee River Citizen’s Association
The SFWMD has begun work on watershed plans for the

Caloosahatchee River watershed and Estero Bay watershed.  The
Caloosahatchee River Citizen’s Association, a not-for-profit public
organization, meets monthly to help create the Caloosahatchee River
watershed plan.  

Coastal Advisory Council
The Coastal Advisory Council was created in 1995 by Lee County

Resolution #95-12-02.  The council was created to advise the Lee
County Board of County Commissioners, staff, and the various
advisory boards about projects affecting beach and shore
preservation.  The advisory council informs the Board of County
Commissioners about the best roles they can play in conserving the
beaches of Lee County.

Randell Research Center
The Randell Research Center is being created by the Florida

Museum of Natural History at Pineland on northern Pine Island. 
The site is a 200-acre internationally significant archaeological site
where enormous shell mounds overlook the waters of Pine Island
Sound.  The site was once occupied by the Calusa Indians and is now
listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  The domain of the
Calusa Indians included all of Estero Bay including Mound Key, also
the site of a significant ceremonial site.  The center will house
ongoing research programs in archaeology, history, and ecology, and
programs in environmental and heritage education.



INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 1

DEFINING THE PROBLEMS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 2
Why Conventional Solutions Haven’t Worked at Fort Myers
Beach . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 3
Estero Boulevard as an Evacuation Route . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 4

SELECTED SOLUTIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 6
1. Mobility Using a Variety of Travel Modes . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 7

Make it easier for visitors to arrive without a car . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 7
Improve trolley service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 8
Use impact fees and gas taxes to support alternate travel modes . . . . 7 - 8
Encourage a reliable system of water taxis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 9
Create a hidden-path system . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 10

2. Upgrade Estero Boulevard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 11
Expand the Times Square streetscape project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 11
Institute traffic calming measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 12
Put buildings closer to the street . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 14
Improve sidewalks and bikeways . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 15
Require traffic impact analyses for new development . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 15

3. Optimize the Parking Supply . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 16
Encourage shared parking lots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 17

Big may not be better when sizing parking lots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 18
Visitors need to be directed to available parking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 19
Planning for parking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 20

4. The Future of the Bridges . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 21
The Sky Bridge is the scene but not the cause of traffic congestion . . . 7 - 21
Do not direct additional bridge capacity toward Times Square . . . . . . 7 - 22

5. Experiment Widely . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 23

LEVEL-OF-SERVICE STANDARD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 24

FUTURE TRANSPORTATION MAP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 26

GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 27
OBJECTIVE 7-A DEFINING THE PROBLEMS . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 27
OBJECTIVE 7-B CONVENTIONAL SOLUTIONS . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 27
OBJECTIVE 7-C EVACUATION ROUTE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 28
OBJECTIVE 7-D VARIETY OF TRAVEL MODES . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 28
OBJECTIVE 7-E UPGRADE ESTERO BOULEVARD . . . . . . . . 7 - 29
OBJECTIVE 7-F OPTIMIZE THE PARKING SUPPLY . . . . . . . 7 - 30
OBJECTIVE 7-G THE FUTURE OF THE BRIDGES . . . . . . . . . 7 - 31
OBJECTIVE 7-H EXPERIMENT WIDELY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 32
OBJECTIVE 7-I LEVEL-OF-SERVICE STANDARD . . . . . . . . . 7 - 33
OBJECTIVE 7-J PROTECTING PUBLIC ACCESS . . . . . . . . . . 7 - 33

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT



A
sd

f



TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT                                                                      JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                     PAGE  7 – 1

Figure 1, Times Square pedestrian mall (photo courtesy Mohsen Salehi)

INTRODUCTION

This element addresses many transportation issues, with particu-
lar attention to the traffic congestion that occurs every winter at
Fort Myers Beach.  Traffic congestion has proven intractable, not
due to a lack of attention but because many of the potential
solutions would have such major impacts on the community. 
Many piecemeal improvements have been made through the
years, but despite these efforts, congestion is a major
inconvenience every winter.

Options to improve the flow of traffic are very limited due to the
density of existing development; the single road that traverses
the island; and limited right-of-way for road expansion and
intersection improvements.  And as time has demonstrated,
increased traffic flow doesn’t necessarily reduce congestion; there
is so much pent-up demand for travel to the beaches that the
number of trips tends to increase to meet whatever road capacity
can be provided.

This element attempts to demystify the subject of traffic conges-
tion so that the public can understand the available alternatives
and their potential side-effects.  It gives fair consideration to the
widest array of possibilities, including some that haven’t been
previously considered.  This element identifies the approaches
most likely to benefit the community, and suggests specific
actions that the Town of Fort Myers Beach can take to further
these approaches.  This element also meets new state require-
ments for a transportation element, combining material often
found in separate elements (such as traffic, mass transit, and
ports).  

This document should outlast its immediate purpose as a com-
ponent of the town’s first comprehensive plan.  Through this
element, visitors and new residents who take an interest in the
island’s transportation problems will be able to better under-
stand the commonly suggested “solutions to the traffic problem.” 
Future planning and engineering studies can also use this ele-
ment as a thorough summary of data and analysis on transporta-
tion problems at Fort Myers Beach.

Because of this element’s length and the many alternatives that
were examined (including many not selected for action at this
time), this document is organized as follows:
# Summary of transportation issues, including this

plan’s approach for the Town of Fort Myers Beach
# Goals, objectives, and policies to be formally

adopted
# Transportation Alternatives  (APPENDIX A) 
# Additional Transportation Data  (APPENDIX B)

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
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Figure 2, Estero Boulevard in the peak season

DEFINING THE PROBLEMS
Transportation problems are easy to find at Fort Myers Beach;
they are the subject of daily conversation of residents, especially
in the crowded winter months.  The alternatives selected for
action in this element are those that might mitigate one or more
of three main areas of concern:

Y CONGESTION:  Every winter, Estero Boulevard becomes
so crowded that traffic backs up, sometimes for miles in
both directions.  Although tourists are often unfazed by
this congestion, local residents sometimes find it impossi-
ble to carry out their daily routines, especially if they
involve trips off the island between mid-morning and
early evening.

Y PARKING:  The shortage of beach parking in the down-
town area has achieved legendary status, even though
existing parking lots are not used to capacity.  When
visitors cannot find a parking space, they tend to wander
around in their cars, worsening congestion.  The welcome
rebirth of commercial activity near Times Square will
increase the demand for parking.  Yet the problem is
more complex than just a shortage of parking.  A parking
surplus can cause its own problems by inducing more
people to try driving to Fort Myers Beach, offsetting the
relief now being provided by public transportation and
bicycling or walking.

Y SPEEDING:  Despite the virtual crawl of traffic on parts
of Estero Boulevard, speeding is also a problem.  The
same motorists who crawl during the day near Times
Square may speed at the south end of the island, or
whenever traffic lightens.  This is not merely an annoy-
ance; it often results in the deadly combination of care-
lessness (often alcohol-induced) and vulnerable pedestri-
ans and bicyclists.  If motorists didn’t speed on

Estero Boulevard, many more people would get out of
their own cars and discover the pleasure of moving around
a beautiful beach community on foot.  A recent engineer-
ing publication describes the problem this way:

“To design for the continuous opportunities for free-flow-
ing vehicles (as is the case with 10-foot-wide and greater
travel lanes) is to create situations where most of the
time passenger cars — far and away the predominate
vehicle — will travel at speeds greater than are desirable
for nearby pedestrians.  This becomes a self-worsening
situation of degradation of the pedestrian environment:
faster vehicles are noisier and more dangerous to pedes-
trians; faster vehicles generally mean fewer pedestrians;
and fewer pedestrians generally mean even faster vehi-
cles.”    (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1997, Traditional
Neighborhood Development: Street Design Guidelines, Proposed
Recommended Practice prepared by ITE Transportation Planning
Council Committee 5P-8: Washington D.C.)
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Why Conventional Solutions Haven’t Worked
at Fort Myers Beach
Traffic congestion can be relieved with conventional engineering
solutions, given enough money.  Roads can be widened to handle
higher volumes of traffic, as when U.S. 41 through Fort Myers
was converted from a two-lane rural highway to a seven-lane
urban thoroughfare in the 1970s.  When widening is no longer
practical, alternate routes can be built for the extra traffic (as
when Interstate 75 was extended through Lee County in the
same decade to relieve further congestion on U.S. 41).  This cycle
of extra lanes plus a network of alternate routes has managed to
keep up with strong population growth in Lee County, plus the
pronounced pattern of increasing automobile usage per person
(the rate of vehicles per person in Lee County has grown from
0.47 vehicles per person in 1950 to 1.35 vehicles per person in
1995).

Neither of these methods would work well to ease traffic conges-
tion at Fort Myers Beach.  Estero Island has a configuration that
is not conducive to developing a road network, with its long
narrow shape, frequent navigable canals, and sensitive environ-
mental resources that interfere with all routes that could provide
additional access.  And it would be very difficult to add lanes on
Estero Boulevard, since the portions experiencing the most
congestion are only 50 feet wide and also serve as one of the
premier public spaces that give Fort Myers Beach its memorable
character.  

Many of the conventional solutions that would allow more traffic
to flow along Estero Boulevard might actually be more harmful
than helpful.  Conventional solutions sensibly try to reduce delay
and improve safety.  Unfortunately, reduced delay for cars often
increases delays for pedestrians and bicyclists.  

In the same way, improving safety for the occupants of vehicles
often degrades safety for those outside vehicles.  To move cars
faster, lanes are often widened, and roadside obstructions such

as trees are forbidden or removed.  But when cars are traveling
faster, it is more difficult to avoid collisions with pedestrians,
since drivers and pedestrians both have less time to react.  Up to
about 25 MPH, vehicles can easily stop for pedestrians.  Above 25
MPH, the danger to pedestrians increases dramatically with
speed, and the difficulty in safe crossing increases correspond-
ingly.  Pedestrians hit by a car are much more likely to be killed
or severely injured when the car is traveling fast. 

Pedestrians and bicyclists are the lifeblood of the resort and
retiree economy of Fort Myers Beach.  Each car requires an
enormous amount of space for movement and parking compared
to a person on foot, who may be walking for recreation, to reach
a specific destination, or to reach a trolley stop.  Given the
current congested conditions, space dedicated to cars is lost for
other modes of travel.  Transportation improvements that hinder
mobility on foot may ultimately be no improvement at all.

With these difficulties in mind, a wide range of alternatives have
been examined in search of promising means of increasing
mobility and making Fort Myers Beach a better place to live and
visit.  These alternatives are described in detail in Appendix A, in
three categories:

# Improvements that could be made within the confines
of existing public rights-of-way (or with relatively
modest expenditures).

# Improvements that would require major public expen-
ditures for acquiring additional land and building
roads.

# Improvements that aren’t practical with today’s tech-
nology, but which may hold promise for the future.
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20 MPH
60 MPH

Figure 3, Safe vehicle spacing at 20 MPH & 60 MPH (w/o interference by driveways/intersections/parking)

Estero Boulevard as an Evacuation Route
Besides providing access to property and serving daily traffic,
Estero Boulevard is the sole evacuation route when a hurricane
threatens Fort Myers Beach.  Fort Myers Beach is extremely
vulnerable to quickly rising waters, especially if a hurricane (or
strong tropical storm) strikes land to the north of Fort Myers
Beach from the Gulf of Mexico.  If residents are not able to
evacuate in a fairly short period of time, they will be trapped on
Estero Island by rising waters.

Several ideas for reducing excessive speeding on Estero Boule-
vard have been dismissed by Lee County transportation officials
who fear that these measures would reduce the ability of Estero
Boulevard to serve as an evacuation route.  Needless to say, Fort
Myers Beach residents are equally concerned that their chances
for safe evacuation are not reduced by any actions of government
or their fellow citizens.

This subject requires an understanding of the relation between
traffic volume and traffic speed.  It is easy, but wrong, to assume
that roads with higher speeds will automatically be able to carry
more cars.  In an evacuation, the critical factor is the total num-
ber of cars that can evacuate, not the speed at which individual
cars are traveling.  In fact, under certain conditions there is an
inverse relation between the number of cars passing a given

point and their speed, such as on an arterial road like Estero
Boulevard under normal operating conditions.

An important factor is the space needed between cars for drivers
to stop safely if the car in front brakes suddenly.  The standard
rule for a safe following distance is to leave two seconds be-
tween vehicles.  The two-second rule translates into varying
distances, depending on the speed being traveled.  At 60 MPH,
176 feet of space is required, but at 20 MPH, only 59 feet are
required (see Table 7-1).  Figure 3 illustrates this spacing, show-
ing the higher density of cars (cars per mile at a given instant) at
lower speeds.  This higher density allows more cars to pass, up
until the point where more cars try to use a road than its capac-
ity allows.  At that point the density of cars continues to go up,
but speeds (and traffic volumes) drop dramatically because
when any one car slows, the cars immediately behind must do
the same, causing “waves” of very slow travel speeds.

Table 7-1 — Safe Spacing Between Vehicles
Speed in MPH Speed in feet/second Two-second spacing

60 MPH 88 176 feet
50 MPH 73 147 feet
40 MPH 59 117 feet
30 MPH 44 88 feet
20 MPH 29 59 feet
10 MPH 15 29 feet
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Figure 4, Conceptual relationship of levels of service to some measures of quality of flow under ideal
uninterrupted flow conditions (SOURCE: Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, Institute of
Transportation Engineers, 1982, Figure 16.1b)

This complex relationship is illustrated in Figure 4 which shows
the classical parabolic speed-to-volume curve.  High speeds are at
the upper left and low speeds are at the lower left.  The curve
begins in the upper left corner, where high speeds of 70 MPH

result in quick movement for light traffic volumes.  As the curve
moves down and to the right, lower speeds require less space
between cars, resulting in higher traffic densities.  Note, how-
ever, that the curve reverses suddenly around 30 MPH.  At just
above this speed, a road like Estero Boulevard can carry its
highest volume of traffic (although at a poor level of service).

As more drivers attempt to use a road than it can carry, speeds
quickly drop below 30 MPH.  The number of cars able to traverse
a road goes down instead of up once the road’s capacity is ex-

ceeded because of the stop-and-go pattern.  Under full bumper-
to-bumper conditions, the density of cars is very high, but speed
and volume approach zero.  This is true even behind the point of
the actual bottleneck, where long lines of traffic quickly develop. 
These lines cannot dissipate until the number of motorists wish-
ing to use the road drops below the number that can pass
through the bottleneck.

This digression into the theory of traffic flow is important be-
cause it demonstrates that efforts to reduce speeding on Estero
Boulevard do not inherently conflict with its role as an evacua-
tion route.  It also helps in understanding how various proposed
road improvements might affect travel flow and safety at Fort
Myers Beach.
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SELECTED SOLUTIONS

Transportation problems are usually solved by finding ways to
move more cars faster; new roads are designed for this sole
purpose.  If sidewalks are provided at all, they often become
dangerous places at the curbs’ edge.  Public involvement is
minimal; who is able to argue effectively about the technicalities
of traffic flow or the dictates of traffic engineering manuals?  

One observer notes:
“The mentality of “freeway” (with all its misleading impli-
cations of freedom of action and for free) has come to so
dominate the building of roads that sections of city streets
have been seen as compromised extensions of the free,
unencumbered movement.  They have been measured first
by the capacity to move traffic and only very secondarily by
their capacity to sustain the life of the city around them.”
(Donlyn Lyndon in Places, Summer 1997)

This element avoids the “freeway approach” to transportation
planning in two ways.  Mobility outside of cars is taken very
seriously; and the streets are emphasized for their urban design
value as well as mobility needs.

This approach has important implications for a community that
relies heavily on tourism.  Many great tourist destinations are
overrun by cars during peak periods; yet visitors persist as long
they remain great tourist destinations.  Fort Myers Beach has a
combination of beautiful beaches and a relaxed, outdoor-ori-
ented public life that is the envy of many resort locations. 
Rather than apologizing that “the traffic problem still hasn’t been
solved,” the town’s message needs to become “we welcome you,
but you may be better off leaving your car at home.”  To make this
approach realistic, the town needs to make it easier for people to
move around Estero Island without having to drive a car for
every trip.
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1. Mobility Using a Variety of Travel Modes

A mobility-oriented strategy requires a balanced transportation
system, with several improvements beyond what is available
today.  The most important components will be described briefly
in this section:

# Make it easier for visitors to arrive without a
car (such as convenient airport limousine service
that is integrated with trolley and taxi stops).

# Improve trolley service to make it more attrac-
tive to visitors and residents.

# Use impact fees and gas taxes to support
alternate travel modes such as walking, trolleys,
and water transportation.

# Encourage a reliable system of water taxis
and scheduled water shuttle service.

# Create a hidden-path system parallel to Estero
Boulevard. 

(A more thorough discussion of alternate travel modes can be
found on pages 7-A-5 to 7-A-18 of Appendix A.)

Make it easier for visitors to arrive without a car

Tourists headed to Fort Myers Beach nearly always arrive by car,
despite the pedestrian-friendly nature of the community.  Out-of-
state visitors to Lee County stay an average of seven nights,
while Florida visitors average less than four nights.  Many of the
short-term visitors arriving by air would happily avoid the ex-
pense of renting a car if they had economical transportation to
Fort Myers Beach and reliable means of moving around upon
arrival.

The majority of tourists arrive in Lee County by airplane (68% in
1996).  Slightly fewer continue their visit to Lee County with a
rental car (60% in 1996); the remainder are met by friends or
relatives, or use a taxi or shuttle bus to reach their destination. 

In spite of the large number of visitors to Fort Myers Beach,
there is no regularly scheduled airport shuttle service.  On-re-
quest service is available to patrons of larger motels and resorts,
and three taxi companies operate on the island.  If scheduled
limousines or shuttle buses were available, fewer vehicles would
be driven to Fort Myers Beach.

Tourist lodgings at Fort Myers Beach are spread out across the
island, and many are very small operations.  It would be difficult
for a scheduled service to drop passengers at all of their destina-
tions.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach should encourage sched-
uled airport service and the designation of a central drop-off
point that would include a trolley stop and taxi stand.  These
services at a single location would create a small transit termi-
nal.  Business locations near a terminal would also provide good
opportunities for coffee shops, news stands, and rentals of bikes,
motorbikes, roller blades, and even cars for off-island trips.
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Figure 5, Trolley bus

Improve trolley service

Fort Myers Beach has been served by Lee Tran trolley buses for a
decade with varying success.  The trolleys have proven more
popular than conventional buses, but have not achieved their
potential as a reliable travel mode for visitors.  The trolley sys-
tem has received varying subsidies from grants, the Estero Island
CRA, and the town itself, with
ridership increasing when service
is more frequent and when fares
were eliminated.  However, the
subsidies have been an ad-hoc
response to a perennial
congestion problem, and no long-
term funding or operational plan
has been developed.

There is some public distaste for subsidizing visitors’ trolley trips
by eliminating fares, but even when fares are charged, public
transportation still requires a subsidy.  When compared to the
various costs of building more road capacity to accommodate
tourists, improved transit service can be an inexpensive alterna-
tive.

Practical measures to improve trolley usage include:
# Recurring subsidies from tourism sources so that

service can be enhanced and congestion minimized
during heavy seasonal traffic;

# Pull-offs at important stops along Estero Boulevard so
that passengers can safely board and to keep trolleys
from blocking the flow of traffic.  Pull-offs could be
built during other improvements to Estero Boulevard,
or could be Land Development Code requirements
during the redevelopment process.

# Clear signs at every stop with full route and fare
information;

# Bus shelters at key locations, with roofs, benches, and
transparent (or open) sides; and

# Replacement of the existing trolleys with clean-fuel
vehicles so that businesses won’t object to having trol-
leys stop at their front doors.

Tram-style vehicles have also been considered; passenger can
board quickly through their multiple gates.  The slow travel
speeds of most trams (and the difficulty in collecting fares with
multiple gates) makes them unsuitable for use on busy streets,
but they may be useful for shuttle service to Bowditch Point.

Use impact fees and gas taxes to support alternate
travel modes

The Town of Fort Myers Beach collects impact fees from new
development and receives a share of county and state gasoline
taxes.  These funds have various limitations but must be used for
transportation purposes.  Although road maintenance must not
be compromised, some of these funds can be used to support
alternate modes rather than being spent solely on more roads.  

The town has inherited Lee County’s road impact fee ordinance,
and can amend it to suit the town’s needs (within legal limits for
impact fees).  There is no reason to dedicate these funds solely
to road improvements when other travel modes are available to
supplement the road system.  This program may be expandable
to pay for capital improvements such as improved mass transit,
better sidewalks, elevating roads to prevent flooding, and pro-
viding off-island parking areas.

Any major success in getting visitors to leave their cars on the
mainland will depend on the creation of a balanced transporta-
tion system.  For instance, airport limousines and interceptor
parking lots only work with a reliable system of public transpor-
tation.  In the same way, a bus or trolley trip usually involves
some walking at each end.  If that walk is of reasonable length
and is a pleasant experience, people will use public transporta-
tion much more often.  (Fortunately, walkways that are safe,
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Figure 6, Some potential landing sites for water transportation

Figure 7, Water taxi unloading at a Fort Lauderdale hotel

beautiful, and interesting are just as desirable to permanent
residents as they are to visitors.)

Encourage a reliable system of water taxis

Few resort communities have as much potential for water trans-
portation as Fort Myers Beach.  Water transportation is a classic
example of making the trip part of the experience, because of its
novelty plus the potential for seeing wildlife along the way. 
Matanzas Pass and its adjoining canals could provide an ideal
water transportation network for recreational trips.  This net-
work could use a mix of on-call water taxis plus regularly sched-
uled water shuttles, stopping at landing sites such as those
shown in Figure 6.  For the 13 sites shown that are at restau-
rants, motels, and marinas, the owners would have to agree to
provide dockage.  The agreement would ensure public access to
the system while providing positive exposure to the business,

enabling them to expand their patronage.

Water transportation is hindered by logistical problems including
limited dockage; manatee slow-speed zones; potential for foul
weather; and existing regulations that require dedicated parking
spaces at each stop.  Although boat service would be a private-
sector activity, there are some steps that the town can take to
encourage water transportation, including formal policies in this
comprehensive plan supporting water transportation to lay the
groundwork for repealing regulations that work against water
shuttles (such as parking requirements that consider a water
shuttle or taxi to be a business requiring a separate pool of
parking spaces at each stopping point).

Water taxis are operating successfully as private businesses in
Miami and Fort Lauderdale.  In downtown Miami, a water
shuttle runs continuously for a one-way fare of only $3.50. 
Water taxi service is available to and from Miami Beach for
$7.00 each way; this is an on-call shared-ride service.  Identical
water taxi service is available in Fort Lauderdale.  These boats
load and unload from the front, allowing them to dock in tight
locations without special facilities (see Figure 7).
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Figure 8, Conceptual plan for a network of “hidden paths”

Create a hidden-path system

A new pedestrian concept emerged from public workshops
during the preparation of this comprehensive plan, a quiet
network of “hidden paths” to run parallel to Estero Boulevard on
the Bay side to provide an alternative to walking and cycling
along Estero Boulevard.  This network is described further in the
Community Design Element of this plan, and is shown conceptu-
ally in Figure 8.  

The “hidden path” network would expand the use of cycling and
walking to school as an alternative to walking along busy Estero
Boulevard (many students live close to the elementary school
but now take the bus or are driven to school).  The “hidden
paths” would also provide an alternative walking and bicycling
environment that could replace some single-occupant-vehicle
trips.  This would be particularly true where parts of the path
system link important centers of activity.  These paths could also

alleviate a gap in the future transportation network by connect-
ing water- and land-based transportation.

The successful implementation of such an idea would require
extensive community involvement and a close working relation-
ship between residential neighborhoods and law enforcement
agencies to ensure a safe and secure path.  A good first step may
be working with the Lee County School District to encourage
parents nearest the school to participate materially (through
donation of easements) and financially (where their property is
not involved).  School trips are the most effective way of ensur-
ing steady foot and cycling traffic, which would ensure safety
and immediate community involvement.  Presence of law en-
forcement, particularly Sheriff’s department bike patrols and
VOICE volunteers, would help ensure the successful implementa-
tion of the hidden path concept.  The facility must be designed
with adequate visibility to ensure the safety of users and adjoin-
ing property owners.
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2. Upgrade Estero Boulevard

Improvements to Estero Boulevard must balance travel needs
with the many other functions of this premier public space.  A
foremost objective must be to enhance Estero Boulevard’s role as
the spine of the community and avoid any changes that would
make into a barrier between the beachfront and the rest of
Estero Island.  If it were to become a barrier, the easy movement
between these two portions of the island, a kind of social and
physical porosity, would end.

The most important components of the town’s strategy toward
Estero Boulevard will be described briefly in this section:

# Expand the Times Square streetscape pro-
ject, beginning with the Bay-side sidewalk from
Times Square, and continuing southward.

# Institute traffic calming measures, especially
passive measures along Estero Boulevard.

# Put buildings closer to the street in pedestrian
zones

# Improve sidewalks and bikeways along Estero
Boulevard across the entire island

# Require traffic impact analyses for new de-
velopment

(A more thorough discussion of Estero Boulevard issues can be
found on throughout Appendices A and B.)

Expand the Times Square streetscape project

Fort Myers Beach has outstanding opportunities to increase
pedestrian and bicycle activity, and is undertaking many specific
improvements to this end.  In 1996 the Estero Island CRA com-
pleted its first construction phase, including a pedestrian mall at
Times Square and wide new sidewalks on the beach side of
Estero Boulevard from Times Square to the Lani Kai.

These improved sidewalks have already made walking even
more popular; the sidewalks are raised above a curb and are
surfaced with colorful pavers that match the new look of the
Times Square pedestrian mall.  Similar sidewalks should be
extended as far south as the public library, linking the elemen-
tary school and Bay Oaks to the Times Square area.  

If even a few feet of additional right-of-way can be obtained,
these sidewalks could be wider, or the coconuts could be planted
in a grass strip between the curb and the sidewalk.  If necessary,
costs could be reduced somewhat by using the decorative pavers
only at intervals between sections of standard concrete sidewalk. 
For capital planning purposes, cost should be budgeted at
$1,000,000 per mile for improvements similar to those now in
place, or double that for full sidewalks on both sides of Estero
Boulevard.

During the design phase of these improvements, many related
matters can be considered, such as stormwater improvements
and trolley shelters and pull-offs at key locations.

A similar pattern of urban sidewalks should be built in the future
around the Villa Santini Plaza.  The shopping plaza and its high-
rise neighbors provide the basis for another high-quality pedes-
trian zone at the south end of the island.
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Figure 9, Examples of pedestrian-vehicle conflicts     

Institute traffic calming measures

“Traffic calming” refers to a variety of practices that make streets
more hospitable to pedestrians and bicyclists, most often on side
streets where cars have begun to speed through residential
neighborhoods.  In these situations, undesirable though traffic is
“calmed” with physical techniques such as speed humps, nar-
rowed lanes, landscaping, traffic diverters, jogs, or traffic circles
at intersections.  These can be considered “active” traffic calming
techniques, which are intended to reduce speeding, or even
reduce the capacity of the road, to discourage its use as a short-
cut.  Active traffic calming is rarely suitable for arterial roads like
Estero Boulevard.  Local roads are seldom used as shortcuts
because of Estero Island’s long and narrow shape, so active
traffic calming will have only limited application at Fort Myers
Beach.

There are also “passive” measures that calm speeding traffic. 
These measures can play a major role in controlling speed with-
out diminishing the number of vehicles that can use the road.  As
discussed earlier in this element, Fort Myers Beach suffers from
excessive speeding along Estero Boulevard.  With the number of
bicycles and pedestrian sharing Estero Boulevard, this speeding
is extremely dangerous, especially with the nightlife and bars
that are patronized by Lee County residents who then drive
themselves home.

“Passive” traffic calming measures do not interfere with the
number or continuity of travel lanes in a road (although they
sometimes reduce lane widths slightly).  Typical techniques
include providing curbs and street trees; allowing buildings
nearer the road; and creating interesting vistas for drivers. 
These measure make the road more attractive and usable for
pedestrians, and also discourage speeding by ending the resem-
blance of the road to a rural highway whose wide travel lanes,
minimum curvature, and wide breakdown lanes are designed for
high-speed vehicles.  

Passive traffic calming along Estero Boulevard would help re-
duce speeding and maintain the “Main Street” feel that will
otherwise be diminished.  A new FDOT standard would allow
most passive (and even some active) traffic calming measure on
state-maintained arterial roads in residential corridors or areas
of high pedestrian activity.

The precise design of intersections also has great impacts on
travel behavior and pedestrian safety.  Sharp corners (with a
short radius) require drivers to slow down before turning.  When
the corner has a larger radius, vehicles can turn at faster speeds
and crosswalks must be longer, making crossing much more
dangerous.  Some corners are designed with a channelized turn
lane with a very large radius; these are extremely dangerous to
pedestrians, although a raised island can be provided as a refuge
for pedestrians.  Figure 9 illustrates these types of intersections.
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Figure 10, Existing design

Figure 11, Alternate plan

Landscaping and street trees provide a hospitable environment
for pedestrians and thus pedestrian-oriented commercial activi-
ties.  The presence of pedestrians passively calms traffic.  Motor-
ists understand the nature of a more urban street and tend to
slow down, not just for fear of being cited for speeding, but
because there are inherent uncertainties about what lies ahead. 
As a bonus, these roads are more interesting to drive along, even
when congestion slows traffic to a crawl.

Parts of Estero Boulevard, especially from Times Square to the
library, already have many passive traffic calming measures
including sidewalks, heavy pedestrian usage, power poles and
buildings near the road, and even the jogs in the right-of-way (at
Times Square and the library).  Extending the Times Square
streetscape south of the Lani Kai will further calm traffic while
better protecting pedestrians from reckless drivers (through the
curbs and street trees).  

These sidewalks should be made safer for pedestrians by placing
the rows of coconut palms in the traditional location between
the curb and the sidewalk (the current design places the trees at
the outer edge of the right-of-way, where they provide no pro-
tection whatever to pedestrians).  The existing design is shown
in Figure 10, and a computer-enhanced view of the proposed
plan is shown in Figure 11.  With this change, pedestrians will be
better protected from reckless drivers than at present.  The
beautiful palm trees will have a pleasant calming effect on
motorists.  Since full curbs are being provided, motorists are
reasonably separated from the trees.  (According to design
standards of the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials, the edge of tree trunks must be at least
1½ feet beyond a full curb.) 

The potential effects of specific traffic calming measures need to
be carefully considered.  Travel speeds and accident patterns
should be studied and various traffic-calming techniques evalu-
ated to avoid alternatives that will cause traffic hazards or inter-
fere with emergency vehicles.
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Figure 12, Major activity nodes

Figure 13, Relation of stores to parking lots

Put buildings closer to the street 

The three most im
portant activity cen-
ters along Estero
Boulevard are
shown in Figure 12. 
Each has reasonable
access (or potential
for access) by trol-
leys, by sidewalks,
and by dockage for
boats.
  
The complex of civic
buildings around the
public library and
the Times Square/Old San Carlos are close enough together (just
over a mile) that can anchor the ends of the most important
pedestrian zone at Fort Myers Beach.  The aging Villa Santini
Plaza at the south end of the island is ripe for redevelopment
and can become a second high-quality pedestrian zone to serve
residents in that area.

The commercial centers of both pedestrian zones should have
their buildings and display windows placed directly adjoining
wide sidewalks.  Locating the buildings this way is critical to
sustaining a pedestrian atmosphere.  If stores are separated from
the sidewalk by a large parking lot, even nearby residents are
less likely to walk across the inhospitable expanse of hot asphalt
(see Figure 13).  

When existing stores are separated from the street, extensions
can be added so that at least part of the building reaches the
public sidewalk.  Rearranged parking is still available, but is less
visible from the street, and pedestrians now have a path to the
main store without crossing the parking lot.  Over time, pedes-

trian usage increases and less parking is required.  Ultimately,
frontage on the public sidewalk can become the most valuable
space, with the parking lot and water retention areas increas-
ingly moved behind the stores, or under elevated commercial
space.

Detailed building facades also make walking more enjoyable
because they provide unique visual sequences.  When the walk is
interesting, its distance is noticed less.  And when sidewalks are
covered by awnings or canopies, pedestrians are protected from
sun and rain, further improving the experience and encouraging
walking.  Building or zoning codes that discourage or prohibit
these arrangements, or which require excessive front setbacks,
need to be quickly updated.
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Improve sidewalks and bikeways

Fort Myers Beach has outstanding opportunities to increase
pedestrian and bicycle activity.  The physical layout of the com-
munity encourages walking and biking, with all homes within
just a short distance from the beach and active commercial
areas.  Currently there are sidewalks on one side of most of
Estero Boulevard, and Lee County has imminent plans to fill one
gap from Buccaneer to Estrellita Drive using federal funds.  The
town should make every effort to have this project expanded to
fill the other gap from the Villa Santini Plaza to Bay Beach Lane.  
Future sidewalk projects would include sidewalks on the oppo-
site side of Estero Boulevard, which would also improve safety
and congestion by reducing the number of pedestrian crossings. 
In some areas, wide rights-of-way allow many design choices; in
others, deep drainage ditches could be put underground and
covered with new sidewalks.

Bicycles and pedestrians often share sidewalks, but that situation
is not ideal, especially where the number of pedestrians is high
and the sidewalks are narrow.  Where the right-of-way is wide,
separate bike paths and sidewalks can be built.  In areas with
limited right-of-way, bicyclists could be provided with extra-wide
travel lanes (14 feet wide); bicyclists would then be able to ride
with the flow of traffic, leaving the sidewalk to pedestrians.  The
ultimate result would be a resort environment that truly sup-
ports walking, bicycling, and public transportation.

There are several funding sources for sidewalks and bikeways,
including federal “transportation enhancement” funds, gasoline
tax proceeds, and (potentially) road impact fees.  Another option
would be the establishment of a special taxing or assessment
districts (MST/BUs), which could be used in conjunction with
lighting or other special districts. 

Require traffic impact analyses for new development

Under current regulations, the traffic impacts of new develop-
ment play almost no role in the approval or denial of develop-
ment orders.  The Diamondhead convention center, for instance,
is being built between two of the most important nodes of activ-
ity on Fort Myers Beach, and will have great impacts on both. 
Under current rules, however, no traffic circulation analysis was
required except for a determination of whether to build a single
turn lane.  (Further analysis wasn’t required because no rezoning
was needed and the number of trips generated in the peak hour
fell below a fixed county-wide threshold.)  

The town needs to ensure that its development regulations do
not allow this situation to continue, and which consider the
cumulative impacts of existing and potential development.  The
Land Development Code needs to be amended to lower the
thresholds for requiring traffic impact analyses and to establish
the type of analysis that will aid the town’s decision-making
process.  Proper technical analyses must be required, with the
results used to determine whether impacts are acceptable and
whether an improved design could offset some of the impacts (as
in the previous example in Figure 13 where stores separated
from the sidewalk will reduce usage by pedestrians and increase
traffic impacts).  Another example might be parking limitation
criteria whereby new trips generated as a result of new or ex-
panded land uses could not trigger a demand for additional
parking.  The town will need to hire a specialized transportation
consultant to create the specifications that developers would be
required to follow in preparing traffic impact analyses for their
proposed developments.
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3. Optimize the Parking Supply

Fort Myers Beach needs a comprehensive approach to its parking
problems.  Although this is widely understood, most responses to
the “parking problem” are still short-sighted.  The two most
recent examples are Lee County’s current plan to go from no
parking whatever at Bowditch Point to a very large lot there, and
local merchants’ towing of illegally parked vehicles (rather than
charging a fee for using surplus parking spaces).

The demand for parking varies greatly depending on the season. 
In all likelihood, any additional parking spaces that can be
provided will be consumed during the peak season if they are
close enough to popular beaches.  But each extra vehicle that is
driven to Fort Myers Beach during the peak season adds to the
existing congestion.  Parking spaces quite a distance from the
beaches, especially if on the mainland and served by trolleys, are
less likely to be used, but are far better from the standpoint of
congestion and improving the pedestrian environment; the
difficulty is in making them convenient or appealing enough to
attract more than occasional users.  

The location of public parking must be balanced with actual
demand and connected to popular destinations with comfortable
sidewalks or public transportation.  Likewise, the total supply of
parking spaces must be balanced with overall road capacity.  It
does visitors little good to have enough parking spaces if they
cannot be reached without an interminable wait in traffic.  A
surplus of on-island beach parking can work directly against the
success of off-island parking and public transportation.  In fact,
many communities find that a moderate parking shortage re-
duces unnecessary car trips and encourages walking and the use
of public transportation.

A net increase in public parking is needed, but some existing lots
are not being used to capacity.  Public or private efforts to meet
the full theoretical “peak season demand” for parking would be

as counter-productive as widening Estero Boulevard as much as
needed to eliminate traffic congestion.

As with road improvements, parking improvements must serve
the community without overwhelming it.  The most important
components of the town’s parking strategy will be described
briefly in this section:

# Encourage shared parking lots

# Big may not be better when sizing parking
lots 

# Visitors need to be directed to available park-
ing

# Planning for parking

(A more thorough discussion of parking problems and various
solutions can be found on pages 7-A-19 to 7-A-30 of Appendix
A.)
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Figure 14, Sign advertising shared parking
behind stores along Los Olas Boulevard in Fort
Lauderdale

Encourage shared parking lots

It has been widely demonstrated that parking lots serving a
variety of land uses require much less space than separate on-
site lots for each business.  Fort Myers Beach can make walking
more pleasant by wasting as little land as possible on parking
lots.  Shared parking lots are ideal when businesses are relatively
small, clustered together, and have different busy periods (as at
Times Square).  An excellent example is the paid parking lots
along Las Olas Boulevard in Fort Lauderdale (see Figure 14),
which are located behind a thriving business district that faces a
tree-lined boulevard. 

Another example is the joint lots which provide free parking
behind stores in the main business district of the new town of
Celebration near Orlando (see Figure 15).

The most thorough analysis of parking at Fort Myers Beach was
conducted by the Estero Island CRA in 1993.  Their study
recommended 165 more on-street parking spaces near Times
Square, some diagonal and some parallel.  These spaces would
serve beachgoers and area shops (although some of these spaces
would merely replace spaces lost to new recreational facilities at
Lynn Hall Park).  

In addition to the new on-street spaces, the CRA study suggested
creating a reservoir of shared parking behind businesses along
Old San Carlos Boulevard.  Storefronts would be built up to the
right-of-way line of Old San Carlos, improving the pedestrian
character of the street by replacing individual front parking lots
with continuous storefronts.  The result would be a high-quality
urban streetscape similar to Los Olas Boulevard and Celebration
as described above.

This concept has not been implemented to date.  The Town of
Fort Myers Beach needs to undertake the planning and engineer-
ing studies to determine if this concept is feasible and acceptable
to the many property owners involved.  If it is not, then parking

will have to be provided in other ways, most likely in one or
more parking garages that will cost considerably more and be
less compatible with the pedestrian environment envisioned by
the Estero Island CRA.  The adopted redevelopment plan for
Times Square depends on a suitable parking solution; if one
cannot be found, the plan itself is not feasible

If the shared parking plan is feasible, the town needs to move
forward with a phased implementation plan.  This plan would
have a regulatory component, with landowners required to
conform their building plans to the concept, and a construction
component for at least the on-street parking spaces.  Landowners
benefitting from the additional parking will be expected to pay
proportionally to their benefit.  This payment could take the
form of assessments against their land, or possibly fee-in-lieu
payments for each parking space that they no longer have to
provide on their own site.  TDC grant funds should be sought for
the portion of these spaces used by beachgoers.  Parking reve-
nues would help repay part of the costs.
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Figure 15, Shared parking behind Celebration storefronts (indicated by numbered dots)

Big may not be better when sizing parking lots

The need for a parking garage near Times Square has been
debated almost continuously for a decade.  Lee County seriously
considered building a garage as an alternative to building an on-
site parking lot at Bowditch Point Park.  In recent years, several
groups of investors have considered a parking garage as a busi-
ness venture.  A parking garage seems like an ideal solution
because a single construction project, no matter how difficult to
initiate, would provide the abundance of parking that promises
to relieve a chronic problem at Fort Myers Beach.

By contrast, smaller parking lots would be more acceptable to
many residents of Fort Myers Beach who fear either the bulk of a
parking garage at a highly visible Times Square location or the
extra traffic that a parking garage might attract.  Despite some
obvious disadvantages of small parking lots (including a higher
cost per space and extra traffic caused by those searching for a
parking space), a number of small public lots is probably a more
desirable parking solution than one large lot.  Large lots are
inherently hostile to pedestrians (although good design can
make them less so).  Small lots can be surrounded by garden

walls or hedges, yet because of their size driv-
ers can quickly see if any spaces are available. 
Small lots can also be added incrementally,
avoiding the possibility of building too many
parking spaces.

Regardless of size, public parking needs to be
fairly convenient for users yet not placed in the
center of pedestrian activity.  This is one of the
reasons that the Estero Island CRA plan recom-
mended shared parking behind new shopfronts
along Old San Carlos; those heading for the
beaches would walk along Old San Carlos,
rejuvenating it as a public place.  For the same
reason, if a parking garage were to be built, an
ideal location would be on the existing cruise

ship parking lot next to Snug Harbor, rather than at the foot of
the bridge.  The Snug Harbor location would also have the
advantage of interfering less with the majestic view of the Gulf
of Mexico that now greets motorists as they cross the Matanzas
Pass Sky Bridge.

If a parking garage were to built by the Town of Fort Myers
Beach, the town could select the best location based on commu-
nity needs and its long-range planning.  If the private sector
builds a garage, the town is limited to approving or denying
whatever site is selected and placing appropriate conditions on
the zoning approval.  However, the CRA study concluded that
only those parking facilities located closest to the beach are
highly utilized, and that any deficits exist only during a relatively
short 3-4 month peak season.  They questioned whether parking
utilization during a 3-4 month season was sufficient to justify a
publicly financed parking garage.

An on-island parking garage is often promoted as a way to
reduce traffic congestion by getting drivers in search of parking
off of the road.  Countering this benefit, however, are the addi-
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Figure 16, Variable message sign for parking
management

tional drivers who had been dissuaded from driving to Fort
Myers Beach by the legendary parking shortages.  Whether the
additional drivers would more than offset those previously
circling the island in search of parking cannot be assessed
through any simple analytical technique.  The possibility, how-
ever, suggests caution in advocating a parking garage, especially
if it adds additional parking rather than replacing existing
spaces.  

A critical point is that traffic circulation must be considered
together with the location and design of a parking garage.  For
instance, an extra incoming lane on the Matanzas Pass Sky
Bridge would help accommodate the additional traffic that
would be drawn to a parking garage along Old San Carlos.

Visitors need to be directed to available parking

A brief 1993 survey of beach parking lots showed the two most
convenient lots were nearly full from 11:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M., but
the metered lot under the sky bridge never had more than 37%
of its 62 spaces occupied.  This under-utilization is attributed to
inadequate signage advising visitors of its location, as well as its
relative distance from the beach. 

The surplus space in these lots, in the midst of an apparent
parking shortage, emphasizes the importance of disseminating
information about where parking is available.  A positive step is
Lee County’s plan to install “variable message signs” across San
Carlos Boulevard to advise drivers whether spaces remain avail-
able in the proposed parking lot at Bowditch Point.

This technology could also be linked to other public parking lots
as well, through telephone lines or radio signals.  This technol-
ogy has the potential for widespread use in promoting the use of
park-and-ride lots and reducing unnecessary trips onto the island
when no parking is available (see an example in ?).  It could also

provide an estimate of delays due to traffic congestion.

The town needs to urge Lee County and the Florida DOT to use
this type of technology to advise motorists of traffic and parking
congestion, thus allowing drivers to avoid contributing to the
congestion when they have an acceptable alternative.  This
knowledge, added to the alternatives suggested elsewhere in this
element, provides great promising in managing the inevitable
peak season congestion.
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Planning for parking

The “parking problem” cannot be addressed in isolation from
other community objectives such as relieving congestion, encour-
aging walking and public transit, pleasing visitors, and strength-
ening local businesses.  Fort Myers Beach needs a comprehensive
approach to parking and transportation rather than piecemeal
efforts that may conflict with each other.

Many aspects of such a strategy have already been discussed
here, and others are suggested in Appendix A of this element. 
For instance, parking rates can be used as a congestion manage-
ment technique.  There is no reason to discourage parking in the
off-season or in off-hours, so parking during those hours would
be at the current low rates.  But rates could be increased during
peak periods.  This would discourage some people from parking
(and driving) during those periods, and help pay for the cost of
providing peak-season parking spaces that will sit unused during
most of the year.  Graduated rates could also favor short-term
parking; or lower rates can be charged for the less convenient
parking lots; or higher rates could be charged for arrivals or
departures that coincide with peak traffic congestion.

When the private sector controls the supply of public parking,
parking rates are effectively set by the market, allowing parking
operators to sense emerging shortages of parking that they can
turn into business opportunities.  But at Fort Myers Beach, the
availability of parking is closely related to road congestion
because the difficulty in parking discourages some people from
driving.  The town should play a direct role in managing parking
in publicly owned lots, and its equally important role in setting
parking requirements for new or expanding businesses, and
guiding private-sector parking ventures through incentives and
regulations.

In addition, many existing parking spaces are located partially or
wholly within public rights-of-way.  Most of these spaces are
currently used by adjoining businesses, and are often marked as
if they are private spaces, complete with signs threatening the
public with towing if they park there.  Where these spaces are
located fully on the public right-or-way, they are actually public
parking that has been appropriated for private use.

The Town of Fort Myers Beach needs to take several specific
steps in developing a comprehensive approach to parking:

# Parking occupancy study:  The single-day survey in
1993 is not an adequate basis for parking planning.  A
more detailed survey is needed, covering weekdays
and weekends throughout the peak season.

# Detailed parking plan for Times Square:  The shared
parking plan along Old San Carlos needs to be fully
designed and implemented, or rejected in favor of
some other alternative.  This plan should be part of the
larger streetscape design for Old San Carlos (and per-
haps Crescent Street).

# In-depth exploration of “variable message signs” to
report parking availability and congestion to motorists
before they reach Fort Myers Beach:  Ideally this study
should be undertaken by Lee County or the Metropoli-
tan Planning Organization, and would evaluate various
approaches, determine approximate costs, and verify
the feasibility of the overall concept.
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Figure 17, Sky bridge over Matanzas
Pass (photo courtesy Mohsen Salehi)

4. The Future of the Bridges

Motorists approach Fort Myers Beach from either end by cross-
ing bridges with dramatic views of the Gulf of Mexico.  At the
north end, the Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge is also the point where
four traffic lanes narrow to two, leading some drivers to con-
clude that a wider bridge, or another bridge, would solve the
congestion.  

Since toll bridges to barrier islands are common, other drivers
suggest that a toll booth here would reduce the number of
people using the bridge, thus relieving congestion.  Still others
suggest that re-striping the existing bridge to three lanes would
improve the flow of traffic.  Further complicating these alterna-
tives, the existing bridge, although built only 20 years ago, will
need to be replaced in the not-to-distant future, making it rea-
sonable to consider how access might be improved at that time. 
(Appendix A contains a brief analysis of four other bridge align-
ments.)

The Town of Fort Myers Beach is sure to learn much more about
these very complex issues in the future.  At present, the most
important components of the town’s policy will be described
briefly in this section under these headings:

# The Sky Bridge is the scene but not the cause
of traffic congestion

# Additional bridge capacity should not be
directed toward Times Square  

(A more thorough discussion of these issues can be found
throughout Appendix A.)

The Sky Bridge is the scene but not the cause of traffic
congestion

During the winter tourist season, traffic is often at a standstill on
the sky bridge.  However, there is little evidence that those
conditions result from any inadequacy of the bridge itself.  In
fact, the “capacity” of the bridge is much higher than the capac-
ity of Estero Boulevard, even though both have the same number
of lanes.  Traffic engineers have calculated the capacity of the
sky bridge at 2,610 vehicles per hour in each direction, com-
pared to 1,316 for Estero Boulevard just south of Crescent Street
(see pages 7-B-15 to 7-B-
20 of Appendix B).  The
capacity of the sky bridge
is high because there is
no interference from in-
tersecting streets, parking
spaces, or pedestrians
crossing the street.  It is
the congested conditions
south of the bridge that
cause traffic to back up
on the bridge. 

Since some traffic flowing onto the island from the sky bridge
travels north to Lynn Hall Park or Bowditch Point, a third lane
on the bridge could be used for this northbound traffic only. 
This would provide quicker access to the north end of the island,
and would be especially suited to providing better access to the
new parking lot at Bowditch Point or parking lots or a future
garage along Old San Carlos.  These benefits would have to be
weighed against the following drawbacks:

# some drivers would attempt to circumvent this lane’s
purpose by merging into the center lane on the bridge,
(or circling under the bridge and re-entering Estero
Boulevard southbound from Crescent Street);

# this plan would also attract more cars to Estero Island
without creating any more road capacity for vehicles
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that may decide to travel further south; and
# the breakdown lane on the bridge, which is also used

by bicyclists, would be reduced to 2–3 feet. 

The previous section of this element stressed the need to balance
parking capacity with road capacity.  Equally important is a
balance between road capacity to the island and road capacity on
the island.  There is little reason to widen the sky bridge unless
Estero Boulevard were widened south of Times Square.

It may be possible for the Town of Fort Myers Beach to take
responsibility for the sky bridge from Florida DOT (as discussed
on pages 7-A-44 to 7-A-46 of Appendix A).  There are many
liabilities associated with this approach, especially rebuilding the
bridge after its useful life is over or if damaged by a hurricane. 
The main advantage would be if this were the only way to inte-
grate the bridge with peak-period tolls, off-island parking lots,
and mass transit into a complete congestion management sys-
tem.  If drivers were aware of congestion levels and were able to
save money (if not time) by using convenient mass transporta-
tion, a shift in the current car-dominated travel picture could
take place.  This concept would require bridge tolls (at least in
the winter); variable message signs; adequate off-island parking
lots just after the signs but before the toll booth; and much-
improved trolley or water shuttle service to Fort Myers Beach.

Do not direct additional bridge capacity toward Times
Square

The strategies suggested in this element tries to make the best of
living with congestion.  Congestion levels are acceptable during
most of the year, and many residents find them unpleasant but
acceptable even during the tourist season.  If congestion levels
increase to clearly intolerable levels, the Town of Fort Myers
Beach may be faced with a decision as to the best (or least
harmful) method of increasing road capacity.

Many methods of increasing capacity have been reviewed (see
full descriptions in Appendix A).  Some hold some promise and
deserve further analysis, but none are clearly superior to the
others (or to the strategies recommended in this element).  A
combination of two particular approaches, however, would be
the least damaging to Fort Myers Beach if an increase in road
capacity were deemed necessary.  A new bridge from the east-
erly end of Main Street on San Carlos Island to just north of Bay
Oaks Park (see Figure 29 in Appendix A) could be combined
with major boulevard-type improvements to a portion of Estero
Boulevard, thus allowing through traffic to bypass the most
congested portions of Estero Boulevard south of Times Square. 

Because a new bridge would allow more traffic to reach Fort
Myers Beach, improvements to Estero Boulevard would be
needed from Bay Oaks southward for some distance.  The least
damaging improvement would be a European-style boulevard
with an extended pedestrian realm that includes a pair of tree-
lined medians and a one-way access road on each side (see
pages 7-A-55 to 7-A-57 of Appendix A for a fuller discussion of
this concept).
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5. Experiment Widely

Although many resort communities have severe traffic problems,
the exact nature of the problems can differ greatly.  Although
Lee County and Florida DOT have tried to address traffic prob-
lems at Fort Myers Beach, their attention is inevitably divided
across their entire jurisdiction.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach
needs to constantly search for innovative solutions to long-
standing problems and to new problems as they develop.  

Many traffic engineering solutions can be tried as closely moni-
tored experiments.  The town can be a catalyst for those experi-
ments, and may wish to retain a creative traffic engineer to
provide advice on a continuing basis.  This would be especially
helpful if the town experiments with complex changes such as
reversible lanes (see pages 7-A-35 to 7-A-39 of Appendix A).

An official spirit of experimentation will allow creative ideas to
be tested without any stigma of failure if they prove unpopular
or unproductive.  The following list of experiments and data
needs has been compiled from citizen comments during the
preparation of this plan:

# Signalized pedestrian crossing at Times Square:  This
important pedestrian crossing was recently provided
with a full traffic signal, actuated by pedestrian push-
buttons.  Since Estero Boulevard has only two lanes
here, and traffic often moves slowly around the bend,
pedestrians often tire of waiting for the light to
change and cross when they see a gap in traffic. 
Motorists are then forced to stop for no apparent
purpose.  This signal might operate better as a contin-
uously flashing yellow, especially if pedestrians had a
more protected refuge between the lanes.  If such an
experiment failed to allow pedestrian crossings at an
acceptable level of safety, a pedestrian overpass may
be able to reduce the number of pedestrians in the
crosswalk without discouraging foot traffic in this

highly congested area.

# San Carlos Boulevard approach to the Matanzas Pass
Sky Bridge:  The widening of San Carlos Boulevard
from the mainland has created severe problems on the
approach to the sky bridge where its five lanes are
reduced to two lanes.  Initial experiments have already
been tried to discourage drivers from using side streets
on San Carlos Island to get ahead of the line of cars
waiting to enter the bridge.  Another problem is cars
that pass the waiting line and then take advantage of
polite tourists by slipping in at the front of the line,
greatly lengthening the wait for all other drivers. 
Creative experimentation is certainly called for here.

# Variable message signs: These signs were discussed
earlier as an ideal way to advise motorists of conges-
tion delays and available parking.  The signs them-
selves and their data-collection devices will require
creative planning and engineering to fulfill their prom-
ise.

# Origin/destination data:  The December 1993
origin/destination survey was a good source of data
but needs to be repeated at different times of the year
to provide truly meaningful information for transporta-
tion and tourism planning.  This may be accomplished
through the Metropolitan Planning Organization’s
proposed “Barrier Island Travel Survey.”  This 1999
survey will include roadside origin/destination and on-
board transit surveys on Estero Boulevard and may be
co-sponsored by the Sanibel and Fort Myers Beach
councils.
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# Transportation demand management (TDM):  This
concept attempts to reduce the number of single-
occupant vehicles during peak traffic periods, either
by eliminating some trips completely, or by accom-
modating existing trips in fewer vehicles, or by mov-
ing some trips before or after the most congested
periods.  TDM techniques are often implemented by
employers; at Fort Myers Beach, tourist-related em-
ployers have many low-paid employees who could
benefit from employer-sponsored transportation
between the workplace and off-island locations (such
as interceptor parking lots, or major bus transfer
points).  Ideally such transportation would be com-
bined with shift changes that avoid peak periods on
the roads.  

The Lee County MPO has adopted its own TDM plan with
similar goals.  As a result, Lee Tran has begun a commu-
ter assistance program who works with employers to
establish carpool and vanpool program and to market
other Lee Tran services.

The development of effective TDM programs at Fort
Myers Beach could be approached as a public/private
partnership, with pilot programs to test potential TDM
strategies.  Fort Myers Beach has the dubious advantage
of so much peak season congestion that TDM strategies
wouldn’t seem unrealistic or more of a constraint on
freedom than sitting in traffic.

# Delivery vehicles: Large delivery vehicles often block
roads and sidewalks while unloading goods for area
stores and restaurants.  This situation has reached
intolerable levels, especially near Times Square and
the Villa Santini Plaza.  Sometimes emergency vehi-
cles are blocked by these trucks.  Other older commu-
nities have been forced to limit the hours of these
deliveries, since it is difficult to retrofit older build-

ings with off-street loading areas.  To avoid interfer-
ence with traffic and pedestrian flow, the town needs
to work with local businesses to develop a strategy to
limit commercial deliveries during peak traffic periods.

# Flooding of roadways: During periods of minor
flooding, the town has a unique opportunity to moni-
tor the performance of roadside drainage systems to
detect problems that could prematurely halt evacua-
tions.  These problems could be inadequate drainage
for rainfall, or low-lying areas subject to tidal flooding. 
This monitoring should extend beyond Estero Island,
since there are low points off the island both directions
that could block an evacuation prematurely.

LEVEL-OF-SERVICE STANDARD

This comprehensive plan must establish a minimum “level of
service” standard for roads.  This standard is required by the
concurrency provisions of Florida law; no development or build-
ing permits can be issued if it will be exceeded.

Fort Myers Beach faces an unusual problem in establishing such
a standard.  Its major road, Estero Boulevard, already operates at
what is considered an unacceptable level of service in the winter. 
This congestion is caused by a combination of high tourism
demand for its beaches and past over-building relative
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to road capacity.  Concurrency standards cannot have much of
an influence in managing growth at Fort Myers Beach because
nearly all remaining land has been platted or otherwise vested
for development rights. 

Despite this lack of control, the town has responsibility for
managing the resulting peak-season congestion.  This compre-
hensive plan seeks to manage congestion levels and encourage
alternate means of mobility including walking, bicycling, and
trolleys.  

Fortunately for residents, the peak period of congestion lasts
only about three months of each year.  However, the shortness
of this period could change.  This plan contains many efforts to
improve the vibrancy and livability of Fort Myers Beach.  These
changes might attract so many more visitors that the period of
extreme congestion lengthens to an intolerable portion of each
year.  Therefore the level-of-service standards adopted into this
plan (see Policy 7-I-2) is based on capping the number of months
each year that traffic congestion will be tolerated.

Before setting this standard, traffic counts from Lee County’s
permanent count station on Estero Boulevard near Donora were
examined (see details on pages 7-B-15 through 7-B-20 of Trans-
portation Appendix B).  Table 7-2 shows a summary of this
count data, organized to show the average hourly traffic levels
during the busiest time of day (10:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.) averaged
for each month.  Note the relation of these numbers to the
theoretical capacity of Estero Boulevard of about 1,300 vehicles
per hour (which is between the capacities of 1,240 and 1,316
vehicles, as reported in Tables 7-B-12 and 7-B-13).  

The minimum standard selected for this comprehensive plan is
that average traffic flows on Estero Boulevard from 10:00 A.M. to
5:00 P.M. do not exceed this capacity for more than four calendar
months in any continuous twelve-month period, using counts
from the permanent count station at Donora Boulevard.

Table 7-2 — Traffic Counts on 
Estero Boulevard at Donora, 1995-1998

Month
& year

Average hourly counts from
10:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.

Above peak
capacity?

October 1995 1,100
November 1,260 (close)
December 1,176

January 1996 1,283 (close)
February 1,310 YES

March 1,288 (close)
April 1,266 (close)
May 1,098
June 1,014
July 1,022

August 1,018
September 937

October 1,065
November 1,262 (close)
December 1,176

January 1997 1,269 (close)
February 1,016

March 1,207
April 1,225
May 1,075
June 1,020
July 1,056

August 1,035
September 781

October 1,091
November 1,248 (close)
December 1,168

January 1998 1,269 (close)
February 1,287 (close)

March 1,177
Source: Summary of raw counts provided by the Lee County Department
of Transportation, averaged by month (both directions)
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Figure 18, Future transportation map

FUTURE TRANSPORTATION MAP

A future transportation map is required in all transportation
elements by Florida law.  Figure 18 shows the future transporta-
tion map for the Town of Fort Myers Beach.  This map includes
arterial, collector, and local roads; sidewalks; mass transit
routes; and waterways.

Many facilities usually shown on these maps are not present at
Fort Myers Beach, and therefore are not shown:

# limited and controlled access roads;
# public transit rights--of-way and exclusive corridors;
# transportation concurrency areas;
# airports, water ports, and rail lines; and
# intermodal terminals.
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of transportation issues in this element,
the following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted into the
Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 7: To improve peak-season mobility with-
out reducing the permeability of Estero
Boulevard to foot traffic or damaging
the small-town character of Fort Myers
Beach.  The town seeks to reduce speed-
ing, improve evacuation capabilities,
and improve mobility through balanced
transportation improvements such as a
continuous system of sidewalks and
bikeways, a network of trolleys and wa-
ter taxis linked to off-island systems,
and parking options matched to road
capacity.

OBJECTIVE 7-A DEFINING THE PROBLEMS — Through
this plan, the Town of Fort Myers
Beach will address its three major
transportation problems: congestion
(by supporting public transit and pe-
destrian improvements), parking (by
improving public parking near Times
Square), and speeding (through pas-
sive traffic calming on Estero Boule-
vard).

POLICY 7-A-1 CONGESTION: Every winter, Estero Boule-
vard becomes so crowded that traffic backs
up, sometimes for miles in both directions. 
Much of this congestion is caused by visitors,
who will continue to frequent the beaches
regardless of development levels on Estero
Island.  Despite the road congestion, the

town welcomes visitors and intends to pro-
vide mobility alternatives as described in this
plan.

POLICY 7-A-2 PARKING: Even though existing parking
lots are not used to capacity, parking is not
abundant at Fort Myers Beach.  The wel-
come rebirth of commercial activity near
Times Square will increase the demand for
parking.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach will
address parking shortages through the
methods outlined in this plan.

POLICY 7-A-3 SPEEDING: Despite the virtual crawl of
traffic on parts of Estero Boulevard, speed-
ing is also a problem.  If motorists didn’t
speed on Estero Boulevard, many more peo-
ple would get out of their own cars.  The
town will protect the pedestrian environ-
ment along Estero Boulevard and will not
widen travel lanes or discourage safe pedes-
trian movement across the boulevard.

OBJECTIVE 7-B CONVENTIONAL SOLUTIONS — The
usual response to traffic congestion
is widening roads or building alter-
nate routes.  Estero Island’s long
narrow shape, frequent navigable
canals, sensitive environmental, and
highly urbanized character preclude
these solutions.  Congestion manage-
ment  at Fort Myers Beach must aim
to reduce delay and improve safety,
not just for motorists but for pedes-
trians and bicyclists as well.

POLICY 7-B-1 DELAY AND SAFETY: The town recog-
nizes that many efforts to reduce delay and
improve safety for motorists have the oppo-
site effect on pedestrians.  Creative solutions
will be required to address both concerns.
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POLICY 7-B-2 WIDENING: Under no circumstances shall
conventional four-laning of Estero Boulevard
be considered as a desirable means of im-
proving traffic circulation on Estero Island.

POLICY 7-B-3 IMPROVEMENTS TO ESTERO BOULE-
VARD: The Town of Fort Myers Beach shall
initiate additional pedestrian and streetscape
improvements along Estero Boulevard begin-
ning in 1999, and shall negotiate with Lee
County for the turnover of responsibility for
its maintenance if necessary to carry out
these improvements or to further other town
policies.

OBJECTIVE 7-C EVACUATION ROUTE — Estero Boule-
vard’s critical function as the sole
evacuation route for Fort Myers
Beach shall be considered in all plan-
ning and development activities.

POLICY 7-C-1 EVACUATION CAPACITY: Evacuation
routes do not need to be designed as high-
speed roadways.  The critical factor is the
total number of cars that can evacuate in a
given period of time.  The town shall evalu-
ate all efforts by Lee County or by the town
to reduce speeding on Estero Boulevard dur-
ing the design phase to ensure that these
efforts will not hinder an effective evacua-
tion.

POLICY 7-C-2 FLOODING: The town shall analyze actual
flooding of evacuation routes that occurs due
to tropical storms or hurricanes, and shall
initiate physical improvements that can avoid
future flooding at those locations.

OBJECTIVE 7-D VARIETY OF TRAVEL MODES — The
Town of Fort Myers Beach shall make
efforts every year to improve mobil-
ity for its residents and visitors,
striving for a balanced transporta-
tion system that allows safe move-
ment even during peak periods of
traffic congestion.  These efforts may
include further subsidies to improve
the trolley system, the use of impact
fees to improve sidewalks, and cre-
ation of critical links on the hidden-
path system.

POLICY 7-D-1 ARRIVE WITHOUT A CAR: Fewer vehi-
cles would be driven to Fort Myers Beach if
scheduled airport shuttle service were avail-
able.  The town shall encourage this service
and the designation of a central drop-off
point that could include a trolley stop and
taxi stand. 

POLICY 7-D-2 IMPROVE TROLLEY SERVICE: Trolley
ridership increases when service is more
frequent and when fares are low or free, yet
no long-term funding or operational plan
has been developed for providing higher
service levels.  Practical measures to improve
trolley usage include:
i. Recurring subsidies from tourism

sources so that service can be enhanced
and congestion minimized during heavy
seasonal traffic;

ii. Pull-offs at important stops along Estero
Boulevard so that passengers can safely
board and traffic is not blocked
excessively; these pull-offs could be
built during other improvements to
Estero Boulevard or required by the
Land Development Code during the re-
development process.
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iii. Clear signs at every stop with full route
and fare information;

iv. Bus shelters at key locations, with roofs,
benches, and transparent sides;

v. Replacement of the existing trolley
buses with clean-fuel vehicles so that
businesses won’t object to having trol-
leys stop at their front doors; and

vi. Accommodation of the special needs of
the transportation disadvantaged.

POLICY 7-D-3 ALTERNATE TRAVEL MODES: The town
shall support alternatives to car travel to free
up road capacity for trips that do require a
car.  Public funding sources shall include
county/state gasoline taxes and road impact
fees.  The town shall modify its road impact
fee ordinance by 1999 to allow these fees to
be spent (within legal limits) on capital
improvements that relieve road congestion,
such as better sidewalks, trolley improve-
ments, and off-island parking areas.  The
town seeks to at least double the usage of the
trolley system by the year 2001 (from its
1996 total ridership level of 238,754).

POLICY 7-D-4 ENCOURAGE WATER TAXIS: Fort Myers
Beach has great potential for water transpor-
tation, with its canals, natural waterways,
and high levels of tourism.  To encourage the
private sector to provide this service, the
town shall ease regulations that require a
water taxi to provide dedicated parking
spaces at every stop and shall encourage
restaurants, motels, and marinas to provide
dockage for water taxis.  Where possible,
water taxi drop-off sites should avoid areas
of high manatee concentration, or use pro-
tective measure such as propeller guards, jet
propulsion, or electric motors.

POLICY 7-D-5 HIDDEN-PATH SYSTEM: The town shall
support the creation of a quiet network of
“hidden paths” running on the Bay side par-
allel to Estero Boulevard.  This network
would provide an alternative to walking and
cycling along Estero Boulevard (as described
further in the Community Design Element). 
Initial land acquisition shall begin in 1999.

OBJECTIVE 7-E UPGRADE ESTERO BOULEVARD — As
part of its congestion avoidance
strategy, the town shall methodically
upgrade Estero Boulevard to reduce
speeding and encourage walking, as
higher traffic speeds and car-
oriented businesses are antithetical
to its pedestrian character.  (If a suit-
able partnership to this end cannot
be achieved with Lee County, the
town may consider taking on
maintenance responsibility for Este-
ro Boulevard.)

POLICY 7-E-1 TIMES SQUARE STREETSCAPE: The
town shall begin work by 1999 toward ex-
tending southward the curbs, colorful side-
walks, and street trees installed by the
Estero Island CRA in 1996.  Similar side-
walks should be placed on both sides of
Estero Boulevard as far south as the public
library, including drainage, lighting, and
trolley improvements.  Unspent funds from
the Estero Island CRA should be sought from
Lee County toward this end.  Generous ur-
ban sidewalks should also be built in the
future around the Villa Santini Plaza as part
of its redevelopment (as described in the
Community Design Element).
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POLICY 7-E-2 TRAFFIC CALMING: The town shall sup-
port two types of traffic calming to reduce
speeding, which endangers lives and dimin-
ishes the quality of the pedestrian environ-
ment of Fort Myers Beach:
i. The first is “active” or traditional traffic

calming along residential streets, using
physical techniques such as speed
humps, narrowed lanes, landscaping,
traffic diverters, jogs, or traffic circles at
intersections. 

ii. The second is “passive” traffic calming
along Estero Boulevard, to control
speeding without reducing the number
of vehicles that can use the road.  Tech-
niques include full curbs and sidewalks
separated by street trees; buildings
nearer the road; interesting vistas for
drivers; and avoidance of overly wide
travel lanes or intersections.

POLICY 7-E-3 BUILDINGS CLOSE TO THE STREET:
Where pedestrian levels are high, buildings
should adjoin the sidewalk rather than be
separated by parking spaces.  Front walls of
stores, offices, and restaurants should have
large windows rather than blank walls, pref-
erably shaded by awnings or canopies.  Ac-
cess to parking areas shall be off side streets
wherever possible.  The town’s Land Devel-
opment Code shall implement these concepts
beginning in 1999.

POLICY 7-E-4 SIDEWALKS AND BIKEWAYS: The town
shall work toward major expansion of
sidewalks and bikeways.  In addition to the
next phase of Estero Boulevard sidewalks
(see Policy 7-E-1 above), the town shall sup-
port the following projects:

i. Support Lee County’s imminent plans to
fill the gaps from Buccaneer to Estrellita
Drive and from the Villa Santini Plaza
to Bay Beach Lane using federal funds;

ii. Initiate extensive improvements by
1999 to Old San Carlos and Crescent
Street in conjunction with parking im-
provements (see Policy 7-F-2);

iii. Initiate engineering studies by 1999 for
bikeways and additional sidewalks on
the second side of Estero Boulevard and
improved pedestrian crossings, includ-
ing consideration of a pedestrian over-
pass at Times Square.

OBJECTIVE 7-F OPTIMIZE THE PARKING SUPPLY —
Off-island parking facilities served by
convenient public transportation
should be provided to meet peak-sea-
son demands.  For year-around de-
mand, the town shall provide addi-
tional on-island public parking
spaces, based in part on a new peak-
season occupancy survey of existing
public parking spaces. 

POLICY 7-F-1 ENCOURAGE SHARED PARKING
LOTS:  Parking lots serving a variety of land
uses require much less space than separate
on-site lots for each business.  Shared lots
waste less land and encourage walking be-
cause businesses aren’t separated by large
parking lots.  The town shall encourage
shared parking lots when businesses are
relatively small, are clustered together, and
have different busy periods. 
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POLICY 7-F-2 SHARED PARKING NEAR TIMES
SQUARE: The Estero Island CRA
recommended a reservoir of shared parking
behind businesses along Old San Carlos and
adding 165 on-street parking spaces near
Times Square (although some of these spaces
would merely replace spaces lost to new rec-
reational facilities at Lynn Hall Park).  The
town shall investigate the feasibility of this
concept in 1998-1999 and proceed toward
implementation, or create an alternate plan
that may include a parking garages near
Times Square.

POLICY 7-F-3 BETTER PARKING LOTS: Large parking
lots or garages are usually more cost-efficient
to build and maintain, but may not be the
best solution for Fort Myers Beach.  Disad-
vantages of large lots include high capital
costs; the possibility of providing more park-
ing than is needed or can be handled by the
road system; and the unsightliness of most
large parking lots and garages.

POLICY 7-F-4 DIRECT VISITORS TO AVAILABLE
PARKING: Many visitors are unaware of
existing parking lots; others would be dis-
suaded from driving if they were aware of
the shortage of parking.  Variable message
signs can aid both situations.  The town
should encourage Lee County and FDOT to
install these signs with information about all
major parking areas, including the state park
at Lovers Key.

OBJECTIVE 7-G THE FUTURE OF THE BRIDGES —
Match bridge capacity to Estero Is-
land with the capacity of Estero Bou-
levard.

POLICY 7-G-1 ADEQUACY OF THE SKY BRIDGE:
There is little evidence that traffic conges-
tion at Fort Myers Beach is caused by any
inadequacy of the Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge,
which unlike Estero Boulevard has no inter-
ference from intersecting streets, parking
spaces, or pedestrians crossing the street.  

POLICY 7-G-2 CHANGES TO THE SKY BRIDGE: If
parking lots at Bowditch Point or Times
Square greatly increase demand for north-
bound turns at the foot of the bridge, strip-
ing a third lane on the existing bridge might
be considered, as might a reversible third
lane during the peak season.

POLICY 7-G-3 RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE SKY
BRIDGE: FDOT may be willing to turn over
responsibility for the Sky Bridge to the Town
of Fort Myers Beach.  This would be advan-
tageous to the town only if part of a conges-
tion management system with peak-period
tolls, off-island parking lots, and improved
mass transit . 

POLICY 7-G-4 ADDITIONAL BRIDGE CAPACITY: Addi-
tional bridge capacity should not be directed
to Times Square (except for the potential re-
striping in Policy 7-D-2).  New lanes to Old
San Carlos or Crescent Street would also be
undesirable, as most congestion is caused by
conditions on Estero Boulevard south of
Times Square.  Previously proposed bridges
from Winkler Road or Coconut Road are
infeasible from environmental and financial
standpoints and need not be considered fur-
ther.
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OBJECTIVE 7-H EXPERIMENT WIDELY — The town
shall constantly search for innovative
solutions to long-standing traffic
problems and to new problems as
they develop, and shall coordinate its
efforts with those of the Lee County
Metropolitan Planning Organization. 
The town shall serve as a catalyst for
traffic engineering experiments that
would evaluate minor improvements
that might improve traffic flow at
Fort Myers Beach.  Some potential
improvements are described in the
following policies.

POLICY 7-H-1 PEDESTRIAN OVERPASSES: Although
pedestrian overpasses are often ignored by
pedestrians, an overpass providing a pan-
oramic view of the Gulf might be attractive
enough to reduce at-grade crossings at Times
Square without discouraging foot traffic in
this highly congested area.  Even without an
overpass, the pedestrian-actuated stop light
may be replaceable with a flashing caution
light to minimize effects of the crossing on
traffic flow.

POLICY 7-H-2 SAN CARLOS BOULEVARD: The five-
laning of San Carlos Boulevard has created
severe problems near the approach to the
Sky Bridge.  Creative experiments are needed
to discourage drivers from using the right-
hand lane, or side streets on San Carlos Is-
land, to bypass the line of cars waiting to
enter the bridge.

POLICY 7-H-3 RESERVED
POLICY 7-H-4 VARIABLE MESSAGE SIGNS: These signs

could advise motorists of congestion delays
as well as available parking.  The town
should urge the detailed study of this con-

cept by Lee County, FDOT, and the Metro-
politan Planning Organization.

POLICY 7-H-5 ORIGIN/DESTINATION DATA: Better
data is needed on the origins and destina-
tions of motorists during the peak season,
and the town supports the MPO’s efforts to
obtain this data.

POLICY 7-H-6 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND
MANAGEMENT: This part of a congestion
avoidance strategy reduces the number of
single-occupant vehicles during peak traffic
periods, either by eliminating some trips
completely, or by accommodating existing
trips in fewer vehicles, or by moving some
trips before or after the most congested peri-
ods.  This strategy may alleviate peak-season
traffic congestion if implemented aggres-
sively in cooperation with area businesses.

POLICY 7-H-7 DELIVERY VEHICLES: To avoid interfer-
ence with traffic and pedestrian flow, the
town shall develop a strategy to limit com-
mercial deliveries during peak traffic peri-
ods.

POLICY 7-H-8 FLOODING: During periods of minor
flooding, the town shall monitor the perfor-
mance of roadside drainage systems on and
off Estero Island to identify areas where an
evacuation could be prematurely halted.

POLICY 7-H-9 PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE: The town
may wish to retain a creative traffic engineer
to provide advice on these experiments on a
continuing basis. 

POLICY 7-H-10 CONNECTIONS TO ESTERO BOULE-
VARD: An excessive number of streets and
driveways have direct access to Estero Bou-
levard, reducing its ability to handle peak-
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season traffic.  The town shall take advan-
tage of any suitable opportunities to consoli-
date street connections into fewer access
points onto Estero Boulevard.

OBJECTIVE 7-I LEVEL-OF-SERVICE STANDARD —
Maintain minimum acceptable levels
of service for the transportation sys-
tem.

POLICY 7-I-1 Traffic congestion is a serious problem at
Fort Myers Beach, caused by a combination
of high tourism demand for its beaches and
past over-building relative to road capacity. 
Neither factor is within the control of the
Town of Fort Myers Beach, although its resi-
dents must tolerate congestion every winter. 
This comprehensive plan seeks to manage
congestion levels and encourage alternate
means of mobility including walking, bicy-
cling, and trolleys.  

POLICY 7-I-2 The peak capacity of Estero Boulevard’s con-
gested segments is 1,300 vehicles per hour. 
The minimum acceptable level-of-service
standard for Estero Boulevard shall be that
average monthly traffic flows from 10:00
A.M. to 5:00 P.M. during each month do not
exceed that level for more than four calendar
months in any continuous twelve-month pe-
riod.  Measurements from the permanent
count station at Donora Boulevard shall be
used for this standard.

POLICY 7-I-3 Figure 18 of this element is hereby adopted
as the future transportation map of the Town
of Fort Myers Beach.

OBJECTIVE 7-J PROTECTING PUBLIC ACCESS — Al-
though no future right-of-way needs
have been identified, some existing
town and county rights-of-way are
substandard and few are wider than
needed.  The town shall not vacate or
acquiesce in the vacation of existing
rights-of-way except where no public
purpose would be served by retain-
ing the right-of-way.

POLICY 7-J-1 RIGHTS-OF-WAY: Town and county
rights-of-way are needed for the
undergrounding of utilities; for the expan-
sion of sidewalks and bike paths; for water
accesses; for on-street parking; for public
transit and road improvements; and for
other public purposes.  The town shall
strictly limit vacations of rights-of-way and
easements to preserve future access for these
purposes.

POLICY 7-J-2 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSES: A thor-
ough traffic impact analysis is currently re-
quired only for major rezonings and very
large development orders.  The town shall
amend its Land Development Code during
2010 to:
i. decrease the thresholds for requiring

traffic impact analyses; 
ii. require them to study the cumulative

impacts of potential development; and 
iii. use the results in assessing whether im-

pacts are acceptable, and whether an
improved design could offset some of
the impacts.
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TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION TO APPENDIX A

This appendix evaluates specific measures that might reduce
congestion, improve mobility, or provide a safer and more attrac-
tive Fort Myers Beach.  This evaluation does not include any
detailed engineering work; its purpose is to explore the widest
variety of options, and then identify those with enough promise
to warrant further refinement.  

This evaluation formed the basis of the actions recommended in
the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan.  It is organized in
three parts:

# Alternatives within existing rights-of-way,
assuming no new bridges and no four-laning of Estero
Boulevard (this section begins on page 7-A-2 of this
appendix);

# Capital-intensive alternatives, including new
bridges and widening of Estero Boulevard (beginning
on page 7-A-48); and

# Futuristic alternatives, providing an overview of
some technologies under development which provide
some promise at Fort Myers Beach (beginning on
page 7-A-58).

Appendix B (immediately following) contains additional trans-
portation data on these subjects:

# roads and intersections;

# seasonal fluctuations in traffic;

# measurement of traffic congestion;

# adequacy of evacuation routes; 

# school buses;

# how residents travel to work; and 

# traffic crashes.

TRANSPORTATION APPENDIX A
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ALTERNATIVES WITHIN EXISTING RIGHTS-
OF-WAY

All of the potential improvements discussed in this first section
are alternatives to the conventional solution of four-laning Estero
Boulevard, consistent with the following formal policy in the
current comprehensive plan:

POLICY 16.3.6: Under no circumstances shall the four laning of
Estero Boulevard be considered as a desirable
means of improving traffic circulation on Estero
Boulevard.

This unambiguous policy was adopted by the Lee County Com-
mission in 1992 as part of a new Fort Myers Beach portion of the
Lee County Comprehensive Plan (which remains in effect today). 
It reflected a broad consensus of beach residents at the time that,
however bad congestion may be in the winter, the four-laning of
Estero Boulevard (at least if designed like most other new roads)
would be even worse.

This unusual position results from Estero Boulevard’s key impor-
tance to Fort Myers Beach.  It is simply classified as an arterial
road by Lee County, reflecting its length and position between
two obvious arterials, San Carlos Boulevard and Bonita Beach
Road.  However, to local residents and businesses, Estero Boule-
vard is far more than an arterial road whose main role is to move
traffic from one end of the island to the other.  It could equally
well be considered a collector road because it collects traffic from
intersecting local streets and distributes it to true arterial roads. 
In addition, it serves as a local road because it provides the only
access to most adjacent properties.

Besides each of these roles, Estero Boulevard is the “Main Street”
of Fort Myers Beach.  It is the center of town, the public space
that visitors see and remember (in addition to the beach).  Estero
Boulevard may have the highest pedestrian usage of any road in

Lee County.  There is no other way to traverse the island, so
people cannot avoid Estero Boulevard even if they wish to. 

Most beach communities have a greater distinction between
being “on the beach” and “off the beach.”  Estero Island is so
narrow, and Estero Boulevard is so easy to cross, that the entire
island feels like it is “on the beach.”  If Estero Boulevard were
turned into a modern four-lane highway, with wide travel lanes,
paved shoulders, and high speeds, the fundamental character of
the community would be changed. 

Given these factors, multiple uses of Estero Boulevard are a fact
of life, rather than factors to be reduced or eliminated.  The
balancing of these multiple uses is fundamental to the evalua-
tion of alternatives below.

At present, Estero Boulevard has 34 feet of paving for most of its
length south of Times Square.  (North of Times Square the
pavement is only 22 feet wide.)  The 34-foot pavement is config-
ured in three different ways:
# Two 12-foot travel lanes, with 5-foot paved shoulder

on each side (see Figure 1).
# Two 11-foot travel lanes, with an 11-foot continuous

center turn lane plus two sets of double stripes (see
Figure 2).

# Two 11-foot travel lanes, with an 11-foot continuous
center turn lane and a 10-foot raised sidewalk (see
Figure 3).
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Figure 1, Estero Boulevard cross-section with 5-foot paved shoulders Figure 2, Estero Boulevard cross-section with center turn lane

new 
sidewalk

future 
sidewalk

Figure 3, Estero Boulevard cross-section as redesigned near Times Square
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      Figure 4, Right-of-way widths along Estero Boulevard
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       Figure 5, Traffic density along Estero Boulevard

For the purpose of free-flowing traffic, the right-of-way widths of
Estero Boulevard are quite mismatched.  Figure 4 and Figure 5
show how the highest traffic volumes coincide with the narrow-
est right-of-way.
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Given this mismatch, roadway options are extremely limited in
the most congested area, from Times Square to the public li-
brary, where the right-of-way is only 50 feet wide.  The newly
designed improvements between Times Square and the Lani Kai
may represent the best physical configuration that can be ob-
tained within 50 feet, with a new 10-foot-wide sidewalk on the
Gulf side and a proposed 7-foot sidewalk on the Bay side.  Curbs
separate the attractive sidewalks from moving cars; the new
coconut palms symbolize the sandy beach and the carefree spirit
of Fort Myers Beach.  Drainage is placed underground, an expen-
sive but unavoidable choice under the circumstances.  Power
lines are also underground, with the collateral benefit of protect-
ing them from high winds.  The main limitation of extending this
configuration further towards the library is simply its high cost
(about $2,000,000 per mile including raised sidewalks on both
sides of Estero Boulevard). 

The following sections evaluate a wide variety of additional
changes to the transportation system that could be made within
existing rights-of-way or with relatively minor costs.  After these
evaluations, the more capital-intensive options will be discussed,
followed by a look into some other options that may become
available in the future.

Intercepting Vehicles Before They Reach Fort
Myers Beach

In a very real sense Fort Myers Beach doesn’t have too many
visitors, but every winter it is clear that visitors arrive in too
many cars.  The most obvious solution (although perhaps the
most difficult to achieve) is to provide other ways for visitors to
reach and move around the island.  If properly designed, these
alternatives can also be used by local residents to move around
when a surplus of drivers inevitably turns up in mid-winter.

An important component of this system is to “intercept” as many
vehicles as possible, especially those with only a single occupant,

before they reach Estero Island, and provide their occupants
with an alternative for the rest of the trip.  The trip from the
intercept point to the island is of course important, but many
visitors will not take advantage of this trip unless they also can
move around the island without a car.  Visitors who are staying
for more than a day or two also need the opportunity to conve-
niently rent a car for off-island excursions.  

Initial steps in intercepting vehicles off the island have already
been taken.  A park-and-ride lot has been built at Main Street on
San Carlos Island, and other park-and-ride lots use excess park-
ing spaces at the Summerlin Square shopping center and the
Bonita Springs K-Mart.  Trolleys and buses serve these lots. 
Experience with these lots has been only fair, with the Main
Street lot not having been used as heavily as expected.  Improve-
ments to this system are badly needed; many are suggested in
this appendix, including common-sense ideas such as:

# more frequent trolley service;
# comfortable waiting areas at major trolley stops (with

shade and benches);
# signs at every trolley stop with fare, route, and sched-

ule information;
# special treatment for trolleys so they don’t have to sit

in the same line of traffic with all the cars;
# a water shuttle link between the Main Street lot and

popular destinations on Estero Island; and
# improved airport limousine service so that visitors

arriving by airplane can easily avoid renting a car for
their entire visit.
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Any major success in getting visitors to leave their cars on the
mainland will depend on the creation of a balanced transporta-
tion system.  For instance, an interceptor parking lot only works
with a reliable system of public transportation.  In the same way,
a bus or trolley trip usually involves some walking at each end. 
If that walk is of reasonable length and is a pleasant experience,
people will use public transportation much more often.  (Fortu-
nately, walkways that are safe, beautiful, and interesting are just
as desirable to permanent residents as they are to visitors.)

A very important connection between car trips at Fort Myers
Beach and other modes of travel occurs off the island, at the
Southwest Florida International Airport.  The majority of tourists
arrive in Lee County by airplane (67.8% in 1996).  Slightly fewer
continue their visit to Lee County with a rental car (59.5% in
1996); the remainder are met by friends or relatives, or use a
taxi or shuttle bus to reach their destination.  If limousines or
shuttle buses were used more, the number of vehicles arriving in
tourist destinations such as Fort Myers Beach would be reduced.

In spite of the large number of visitors to the island, there is no
regularly scheduled airport shuttle service.  On-request service is
available from Majestic Airport Taxi/Limo Service and Profes-
sional Airline Terminal Service to patrons of various motels,
hotels, and resorts.  There are also three taxi cab companies that
operate in the island.  One is based on the island (Local Motion
Taxi); the other two (Royal Palm Transportation and Apple Taxi
Limo Inc.) anticipate enough business in the area to have joined
the Greater Fort Myers Beach Chamber of Commerce.

Bicycles are used extensively within the Town, primarily for
recreation and short trips.  With bike racks now mounted on all
trolleys, there are improved opportunities for longer trips.  There
are several locations along Estero Boulevard for bicycle rentals
and service, which are primarily used by tourists. 

Pedestrian traffic is accommodated by the use of on-road and

off-road paths and sidewalks.  Times Squares is a pedestrian hub
for Lee County, and the beaches generate a sizable number of
trips on foot by residents and visitors. 

Mopeds and motorized scooters are popular rental items at Fort
Myers Beach.  Many riders are unfamiliar with their operation,
and with lower speeds than autos, they generally add to traffic
delays and reduce road capacity more than they relieve conges-
tion.

Public water transportation facilities such as boat ramps and
marinas are primarily used for recreational purposes.  There are
no full-service boat ramps and only three unmarked boat ramps
within the public rights-of-way.  A ramp on Bayview Drive (be-
tween Ohio and Virginia Avenues) offers some maneuverability
for boat launches, while the gravel ramp at Miramar Street and
Coconut Drive appear to be suited only for launching small craft
such as canoes.  Neither provides any parking spaces.  Water
transportation has considerable potential to supplement other
mobility opportunities at Fort Myers Beach, for instance through
water taxis or scheduled water shuttle service closely linked to
recreational and pedestrian activities (as discussed in some
detail later in this appendix).
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  Figure 6, Trolley bus

Methods of Encouraging Mobility Without
Cars

Trolleys and Trams

Fort Myers Beach has been served by Lee Tran trolley buses over
the past decade.  In the off-season, two vehicles serve the entire
island at 45-minute intervals.  During the peak season, as many
trolleys as can be afforded are used.  Over the past eight years,
between three and eight trolleys have been used during the peak
season, running at intervals of 15–20 minutes to 30–45 minutes

The trolley system has received extra local subsidies in recent
years, allowing greatly improved service and demonstrating the
feasibility of alternate modes of travel.  However, the subsidies
have been an ad-hoc response to a perennial congestion prob-
lem; no long-term funding or operational plan has been devel-
oped.

Trolleys are available for riders seven days a week, with more
frequent service during the peak season.  This service experi-
enced its largest ridership in 1994/95 with 466,018 passengers. 
The fare was free that year, with the service partially funded by
the CRA (10.5%) and by rider donations (2.8%).  When fares
were reinstituted the following year, ridership dropped to its
lowest level since 1991, with 238,754 passengers paying the
nominal fare of $0.25 per ride (which covered 9.9% of the actual
operating costs).  Table 7-A-1 provides details of ridership and
operating costs since 1991.  Figure 7 shows the current route
map for this service.

Table 7-A-1 — Transit Ridership and Operating Costs Since 1991
Fiscal
Year

Park
& Ride

Trolley
Only

Total
Riders

Operating
Costs

Fares
Collected

Donations
By Riders

CRA
Subsidy

91/92 0 268,306 268,306 $448,104 $47,882 $50,000
92/93 0 424,643 424,643 $442,526 $3,608 $87,500
93/94 179,653 283,699 463,352 * $699,141 $6,592 $75,000
94/95 112,877 353,141 466,018 * $714,345 $19,987 $75,000
95/96 44,693 194,061 238,754 ** $416,471 $41,384 none

* More Frequent Service ** $0.25 Fare Reinstituted
Source: Lee Tran 
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Figure 7, Beach Trolley Route Map
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Figure 8, Trolley Stops

There are 81 trolley stops in the island and 3 trolley pull-off stations,
as shown in Figure 8.  The pull-off stations at Times Square and
Bowditch Point currently have shelters; the station at Villa Santini
Plaza does not.  The trolley stops are scattered evenly along Estero
Boulevard.  Additionally, there are important off-island stops at Sum-
merlin Square, San Carlos Island’s Main Street, and Lover’s Key/Carl
Johnson State Recreation Area.

The trolley system is capable of handling many more inter-island trips. 
The 1990 Census indicated that no work trips were made on public
transportation.  Obvious options to be considered are more frequent
service, and benches/shelters at key stops.  Free rides also increase
ridership substantially, in part due to the convenience of not worrying

about having correct change.  In Emeryville, California, local
businesses pay to operate five free shuttles that relieve conges-
tion caused by a daily influx of 20,000 workers into their com-
munity of 7,000 residents.

There is some public distaste for subsidizing visitors’ trolley trips
by eliminating fares, but even when fares are charged, most
public transportation still requires a subsidy.  When compared to
the various costs of building more road capacity, improved
transit service can be an inexpensive alternative.
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   Figure 9, Commercially available tram

Public transportation has negative as well as positive effects on
traffic flow.  The presence of a large low-performance vehicle
like a trolley can reduce the capacity of a road, especially where
the trolley cannot pull out of traffic to discharge passengers. 

Trolleys carrying only a few passengers have little effect on
traffic flow during off-peak periods, but during peak periods they
should be carrying enough passengers to offset the effects of
their bulk and their frequent stops.  A trolley’s ratio of actual
passengers to seats is known as its “load factor,” which is as
important to traffic flow as to the bottom line of the trolley
operator.

The current nostalgia-styled trolley buses have proven popular
even though they can be less comfortable than modern air-
conditioned buses.  The unusual styling and open-air feeling
seems to encourage their use.  

Other alternatives are available, including tram-style vehicles
such as the one shown in Figure 9.  These vehicles can be pow-

ered with diesel engines like the current trolleys, or like most
new buses can use a variety of cleaner fuels such as LP or com-
pressed natural gas, electric propulsion, or even hybrids combin-
ing electric and another power source.  Trams can be boarded
through multiple gates, unlike trolleys that usually have only one
or two doors; this is an advantage for reducing the stop-time
when loading, but precludes the easy collection of fares.  The
slowness of most trams would be a negative effect of their use on
Estero Boulevard (except perhaps on the northern segment from
Times Square to Bowditch Point).

Other novelties such as double-decker buses would also appeal
to additional riders.  A double-decker bus with an open top and
bike racks could be introduced during the peak season by using a
vehicle that is out of service in its northern home town, with
service expanded if warranted by demand.  There is also the
possibility of students using regular Lee Tran service rather than
a separate run by a school bus.

Another promising measure to improve connections between
modes of travel has been the installation of bike racks on Lee
Tran buses and trolleys.  Despite the current limitation of two
bikes per vehicle, this experiment has been popular with bicy-
clists.  Bike racks provide commuters and visitors an opportunity
to make longer trips, or trips away from bus routes, without
using a car.  (The United States DOT is currently testing racks
that can carry three bikes, and new Florida legislation exempts
buses from previous legal limitations on racks for more than two
bikes.)

Bus shelters could become a focal point in any major center of
activity.  Ideal shelters should be roofed but with transparent or
open sides, placed at convenient locations, and be equipped with
benches and clearly posted schedules.  Shelters at key locations
might even be equipped with integral stationary bike racks and
lockers.
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Adjoining businesses such as coffee shops and news stands
would be further enhanced if a stop for scheduled airport service
were also provided at one or more key locations (even slightly
off Estero Island, such as on San Carlos Island).  These services
at a single location would effectively create a small transit termi-
nal, since taxi stands would be attracted to any regular shuttle or
limousine stops.  Locations near such a transfer point would
provide good business opportunities for rentals of cars, bikes,
motorbikes, and roller blades.  

Off-island park-and-ride lots can allow motorists to conveniently
transfer to buses or trolleys.  Park-and-ride lots at each end of
the trolley route have accommodated a sizable number of pas-
sengers, particularly in the first year that service was provided
(1993-94).  These lots are located at Summerlin Square, San
Carlos Island’s Main Street, Lover’s Key/Carl Johnson State
Recreation Area, and the Bonita Springs K-Mart.  Although there
is no breakdown available to gauge the effectiveness of any of
these locations in intercepting car trips that would have ended
up on Fort Myers Beach, observations by trolley drivers are that
the Main Street lot has yielded the fewest users.  Much of the
K-mart ridership may have been bound for other beach access
points south of Lover’s Key/Carl Johnson park, leaving the latter
and Summerlin Square with the presumed highest rate of cap-
ture.  Data for 1996-97 is not yet available.  The 25¢ fare is still
in place.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach, through interlocal
agreements with the county-run Lee Tran, has funded an extra
trolley to allow service every 15 minutes during February,
March, and half of April.  The cost to the town was a cap of
$47,000 in 1997 and $31,600 in 1998.

Unfortunately, Table 7-A-1 shows a significant drop over the last
two years in the number of persons boarding public transporta-
tion at the existing park-and-ride lots (located at Summerlin
Square, Main Street on San Carlos Island, Villa Santini, Carl
Johnson Park, and K-Mart in Bonita Springs).  During 1996/96,
boarding levels were at only 25% of the 1993/94 rate.  Some of

this decrease can be attributed to the end of free service (the
fare is now 25¢).  Other factors are the reduced frequency of
service, and some number of passengers who may have been
riding the trolley without a particular destination (especially
when there was no fare).

Not all of the park-and-ride users have eliminated a single-
occupant-vehicle trip in favor of public transportation.  However,
every trip that is eliminated reduces the number of cars compet-
ing for the limited space on Estero Boulevard.  Methods should
be sought to improve the usage of the Main Street lot on San
Carlos Island and the Summerlin Square lot at the corner of
Summerlin Road.
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Figure 10, Some potential landing sites for water transportation

Water Transportation

With traffic congestion blocking movement along Estero Boule-
vard during the peak season, the potential for water transporta-
tion becomes apparent.  

A December 1993 origin-and-destination study indicated that
23% of 2,500 drivers on Estero Island began and ended their
trips on the island.  The same survey showed that 46% of the
trips were made by out-of-town visitors, making alternative
modes viable especially if they were an integral part of the
visiting experience.  Water-based transportation is a classic

example of making the trip part of the experience, because of its
novelty plus the potential for seeing wildlife along the way. 
Matanzas Pass and its adjoining canals in particular would

provide an ideal water transportation network for recreational
and some business or work trips.  This network could use a mix
of on-call water taxis plus regularly scheduled water shuttles,
stopping at landing sites such as those shown in Figure 10.

Water transportation has been underutilized due to logistical
problems including limited dockage; manatee slow-speed zones;
potential for foul weather; and existing regulations that require
dedicated parking spaces at each stop.  There are several steps
that can be taken to encourage more water transportation,
beginning with an inventory of all navigable waterways identify-
ing their length, navigational depths, speed restrictions, types of
boats that can be accommodated, available dockage, and boat
storage facilities.  Next, travel times can be determined for trips
between the most likely destinations.  Formal policies in the new
comprehensive plan supporting water transportation would lay
the groundwork for repealing regulations that work against
water shuttles (such as parking requirements that consider a
water shuttle or taxi to be a business requiring a separate pool of
parking spaces at each stopping point).

Water taxis are operating successfully as private businesses in
Miami and Fort Lauderdale.  In downtown Miami, a water
shuttle runs continuously for a one-way fare of only $3.50. 
Water taxi service is available to and from Miami Beach for
$7.00 each way; this is an on-call shared-ride service.  Identical
water taxi service is available in Fort Lauderdale.  These boats
load and unload from the front, allowing them to dock in tight
locations without special facilities (see Figure 11).
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Figure 11, Water taxi unloading at a Fort Lauderdale hotel

The two public parks (Lynn Hall and Bowditch Point) and the 36
beach access points are extremely attractive to residents and
visitors, but at present they cannot be conveniently reached
except by motor vehicles using the Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge
and Estero Boulevard.  Water transportation could proceed
instead through the protected waters behind Estero Island,
although there would be many difficult issues to address includ-
ing the effects of slow-speed zones for manatee protection and
reasonable privacy concerns of nearby residents.  Water trans-
portation could include water taxis with on-call service; regu-
larly scheduled water shuttles; and private boats.

Some local roads at Fort Myers Beach could serve as links be-
tween water transportation and the Gulf beaches and other
attractions.  There are 33 local roads that extend directly to Bay
waters (or indirectly via a canal).  Of these, 25 directly intersect
Estero Boulevard, forming 14 “T” intersections and 11 four-way

intersections.  (“T” intersections would be preferred because of
the lower number of conflict points with motorists on Estero
Boulevard.)

The current ownership of Bay side access points is divided be-
tween public and private interests.  Acquisition of additional
easements or even full ownership might be needed to bring
many of the Bay access points up to reasonable standards.  Table
7-A-2 identifies the current status of all existing and potential
landing sites for various forms of water transportation.

Table 7-A-2 indicates most of the potential landing sites for
water transportation, with 13 existing landing sites and 20 more
that might be possible.  Additional study would be needed to
determine the feasibility of the various sites.  For the 13 com-
mercial sites (at the restaurants, motels, and marinas listed
above), the owners would have to agree to provide dockage. 
The agreement would ensure public access to the system while
providing positive exposure to the business, enabling them to
expand their patronage.

The public boat anchorage in Matanzas Pass has several poten-
tial impacts on Fort Myers Beach.  Without an acceptable place
on Estero Island for dinghies to tie up, visiting boaters (and
those living aboard) will tend to use any number of routes to the
beach and to buy groceries and other necessities.  This can
create unacceptable impacts to neighborhoods, and will work
against the goal of integrating the boating community with other
island activities.  If the route isn’t convenient enough, these trips
will have to be made by private car or taxi, adding to the num-
ber of trips on the roads.
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Figure 12, Informal dinghy landing at Gulf Beach Road

Table 7-A-2 — Existing and Potential Landing Sites
Site Location Landing Available?

Bowditch Point Bowditch Point Park
Pink Shell Resort South of Bowditch Yes
Island House Motel Matanzas Street Yes
Snug Harbor Restaurant Old San Carlos Yes
Matanzas Pass Restaurant Crescent Street Yes
Silver Sands parking lot Palermo Circle Yes
Miramar bay access Miramar Street
Island Bay Marina Pearl Street Yes
Bayview Drive canal Bayview Drive Yes (also ramp)
Delmar bay access Delmar Avenue
Mango bay access Mango Street
Chapel bay access Chapel Street
Tropical Shore canal Tropical Shore Way
Gulf Beach bay access Gulf Beach Road (discussion below)
Connecticut bay access Connecticut Street
Hercules bay access Hercules Drive
Coconut bay access Coconut Drive
Mid Island Marina Strandview Avenue Yes
Rusty Pelican Bayland Road Yes
Glenview Manor canal Glenview Manor Drive
Williams canal Williams Drive
Pescadora canal Avenida Pescadora
Sterling bay access Sterling Avenue
Indian Bayou canal Indian Bayou Drive
Mound canal Mound Road
Munch Box Restaurant Driftwood Lane Yes
Charlie Brown Restaurant Estero  at Curlew St. Yes
Ibis canal Ibis Street
Fairview canal Fairview Boulevard
Lazy Flamingo Villa Santini Plaza Yes
Fish Tale Marina Lenell Road Yes
Bay Beach easement Bay Beach Lane

At present there is an informal passage via a canal that comes in
from the Bay side and meets Gulf Beach Road (at the northern
edge of Bay Oaks Park).  Boaters dock their canoes and dinghies
(see Figure 12) and walk along Gulf Beach Road south of the
grocery story.  This route may be the least intrusive way for
boaters to purchase groceries and reach the beaches, with no
negative impact on traffic flow whatever.  After confirming that
the passage occurs entirely on public property, the town may
wish to place identifying markers and any necessary improve-
ments, and establish regulations as needed to ensure safe use of
this passage. 
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Figure 13, CRA sidewalks during construction

Bicycles and Walking

Fort Myers Beach has outstanding opportunities to increase
pedestrian and bicycle activity.  The physical layout of the com-
munity encourages walking and biking, with all homes within
just a short distance from the beach and active commercial
areas.  The traffic congestion provides additional incentives for
people to avoid driving.  Although there are more sidewalks at
Fort Myers Beach than in most parts of Lee County, pedestrians
and cyclists still encounter many difficult and unsafe conditions.

Efforts are needed
to improve the ex-
isting network of
sidewalks and bike
paths, which will
have the added
benefit of “captur-
ing” some car trips
to work, shopping,
and school (espe-
cially with
improved connec-
tions to Lee Tran
service).  Cur-
rently, there are
sidewalks on one
side of Estero Bou-

levard only (except for the area from Lynn Hall Park to the Lani
Kai, where there are sidewalks on both sides).

North of Times Square, the sidewalk shifts from the east to the
west side of Estero Boulevard at northern end of Carlos Circle. 
The primary reason for this shift was the existence of “grand-
fathered-in” on-street parking within the public right-of-way on
the east side.

Sidewalks can easily co-exist with some kinds of on-street park-
ing.  Urban areas commonly have sidewalks that are separated
from arterial roads with a row of parallel parking; the parked
cars protect pedestrians from moving vehicles.  However,
straight-in parking spaces in front of stores (as is common at
Fort Myers Beach) causes some conflicts with sidewalks.  A clear
delineation of the sidewalk was used in the CRA improvements
near Times Square to alert motorists to the sidewalk, thereby
providing an alternative to force pedestrians to cross to the other
side of the street.

Although traffic levels currently diminish as one approaches
Bowditch Point, sidewalks on both sides of Estero Boulevard
would eliminate the need for crossing Estero Boulevard at Carlos
Circle.  This may become important as traffic levels increase due
to the proposed public parking at Bowditch Point and additional
tram or trolley service there.

South of the Lani Kai, the Estero Boulevard sidewalk remains on
the Bay side all the way to Lenell Road, where there is a gap in
front of the Villa Santini Plaza to Bay Beach Lane.  The sidewalk
resumes south of Bay Beach Lane to Buccaneer Drive, where it
now ends.  A new sidewalk is planned from Buccaneer to
Estrellita Drive (just north of Big Carlos Pass).  This sidewalk
would be built in 1998 or 1999 with federal funds from the
ISTEA program (Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act).  The estimated cost is $377,000.

Although traffic levels are relatively low in this area, traffic speeds
are often high.  A sidewalk on both sides once again would
reduce the number of crossings.  The wide right-of-way and the
deep drainage ditches in this area create opportunities and
challenges for completing a resort environment that encourages
walking, bicycling and public transportation.
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Figure 14, Conceptual plan for a network of “hidden paths”

Another pedestrian concept emerged from public “community
design” workshops during the preparation of this comprehensive
plan.  A quiet network of “hidden paths” was proposed to run
parallel to Estero Boulevard on the Bay side to provide an alter-
native to walking and cycling along Estero Boulevard.  This
network is described further in the Community Design Element
of this plan, and is shown conceptually in Figure 14.  

The “hidden path” network would expand the use of cycling and
walking to school as an alternative to walking along busy Estero
Boulevard (many students live close to the elementary school
but now take the bus or are driven to school).  The “hidden
paths” would also provide an alternative walking and bicycling
environment that could replace some single-occupant-vehicle
trips.  This would be particularly true where parts of the path
system link important centers of activity.  These paths could also
alleviate a gap in the future transportation network by connect-
ing water- and land-based transportation.

The successful implementation of such an idea would require
extensive community involvement and a close working relation-
ship between residential neighborhoods and law enforcement
agencies to ensure a safe and secure path.  A good first step may
be working with the Lee County School District to encourage
parents nearest the school to participate materially

 (through donation of easements) and financially (where their
property is not involved).  School trips are the most effective
way of ensuring steady foot and cycling traffic, which would
ensure safety and immediate community involvement.  Presence
of law enforcement, particularly Sheriff’s department bike pa-
trols and VOICE volunteers, would help ensure the successful
implementation of the hidden path concept.  The facility must be
designed with adequate visibility to ensure the safety of users
and adjoining property owners.

Paved shoulders are provided on many parts of Estero Boulevard
where there are no center turn lanes.  These shoulders are used
by bicyclists (although they are not marked as bike lanes). 
Bicyclists are able to ride with the flow of traffic, leaving the
sidewalk to pedestrians who have no other alternative.  In areas
with limited right-of-way, an alternative for cyclists would be
extra-wide travel lanes (14 feet wide), possibly in conjunction
with closed (underground) drainage.

There are one-way bike lanes along 2nd and 3rd Streets between
Crescent Street and Old San Carlos, as well as sidewalks on one
side of these roads.  These are adequate for current usage. 
However, Old San Carlos will need wider sidewalks, placed on
both sides, in order to become the shopping and pedestrian
street as proposed in the Community Design Element.
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Funding for sidewalks and bike paths can come from many
sources, including ad valorem taxes, gas taxes, special assess-
ments, and grants.  The Town’s proposed budget for Fiscal Year
1997-98 would allot $75,000 towards the south end sidewalks,
landscaping, and parking, out of a total capital budget of
$555,000.  Additional funding may become available if the Town
Council approves concepts in the Community Design Element of
this plan.  In addition to the ISTEA funds programmed for the
sidewalk south of Buccaneer Drive, there may be future ISTEA
funds, although they may be less generous than the current
program.  These funds could provide a supplement or full fund-
ing for facilities that may not be built otherwise.  ISTEA grant
applications for the county-maintained portion of the Estero
Boulevard must be initiated by Lee County, unless the Town
agrees to assume responsibility for the maintenance of Estero
Boulevard.  Another option would be the establishment of a
special taxing or assessment districts (MST/BUs), which could be
in conjunction with lighting or other special districts.  This
would allow improvements to be made without a changeover of
maintenance responsibility on Estero Boulevard.

Bicycling and walking are already popular for short trips, despite
the marginal facilities now in place.  The improved sidewalks
near Times Square have already made walking there even more
popular; the sidewalks are raised above a curb and are surfaced
with colorful pavers that match the new look of the Times
Square pedestrian mall.  Similar sidewalks should be extended
as far south as the public library, linking the elementary school
and Bay Oaks to the Times Square area.  These sidewalks would
be safer for pedestrians (and more attractive) if the rows of
coconut palms were placed in the traditional location between
the curb and the sidewalk; the current design places the trees at
the outer edge of the right-of-way, where they provide no pro-
tection whatever to pedestrians.  When full curbs are provided,
the edge of tree trunks can be as close as 1½ feet from the curb,
according to the conservative design standards of AASHTO (the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials).

If even a few feet of additional right-of-way can be obtained,
these sidewalks could be wider, or the coconuts could be planted
in a grass strip between the curb and the sidewalk.  If necessary,
costs could be reduced somewhat by using the decorative pavers
only at intervals between sections of standard concrete sidewalk. 
For capital planning purposes, cost should be budgeted at
$1,000,000 per mile for improvements similar to those now in
place, or double that for full sidewalks on both sides of Estero
Boulevard.

A similar pattern of urban sidewalks should be built in the future
around the Villa Santini Plaza.  The shopping plaza and its high-
rise neighbors provide the basis for another high-quality pedes-
trian zone at the south end of the island.

At other locations on Estero Island, sidewalks and/or bike paths
can be improved over time in a variety of configurations.  They
would be used less intensively than the sidewalks at Times
Square, and the wider rights-of-ways offer many more choices in
design.  

Sidewalks encourage people to walk parallel to roads, but cross-
ing major roads such as Estero Boulevard remains a problem. 
Pedestrian overpasses are sometimes built at major crossing
points, especially over freeways or wide arterial roads.  How-
ever, pedestrians are not likely to use these overpasses unless it
is obvious that they are easier or safer than trying to cross at
ground level.  As long as Estero Boulevard is no wider than three
lanes, conventional pedestrian overpasses are unlikely to attract
many users.  More users would be attracted if the ramps were
replaced by glass-faced elevators and the overpass itself provided
exceptional views. 

Pedestrian crossings at ground level will always be hazardous,
especially near high-speed traffic.  To improve pedestrian safety,
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a full traffic signal has been installed at the main crossing at
Times Square.  This signal is actuated by a pushbutton, which
changes the signal to red after a preset amount of time.  In
practice, many pedestrians grow tired of waiting for the signal to
change, and cross when a gap appears in the traffic.  The light
then changes, halting traffic in the absence of any pedestrians. 
Experimentation with this traffic signal is warranted, for exam-
ple changing it to a flashing yellow light that would warn motor-
ists of the crossing but not automatically stop traffic.

Bicycles and pedestrians often share sidewalks, but
that situation is not ideal, especially where the
number of pedestrians is high and the sidewalks
are narrow.  Bicycle facilities are typically one of
three types:

# Bike lane: a portion of a road which has been
striped for preferential or exclusive use by bicycles.

# Bike path: a paved path for bicycles that is physi-
cally separated from the road (such as the bike path
along most of Summerlin Road).

# Bikeway: any road, path, or sidewalk that is specifi-
cally designated as being open to bicycles (but which
may be shared with pedestrians or even local traffic).

Where the right-of-way is wider, separate bike paths and side-
walks can be built, or on-road bike lanes can be provided for
bicycles (and be shared by pedestrians, who should be walking
in the opposite direction, against traffic).  For non-tourist use,
there is a need for secure stationary bike racks (preferably in
combination with bus shelters); and shower/locker facilities at
major nodes would make commuting by bike more feasible.

Many communities actively encourage bicycle usage to supple-
ment other modes of travel.  Some colleges and resort communi-
ties have experimented with providing distinctively painted older
bikes as free loaners to encourage bicycling.  Long Beach, Cali-
fornia, operates a bike station at its central transit mall.  Arriving

bus passengers can rent bikes and use the public restrooms and
changing areas; arriving bicyclists can store their bike in a
guarded storage area before they board a bus.

Designing Buildings to Encourage Mobility Without
Cars

The location of buildings can create (or destroy) a pedestrian
atmosphere.  Properly located buildings reduce walking dis-
tances, which are the most controllable obstacle to walking and
public transportation.  If a store is separated from the sidewalk
by a large parking lot, even nearby residents are less likely to
walk across the inhospitable expanse of hot asphalt (see Figure
16).  

When existing stores are separated from the street, extensions
can be added so that at least part of the building reaches the
public sidewalk.  Rearranged parking is still available, but is less
visible from the street, and pedestrians now have a path to the
main store without crossing the parking lot.  Over time, pedes-
trian usage increases and less parking is required.  Ultimately,
frontage on the public sidewalk can become the most valuable
space, with the parking lot increasingly relegated to a lot behind
the stores, or under elevated commercial space.

Detailed building facades also make walking more enjoyable
because they provide unique visual sequences.  When the walk is
interesting, its distance is noticed less.  And when sidewalks are
covered by awnings or canopies, pedestrians are protected from
sun and rain, further improving the experience and encouraging
walking (see examples in Figure 17 and Figure 18).  Building
and zoning codes that discourage or prohibit these arrangements
should be quickly updated.
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Parking Options

The shortage of parking is a regular topic of conversation at Fort
Myers Beach.  Punitive towing policies of some area merchants
are damaging the reputation of Fort Myers Beach as a friendly
place to visit.  The rebirth of commercial activity near Times
Square may increase this problem.  When parking is unavailable,
visitors tend to wander around in their cars, worsening conges-
tion.

The problem unfortunately is more complex than just a shortage
of parking.  A surplus of parking seems ideal, but in fact it would
induce more people to drive to Fort Myers Beach, offsetting the
relief now being provided by the trolley system and bicycling or
walking.  It is not impossible to build an aesthetically pleasing
parking lot, but most parking lots and garages are very unap-
pealing, and because of their size they can work directly against
the pedestrian-oriented vacation experience that Fort Myers
Beach offers.

The adequacy of parking for beachgoers is also an on-going
debate.  Lee County has provided additional parking at many
beach access points in recent years, but did not provide any
public parking in the original improvements at Bowditch Point
(as discussed later).  Beach parking and business parking are,
however, closely related at Fort Myers Beach.

Parking Usage at Times Square

A limited parking inventory was conducted in 1993 as part of the
CRA planning for Times Square improvements.  Two separate
surveys were included: a survey of four shared parking lots, with
hourly occupancy counts; and a count of parking spaces in
private lots.  This project inventoried the area surrounding Times
Square (Estero Boulevard from Lagoon Street to Carolina Ave-
nue; Old San Carlos from Estero Boulevard to First Street; and
Crescent Street from Estero Boulevard to First Street).  It did not

include the existing on-street parking or the parking in the beach
access points beyond the project boundaries.  The survey was
conducted on a weekday in January of 1993 beginning at 8:00
A.M.

The survey of shared parking lots examined the two primary
beach parking lots, the publicly owned lot at Lynn Hall Park and
the privately owned La Playa lot on Old San Carlos.  It also
examined the auxiliary public lot at Matanzas Pass, and the
parking lot of the Key Estero Shopping Center on Estero Boule-
vard at Carolina Avenue.  It also reported additional data pro-
vided by the operators of the La Playa lot on hourly and monthly
use of that lot.

The occupancy of spaces at each lot was monitored on an hourly
basis, with the results shown in Table 7-A-3.  The two most
convenient beach parking lots were nearly full from 11:00 A.M.

to 3:00 P.M., but the Matanzas Pass metered lot never even
approached capacity during the same period.

Table 7-A-3 — Occupancy of Shared Parking Lots, 1993

Beginning
Hour

Lynn Hall
Beach Park

La Playa
Parking Lot

Matanzas
Pass Lot

Key Estero
Shopping

Center
# of spaces: 132 82 62 116
8:00 A.M. 5% 0% 0% 25%
9:00 A.M. 20% 4% 0% 48%
10:00 A.M. 56% 34% 2% 52%
11:00 A.M. 98% 70% 8% 61%
1:30 P.M. 99% 100% 37% 59%
2:00 P.M. 95% 100% 34% 52%
3:00 P.M. 75% 84% 15% 55%
4:00 P.M. 63% 44% 8% 51%
5:00 P.M. 48% 21% 3% 48%
5:30 P.M. 39% 13% 3% 44%

average: 60% 47% 11% 49%
Source: Core Area Parking and Inventory Survey, Florida Transportation Engineer-
ing, Inc., February 1993.
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Figure 19, Aerial view of Times Square (photo courtesy Mohsen Salehi)

This study attributed the under-utilization of the Matanzas Pass
lot to inadequate signage advising visitors of its location, as well
as its relative distance from the beach.  The Key Estero lot was
well used, but still almost half empty most of the day.

The second part of the survey counted the number of parking
spaces in private lots serving individual businesses and the
occupancy rate when the spaces were counted (but not at hourly
intervals during the day).  The survey’s totals have been grouped
in Table 7-A-4 for all establishments in the following categories:
lodging, retail stores, restaurants, beach/recreation (other than
lots included in Table 7-A-3), convenience stores, and offices. 
The survey revealed that there are 1,349 additional parking
spaces, in addition to the 392 spaces monitored in the first part
of the survey.  Average occupancy for the various land-use
categories in Table 7-A-4 did not approach capacity during this
survey, although several individual businesses were at or near
capacity.

Table 7-A-4 — Additional Parking Data, 1993

Land Use Type
Total Number of
Parking Spaces

Average
Occupancy

Lodging 464 64%
Retail Stores 400 48%
Restaurants 251 56%
Recreation 172 46%
Convenience Stores 34 29%
Offices 28 71%
Source: Core Area Parking and Inventory Survey, Florida Transporta-
tion Engineering, Inc., February 1993.

It is difficult to assess the actual deficiency of parking without a
survey of parking needs over a longer period than a single day. 
Certainly parking is more of a problem at Fort Myers Beach than
almost anywhere else in Lee County, and the shortage of parking

is repeatedly cited by residents and visitors as a major deficiency. 
It can also be expected to become more of a problem now the
successful Times Square improvements are inducing extensive
redevelopment activity.  

Parking for small businesses near Times Square is available in a
variety of ways, including “grandfathered” on-street parking,
zero-lot-line off-street/on-site parking, some shared parking lots,
commercial parking lots, and additional demand on the limited
public beach parking lots.  Traffic conflicts are created by most
of the existing on-street parking, and the zero-lot-line facilities
without adequate room for maneuvering, because traffic must
back out into the flow of traffic, creating conflicting movements
and reducing the capacity of roads to handle through traffic. 
This is particularly a problem along Estero Boulevard. 

A centrally located and convenient parking garage has been
discussed as a solution to parking needs of beachgoers and
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patrons of Times Square merchants who don’t have on-site
parking.  This topic will be discussed further below.

Beach Parking

In addition to intersecting streets, driveways, and direct parking
spaces, Fort Myers Beach’s abundance of beach access points
contribute to traffic problems along Estero Boulevard.  This is
particularly true near those access points that have parking
spaces.  Contributing to the problem is the unfamiliarity of most
drivers seeking beach parking, and unclear signage that results
in repeated entries into access points when searching for a
parking space.  Also contributing are inadequate sight distances
for drivers exiting an access point.  (An adequate sight distance
would be an unobstructed view of traffic so that a driver knows
when it is safe to pull into the flow of traffic.)  The turns into
and out of beach access points often contribute to delays in the
flow of traffic, particularly when there are no center turn lanes
where vehicles can await a gap in traffic

Table 7-A-5 provides a summary of the beach access points that
provide public parking spaces (only 16 of the 36 access points). 
In addition to those shown, Lee County is planning to add 78
additional parking spaces in Bowditch Point Regional Park by
the winter of 1997/98.

Improving Accessibility of Bowditch Point Regional
Park

Lee County purchased the 16-acre northern end of Estero Island
in the late 1980s when development was imminent there. 
Following a series of public workshops, the county prepared a
master plan and has developed the first phase of Bowditch Point
Regional Park.  This phase did not include any public parking;
the only on-site lot has 12 handicapped spaces and 5 spaces for
maintenance workers.  

Table 7-A-5 — Parking Spaces at Beach Access Points 
Access location General spaces Handicap spaces

Bowditch Point 5 (staff only) 12
Lynn Hall Park 118 5
Palm Avenue 18 2
Delmar Avenue 6 - 8 (unmarked) -
Pompano Street 2 - 3 (unmarked) -
Seaview Street 3 1
Connecticut Street 10 -
Hercules Drive 8 -
Coconut Drive 8 - 10 (unmarked) -
Bayview Avenue 5 1
Gulfview Avenue 7 -
Strandview Avenue 8 -
Dakota Avenue 4 -
Aberdeen Avenue 6 -
Lanark Avenue - 2
Gulf Drive 5
Flamingo Street 5 - 6 (unmarked) 1

TOTAL: 218 - 224 24

The county’s priority had been to encourage peak-season visitors
to Fort Myers Beach to leave their cars on the mainland, or “park
once” after arriving and walk or use the trolley or other means to
reach their various destinations.  Several alternatives for off-site
parking for Bowditch Point were explored and were to be built
in later phases, with a parking garage near Times Square a
distinct possibility.  However, all planning for these later phases
has since been dropped by the county.  

Bus and trolley service is currently provided to the park, and for
a time there was a single trolley that circulated between Bow-
ditch Point and the Main Street parking lot on San Carlos Island. 
In part because of the lack of on-site or other convenient park-
ing, usage of Bowditch Point has low compared to popular Lynn
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Figure 20, Automated parking meter

Hall Park at Times Square.  According to data from the Tourist
Development Council, Bowditch Point received 25,000 visitors
last year, while Lynn Hall Park received 500,000 visitors.

In a recent reversal of all previous plans, Lee County has decided
to build a 78-space on-site public parking lot Bowditch Point
Park to increase its accessibility to the general public.  This lot,
which may be completed for the 1998/99 winter season, will
have a surface of crushed shell instead of asphalt to reduce the
“paved” feel of the lot and to make it less difficult to remove if
better parking or accessibility options become available.  This lot
will cost about $150,000 to design and build, and is expected to
bring in $80,000 to $90,000 annually in parking fees.  All 78
spaces will be available to the general public because the exist-
ing 12 handicapped spaces are sufficient for a 600-space public
parking lot.

These 78 new spaces are far more than will be needed in the off-
season, but the lot may not be large enough to meet the after-
noon demands during the winter.  If the lot is full, motorists will
have to return to Times Square and points south in search of
parking, adding to the congestion there.  To minimize this effect,
Lee County plans to provide “variable message sign” over San
Carlos Boulevard (visible before motorists reach Estero Island)
with up-to-the-minute information about the availability of
parking spaces at Bowditch Point.

Before this new parking lot was planned, Lee County DOT had
assessed the traffic impacts of a 60-space parking lot at Bowditch
Point that had been proposed in conjunction with other private
development there.  The projected number of trips in and out of
the parking lot was based on data collected at Lynn Hall Park
and Bonita Beach Park in April 1997.  DOT estimated that each
parking space would generate 20 trips (1200 total trips per day). 
During the peak hour, this entire lot, plus the private develop-
ment then proposed for Bowditch Point, would add about 230
cars to Estero Boulevard north of Times Square, an increase of

65% to the current traffic near Lynn Hall Park and a 150%
increase near Bowditch Point.  They concluded that this increase
in traffic would be substantial, but that Estero Boulevard would
still be at less than half of its capacity between Times Square and
Bowditch Point.

Lee County has also revived its previous plans to build public
docks at Bowditch Point.  For years it has actually been illegal
for boaters to land at Bowditch Point and use the park.  Public
docks can accommodate pleasure boats, water taxis, and regu-
larly scheduled water shuttles.  Access to Bowditch Point by
water would be a novel and intriguing alternative to park-and-
ride lots and trolleys.  Water shuttles and taxis themselves would
probably be provided by the private sector, but public docks are
a prerequisite for this service to Bowditch Point.

Serious consideration
should be given to using
the parking pricing struc-
ture at Bowditch Point (and
elsewhere at Fort Myers
Beach) for congestion man-
agement as well as a reve-
nue source for maintenance
costs.  There is no reason to
discourage parking in the
off-season or in off-hours,
so parking during those
hours would be at the cur-
rent low rates.  But rates
could be increased during
peak periods.  This would
discourage some people
from driving and parking
during those periods, and
help pay for the cost of pro-
viding peak-season parking
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spaces that will sit unused during most of the year.  Also, an
“early bird” special could encourage some beach traffic to arrive
earlier during the day before road congestion is a problem; fees
would then increase depending on the hour of the day.  Auto-
mated parking meters (see Figure 20) can provide for graduated
rates without having to reprogram individual meters at each
parking space.

With better transportation options, Bowditch Point can become a
true regional park.  Many residents north of Times Square fear
the increased traffic and would prefer Bowditch Point to remain
functionally almost a neighborhood park.  But it was purchased
and developed for much wider usage, and the challenge is to
provide better access without adding to peak-season congestion
on the roads.  The best option would be a comprehensive ap-
proach to parking and mass transit to serve the needs of Bow-
ditch Point and other popular tourist destinations at Fort Myers
Beach.

Where is More Parking Needed?

Parking lots open to the public are run by several public and
private entities.  Lee County owns and manages the large lot at
Lynn Hall Park.  The county manages the town-owned lots
beneath the Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge and just south of the
private La Playa lot near Times Square.  Table 7-A-6 indicates
the total revenue from parking meters at these lots from October
1996 through June 30, 1997.  (Under the town-county agree-
ment that runs until the year 2006, this revenue is shared, with
the town getting 85% and the county the remaining 15%.)  Even
during the busiest months, March and April, these lots are not
operating at full capacity.

According to an occupancy survey from January 1993, only 37%
of the 62 spaces beneath the sky bridge were occupied at the
peak hour of 1:30 P.M. on a weekday.  The 1997 revenue data

Table 7-A-6 — Total Revenue
From Town Parking Lots

Month Amount
October 1996 $1,303

November 1996 $1,654
December 1996 $1,724

January 1997 $2,566
February 1997 $1,732

March 1997 $4,584
April 1997 $3,562
May 1997 $2,616
June 1997 $2,651

9-MONTH TOTAL: $22,395

is not directly comparable because it measures total revenue
instead of hourly occupancy.  Occupancy data should be col-
lected on a regular basis; it is a truer measure of demand be-
cause total revenues don’t evaluate hourly demand, and can be
affected by turn-over rates.

The surplus space in these lots, in the midst of an apparent
parking shortage, emphasizes the importance of disseminating
information about where parking is available.  A positive step is
the planned introduction of the “variable message signs” across
San Carlos Boulevard where they can be read by drivers before
they enter Estero Island.  These signs will be automated so that
the information is up-to-the minute.  At present, Lee County is
only planning to use these signs to advise motorists of parking at
Bowditch Point, but if this technology is successful, it could be
linked to other public parking lots with telephone lines or radio
signals (see example in Figure 21).  This technology has poten-
tial for widespread use in promoting the use of park-and-ride
lots and reducing unnecessary trips onto the island when no
parking is available.  It can also provide an estimate of delays
due to traffic congestion.
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Figure 21, Variable message sign for
parking management

There is another less-apparent
source of public parking: the
numerous on-street parking
spaces located partially or
wholly within public rights-of-
way.  Most of these spaces are
currently used by adjoining
businesses, and are often
marked as if they are private
spaces, complete with signs
threatening the public with
towing if they park there. 
Where these spaces are lo-
cated fully on the public right-
or-way, they are actually pub-
lic parking that has been ap-
propriated for private use.

An accurate inventory of
these spaces would be the
first step towards identifying the parties with interests at stake
(including Lee County for the county-maintained portion of
Estero Boulevard).  A dialog could then ensue, especially over
the fate of jointly owned spaces.  In some cases, such as along
Old San Carlos, the spaces could be reconfigured to be totally on
public land, allowing the spaces to be equipped with short-term
meters (such as a 30-minute maximum).  This arrangement
would keep most of these spaces available for business use
without privatizing a public resource.  For those spaces that
remain in joint public-private ownership, the parking revenues
could be shared proportionately.

The revenue from parking meters is only a secondary benefit;
the more important factor would be the town’s ability to manage
the complete stock of public parking spaces for maximum conve-
nience to visitors and businesses with the minimum of additional
impact on peak season road congestion.  Other benefits of these

negotiations may be the ability to reduce some of the conflict
points caused by the current number of driveways, and more
pooled parking spaces (rather than spaces reserved exclusively
for individual businesses).  The Chamber of Commerce or the
Main Street program could play an important role in this kind of
planning, for instance brokering in-kind donations such as
shared or combined parking and driveways as another way to
meet parking demands for expanding businesses, or arranging
valet parking with expenses apportioned among participating
businesses.  The public would benefit by reducing the vast ex-
panses of asphalt that make walking from place to place more
difficult.  Other types of shared parking can also be used, as will
be discussed later in this appendix.

Parking Garages at Times Square

Parking demand at Times Square results from the high demand
for beach parking plus the needs of many local businesses which
have little or no parking of their own.  Based on the 1993 park-
ing inventory, the consulting firm of Wallace Roberts & Todd
(WRT) concluded that only those parking facilities located
closest to the beach are highly utilized, and that any deficits exist
only during a relatively short 3–4 month peak season.  They
questioned whether parking utilization during a 3–4 month
season was sufficient to justify a publicly financed parking ga-
rage.  They suggested if a garage were to be built, it should be
built behind new buildings on Old San Carlos, either near the
existing La Playa lot at the foot of the bridge or across Old San
Carlos next to Snug Harbor.

The demand for beach parking changes greatly depending on the
season.  Even unconventional spaces are used to meet short-term
seasonal demands, for instance front yards, empty lots, and
underutilized business lots.  In all likelihood, any additional
parking spaces that can be provided will be consumed during the
peak season if they are close enough to popular beaches.  But
each extra vehicle that is driven to Fort Myers Beach during the
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peak season adds to the existing congestion.  Parking spaces
quite a distance from the beaches, especially if on the mainland
and served by trolleys, are less likely to be used, but are far
better from the standpoint of congestion and improving the
pedestrian environment; the difficulty is in making them conve-
nient or appealing enough to attract more than occasional users. 
Extra on-island beach parking can work directly against the
success of off-island parking and public transportation.  In fact,
many communities find that a moderate parking shortage re-
duces unnecessary car trips and encourages walking and the use
of public transportation.

An on-island parking garage is often promoted as a way to
reduce traffic congestion by getting drivers in search of parking
off of the road.  Countering this benefit, however, are the addi-
tional drivers who had been dissuaded from driving to Fort
Myers Beach by the legendary parking shortages.  Whether the
additional drivers would more than offset those previously
circling the island in search of parking cannot be assessed
through any simple analytical technique.  The possibility, how-
ever, suggests caution in advocating a parking garage, especially
if it adds additional parking rather than replacing existing
spaces.  

A critical point is that a parking garage and its surrounding
travel pattern must be considered together.  For instance, a
garage at the foot of the Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge combined
with an extra incoming lane on the bridge would have different
impacts than a garage at the same location with today’s single
incoming lane. 

Shared Parking at Times Square

In place of a garage, the WRT study recommended 165 more on-
street parking spaces to serve beachgoers and area shops (al-
though some of these spaces would offset the loss of spaces at
Lynn Hall Park to accommodate an expansion of the beach and a
proposed amphitheater).  Some of the spaces would be diagonal
and some would be parallel, depending on right-of-way widths.  

In addition to the new on-street spaces, WRT suggested creating
a reservoir of shared interconnected parking to the rear of busi-
nesses along Old San Carlos (as shown in Figure 22).  Patrons of
any businesses along Old San Carlos could park in any available
spaces, taking advantage of the differing hours of businesses to
make better use of available parking.  Each business would not
need to provide for its peak parking demand on its own site.  

Retail space, offices, and residential units would be built up to
the right-of-way line of Old San Carlos.  This would improve the
pedestrian character of the street by replacing individual front
parking lots with continuous storefronts, broken only by some
driveways to the shared parking behind (as shown by arrows  in
Figure 22).  This concept has not been implemented to date; it
will be a difficult undertaking that requires the co-operation of
area landowners.  The town needs to assess the feasibility of this
approach in the very near future and either make it happen
through direct actions or allow it to happen by modifying the
land development regulations.  If this approach cannot work, or
does not through inactivity, the much more risky and expensive
(and in many ways less desirable) alternative of a large parking
garage may become essential.
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Figure 22, WRT master plan, with arrows showing access from Old
San Carlos to shared parking lots behind buildings

Figure 23, Sign advertising shared parking
behind stores along Los Olas Boulevard in
Fort Lauderdale

It has been widely dem-
onstrated that combina-
tions of land uses require
less parking than the
same land uses in free-
standing locations. 
Shared parking is ideal
when businesses are rel-
atively small and are
clustered closely
together, as in the Times
Square area.  An excel-
lent example is the paid
parking lots along Las
Olas Boulevard in Fort
Lauderdale (see Figure 23), which are located behind a thriving
business district that faces wide tree-lined sidewalks (see Figure
31).  Another example is the free joint parking lots located
behind stores in the main business district at Celebration (near
Orlando).

Auto use is influenced by factors such as travel distance, trip
purpose, convenient parking, parking fees, and transit service. 
Fort Myers Beach can capitalize on its existing pedestrian envi-
ronment by making walking easy and pleasant, which is rarely
compatible with huge parking lots serving a single business.
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The Economics of Surface Parking and Parking Garages

When assessing the economic viability of a parking garage, land
cost is often a primary factor.  As land costs increase, it becomes
economically more feasible to expand parking vertically in a
garage rather to expand horizontally by acquiring more land for
surface lots.

The cost of building a parking garage varies widely depending
on topography, structural requirements, architectural efforts,
revenue control devices, and other uses in the building.  If land
costs are not included, the cost of building a parking garage is
about four times the cost of a surface lot.  If the land cost is
included, the figures can change dramatically.  In 1996, the
International Parking Institute estimated that new parking
garages cost between $4,500 and $15,000 per space, excluding
land costs.  Surface parking lots can often be built for $1,500 per
space (for paving, drainage, marking, signing, and lighting).  
A 1988 study by McCarthy Parking Structures reported land
costs of at least $15 per square foot as the lower level for consid-
ering a parking garage.  (It should be noted that these land
values are somewhat dated and were most likely based on a
survey of moderate to large cities.)  Land values reported by the
Lee County Property Appraiser often don’t reflect actual market
values, but they do indicate that this value is often met near
Times Square.  But given the number of vacationing visitors and
the economic upswing in progress at Fort Myers Beach, a garage
may not prove to be the most economic use of property, espe-
cially if it were a single-use building rather than a mixed-used
complex that can take advantage of the strong year-round econ-
omy.

A private landowner would consider many factors before decid-
ing whether to build either a garage or surface parking.  These
would include zoning, financing, taxes, alternative uses for the
property, the potential for mixed uses, the characteristics of
parking demand, security, and operation/maintenance expenses. 

Since parking garages are not attractions themselves but merely
facilitate trips to other destinations, primary locational consider-
ations must be the walking distance for the patrons (or transit
connections) plus access and post-construction traffic circulation.

Another factor to be weighed is the existing surface lot under the
Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge.  During recent surveys, it has not
been filled to capacity during peak periods, perhaps due to its
distance from the beach or its lack of visibility.  Given the high
demand for parking at Lynn Hall Park, there is an opportunity to
reduce the number of spaces at the park and make better use of
these other existing parking spaces (and a parking garage if one
is built).  Lynn Hall Park could be used more as a real park than
as a parking lot.

If a landowner wished to build a parking garage entirely at his
own expense, the town would still have considerable control
through the zoning process.  Public parking garages are permit-
ted only if a “special exception” is granted by the town.

Parking garages are often better served by market forces than
government initiative.  Given the town’s financial position and
the strong local economy, this is especially true at Fort Myers
Beach.  However, combined public/private opportunities may be
worth exploring.  If public-sector powers were required to as-
semble land, a landowner might be willing to build the garage at
his own expense and operate it for a period sufficient to recover
their costs.  After that time, the town would own the garage and
could operate it directly, sell it, or contract out its operation.  

Local experience with parking garages is mainly those built by
government but operated by private entities.  In downtown Fort
Myers, the Main Street (old) and Monroe Street (new) parking
garages in downtown Fort Myers can serve as case studies of
parking garage design, construction, and operation.  The Monroe
garage near the Harborside convention center includes 5,800
square feet of retail space abutting the sidewalks along Monroe
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and First Streets.  Despite the initial cost of increasing the ceiling
height to 13 feet and adding mechanical ventilation to maintain
air quality in the garage’s ground level, the retail space is a plus
for downtown Fort Myers, making the garage’s frontage a part of
the city rather than a place to be hurried past.  The retail space
may also prove to be a good business investment for the city of
Fort Myers.  Both garages can be expanded by two additional
levels to meet the market demands.  Table 7-A-7 provides size
and cost data for building both garages.

Table 7-A-7 — Fort Myers Parking Garages

Main Street
(old)

Monroe Street
(new)

Year Built 1988 1996
Square Footage (all floors) 180,000 180,000
Land Area 1.34 acre 0.88 acre
Land Cost $9/SF $11/SF
Number of Floors 4 5
Number of Parking Spaces 571 550
Retail Square Footage 0 5800
Number of Storefronts 0 7
Total Construction Cost $3,400,000 $6,200,000
Retail Construction Cost n/a $700,000

These garages were financed with revenue bonds plus
$1,500,000 in cash from the city’s general fund.  The equivalent
debt service is nearly $800,000 per year.  Operating and main-
taining these garages cost an additional $135,800 last year.  In
contrast, revenues from parking fees last year, the highest year
ever, amounted to less than $200,000.  There are several reasons
for this relatively poor financial performance: the new federal
building will be a major tenant but hasn’t opened yet; many of
the city’s 870 parking meters are less expensive than the ga-
rages; and garage rates are themselves quite low, averaging $40
per month per space.  The garages were built to support down-

town redevelopment, not as direct revenue sources.  This year
Fort Myers has begun to manage the on-street parking meters
and the garages together; meter charges will double at many
locations, which should increase usage in the garages.  The main
lessons for Fort Myers Beach are the enormous costs of building
and operating parking garages, and the need to manage parking
meters and parking garages together so that both support the
municipalities’ redevelopment goals.

Parking Rate Structure

When the private sector controls the supply of public parking,
parking rates are effectively set by the market.  Individual opera-
tors adjust their prices so that a small number of spaces are
always vacant and ready to accept new customers.  This strategy
has great merit in big-city downtowns, where parking operators
are very sensitive to emerging shortages of parking and are
prepared to build more parking lots or garages as soon as mer-
ited by demand.

Traffic congestion at Fort Myers Beach adds another dimension
to parking discussions.  Parking rates, and even the easy avail-
ability of parking, are closely related to road congestion because
the difficulty in parking discourages some people from driving
(or from driving in separate cars when alternatives are avail-
able).  Parking supply and rates can be manipulated for purposes
far broader than maximizing revenues and the number of park-
ing spaces.  The town can play a direct role in managing parking
in publicly owned lots.  Equally important is its indirect role
through its parking requirements for new or expanding busi-
nesses, and through the rezoning process for new privately
owned parking lots that are open to the public.

Changes to the rate structure can even apply to parking lots not
managed by the town.  One such change is a special tax on
parking (if legally permissible).  Parking taxes are usually im-
posed to generate additional funds, which they often do by
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causing an increase in parking rates.  If this increase changes
travel behavior and discourages individual car trips, the effects
on road congestion may be positive, even though less revenue
than anticipated might be collected.  At Fort Myers Beach, road
congestion and parking availability are more important than
parking revenue, so a parking tax is not likely to be the best way
to manage parking.

There are a number of ways that the town can directly control
the parking rate structure, although these will only directly
affect publicly owned lots.  Rates could be manipulated to en-
courage a specific type of behavior, such as the use of van pools
or car pools.  Rates could also be graduated to encourage more
subtle changes in behavior; for instance, graduated rates could
favor short-term parking; or lower rates can be charged for the
less convenient parking lots; or higher rates could be charged for
arrivals or departures that coincide with the busiest periods.  The
rate structure does not need to be so extreme as to affect the
behavior of all or even most users; it can be effective if even a
small number of users arrive before or after the peak period, or
select the less convenient lot, or car-pool rather than driving
separate cars.

Governments sometimes have comprehensive policies to encour-
age the use of high-occupancy vehicles (as discussed later).  A
number of these jurisdictions have also adjusted prices in public
parking lots to favor carpools and van pools.  Car pools can also
be given discounted rates in on-street metered spaces reserved
for their use.  Parking surcharges during peak hours or the peak
season can also encourage motorists who drive alone to the
beach to use public transit or to car pool, thereby freeing up
scarce parking spaces.

An important benefit to experimenting with changes in the
parking rate structure is that rates can be easily modified if they
don’t work, or if they have unintended consequences.  For exam-
ple, if the town were to substantially increase the short-term

parking rates in public lots, several different outcomes are possi-
ble: people may continue to use the facilities as before and pay
the higher rate; some may leave their cars at home and travel to
the beach in a different mode of travel; some may park in
park-and-ride lots and walk or ride with trolley; others may stop
making trips to the beach altogether.  If trips to the beach de-
cline dramatically during the peak season, the benefit of the rate
increase would probably be outweighed by the loss of public
accessibility to the beaches and damage to local businesses and
the tax base.  The increase can simply be adjusted or rolled back.

Another idea would seek to use parking demand to minimize the
effects of the many parking spaces which require drivers to back
directly into the most congested portions of Estero Boulevard. 
Some of these spaces might be reserved for those who commute
via high-occupancy vehicles.  The benefit would be two-fold,
rewarding those who don’t commute in a single-occupant vehicle
and reducing the number of parking maneuvers along critical
sections of Estero Boulevard.  Unfortunately, many of these
parking spaces are very important to adjoining businesses who
would not want their customers to lose the most convenient
parking spaces.

Lee County is beginning to use “transponders,” a technology that
is well suited to variable pricing in parking lots.  These small
devices are mounted in cars and automatically deduct tolls
without vehicles ever stopping at bridge toll plazas.  These
devices can easily be programmed to adjust the tolls based on
the exact time of day; in Lee County’s pilot program, tolls during
off-peak hours will be reduced to encourage some people to
avoid crossing the bridges during commuter rush hours.  

The county does not plan to use transponders on the Sanibel
Causeway because there is no commuter rush hour.  Because
travel patterns on Sanibel are similar to Fort Myers Beach, this
technology may never be used for managing demands on beach
roads.  But the technology itself has promise for variable pricing
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and general efficiency whenever vehicles must pay a fee.  This
technology is not limited to regular users, as motels and timesha-
re resorts could loan transponders to their guests.

The most effective parking rate changes are those that can
achieve important community objectives, such as relieving
congestion, encouraging walking and public transit, and
strengthening local businesses.  As a general rule, the Times
Square area would be most affected by changes in parking prices
and availability.

Implementing Shared Parking

The redevelopment plan for Times Square and Old San Carlos
calls for shared parking behind buildings and new on-street
parking.  The shared parking will require extensive cooperation
between property owners, and the on-street parking will require
major public expenditures to install.  Business people who wish
to begin implementing the redevelopment plan now are faced
with conventional on-site parking requirements that run counter
to the pedestrian-oriented concept behind the redevelopment
plan.  

The redevelopment overlay district adopted by the town pro-
vides some relief, and some businesses have obtained variances
from the conventional parking requirements.  Without a clearer
path during this interim period, however, the town may lose
some opportunities to see its redevelopment plan move forward
with private financing.  Some alternatives are:

# Modifying development regulations to make it easier
for businesses to substitute private arrangements they
may be able to make for nearby (but not on-site)
parking.

# If a parking garage is built, businesses could purchase
some of its capacity (not necessarily specific parking
spaces) for their customers.

# The town could act as a catalyst for the WRT shared

parking concept.  This could be done by requiring new
development along Old San Carlos to design their sites
to accommodate shared parking, or by actually acquir-
ing key easements, or even building public parking lots
in the suggested configuration.

Faced with similar situations, some resort communities charge a
fee in lieu of on-site parking and use the proceeds to build public
parking lots.  Miami Beach has been charging $5,000 for each
parking space not built along popular Ocean Drive, and then
building public parking garages to meet the parking demand. 
(Since a parking garage cannot be built this cheaply, the city
pays the remainder of the cost.)  The city of Hollywood is insti-
tuting a similar approach in their more urban areas.  

This concept is fairly easy to institute, and may be seen as favor-
able by businesses without space for on-site parking lots.  The
difficulty is raising enough money to build an entire parking
facility, which can be costly in small increments.  

Despite some obvious disadvantages of small parking lots
(higher cost per space, extra traffic caused by those searching for
a parking space), a number of small public lots may be a more
desirable parking solution than one large lot.  Large lots are
inherently hostile to pedestrians (although good design can
make them less so).  Small lots can be surrounded by garden
walls or hedges, yet because of their size drivers can quickly see
if any spaces are available.  

Regardless of size, public parking needs to be fairly convenient
for users, yet not placed in the center of pedestrian activity.  This
is the reason that WRT suggested shared parking behind new
shopfronts along Old San Carlos.  Those heading for the beaches
would walk along Old San Carlos, rejuvenating it as a public
place.  For the same reason, a parking garage would be better if
placed on the site of the existing cruise ship parking lot next to
Snug Harbor, instead of at the foot of the bridge.  The Snug
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Harbor location would also have the advantage of interfering
less with the majestic view of the Gulf of Mexico that now greets
motorists as they cross the Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge.

An easily-overlooked component of a rejuvenated pedestrian
zone is an adequate loading zone for delivery vehicles.  Unless
deliveries can be completed very early in the morning, delivery
vehicles will interfere with pedestrian and traffic flow, as is the
case at present at Times Square and the Villa Santini Plaza.  The
probably solution to this dilemma at Times Square is an off-site
waiting area for delivery trucks, with merchandise shuttled to
individual merchants on hand-trucks.  At the Santini Plaza, a
redesign of the entire complex could include an adequate load-
ing area for all merchants.
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Transportation Demand Management
The concept known as “transportation demand management”
(TDM) attempts to reduce the number of single-occupant vehi-
cles during peak traffic periods.  Potential measures can be
grouped into three categories:

# Strategies that eliminate trips completely;
# Strategies that accommodate existing trips in fewer

vehicles; and
# Strategies that move trips before or after the most

congested periods.

TDM strategies for Fort Myers Beach would be directed to three
somewhat distinct groups.  One is island residents who commute
to jobs off the island; another is employees of island businesses
who live on the mainland.  The third group is seasonal residents
and tourists who are not likely to be employed during their stay.

The purpose of TDM is to curb demand without reducing per-
sonal mobility, while providing alternate travel means to offset
peak period congestion.  It tries to use transportation more
efficiently as an alternative to “building our way out of conges-
tion.”  The goal is to reduce the number of vehicles using the
road system during peak periods while providing a wider range
of mobility options to those who wish to travel.

TDM provides alternatives to driving alone and techniques to
encourage their use.  These alternatives must be customized to
the problem at hand; techniques that work well in major urban
centers may not fit Fort Myers Beach. 

Some common TDM strategies include:
# Matching services, to connect commuters inter-

ested in ridesharing with others on similar schedules;
# Transit promotion, which can include a free trol-

ley pass instead of a free parking place;
# Alternate work hours, with flexible shifts or shifts

that are staggered to avoid peak travel periods; and
# Non-motorized mode program, where employers

or motels provide sidewalks, bicycle racks, showers, or
lockers to make non-motorized travel convenient for
commuters or guests.

TDM techniques are often implemented by individual large
employers (often to meet government mandates to reduce peak-
hour trips).  Tourism and the hospitality industry are the largest
employers at Fort Myers Beach.  Since many jobs in this industry
are low-paying, there are opportunities to reduce vehicle travel
while providing a valuable service to employees by providing
transportation between the workplace and off-island locations
(such as interceptor parking lots, or major bus transfer points). 
Some employers already provide this kind of service to attract
employees who live as far away as Fort Myers.

TDM strategies often include:
# new or improved modes of transportation;
# financial or time incentives for the use of these alterna-

tive modes (for example, compensatory time for those
not commuting alone);

# supporting activities that make the use of alternative
modes more convenient or to remove impediments to
their use; and

# marketing activities to promote these modes.

The effectiveness of TDM often depends heavily on the level of
participation by employers.  The development of effective TDM
programs should be approached as a major public/private part-
nership.

Of greater complexity, and perhaps importance to Fort Myers
Beach in the long run, is the development of “congestion avoid-
ance” strategies to preserve the capability of the transportation
system to handle future travel demands.  Congestion avoidance
strategies traditionally fall into two broad categories:
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# supply-side, by building significant additional road
capacity, such as widening Estero Boulevard and
building new bridges, or

# demand-side, by implementing land use/growth
management policies that tie land use densi-
ties/design to transportation systems demand capa-
bility.  

Trip-making patterns, volumes, travel mode choices are largely a
function of development patterns.  The town’s control over the
trip-generating characteristics of the land use (such as the den-
sity of development) could be used to make the resulting travel
demand consistent with the transportation infrastructure and the
desired level of service.

TDM programs could be an integral part of comprehensive
planning for Fort Myers Beach, providing cost-effective transpor-
tation improvements that reduce or alleviate traffic congestion. 
These improvements can include expansions of the
sidewalk/bicycle path network or water shuttle facilities such as
docks and waiting areas, and intangibles such as improved
trolley service.  

The new comprehensive plan could explicitly lay out long-range
congestion-avoidance strategies to deal with future development
and its impact on travel.  Despite the limited vacant land at Fort
Myers Beach (about 120 acres, or only 8% of the total land), the
redevelopment potential is substantial enough to merit an ag-
gressive TDM linkage.  Providing mobility in such a context
requires innovations, coordination, and both short- and long-
term perspectives in planning.

Some TDM strategies have proven effective in attracting commu-
ters as well as visitors from single-occupant vehicles, but their
effectiveness is always limited by the users’ awareness, ability to
use, and willingness to use these alternatives.  Driving alone is
such a long-standing habit that few even think of trying an

alternative without encouragement and assistance.  Fort Myers
Beach has the dubious advantage of so much peak season con-
gestion that TDM strategies won’t seem unrealistic or more of a
constraint on freedom than sitting in traffic.

TDM strategies can become practical when combined with
supporting activities that make the alternative more pleasant and
convenient, or reduce the need for a personal automobile for
other purposes during the trip (such as personal errands).  By
themselves, these activities would be costly and have little
chance of success; in concert with aggressive promotion of TDM
strategies, they can make change travel behavior in ways that
benefit individuals and the community.
 
Supporting Activities

Although Fort Myers Beach is more oriented to pedestrians than
most newer communities, many of its attractions were designed
with the expectation that most people would arrive by private
car.  This expectation often becomes self-fulfilling because the
site design or linkages with other activities do not accommodate
the needs of those without a car.  The correction is to provide
“rideshare-friendly” site design, plus services for those without
cars.  Site design should include accommodating the safe maneu-
vering of trolleys, convenient and pleasant transit stops and
shelters, bicycle racks, and showers/lockers for bike commuters. 
On-site services such as childcare, ATMs, convenience goods,
and laundry service can minimize the true and perceived need
for a private car.

Another program that is crucial to the success of a TDM program
is the guarantee of a ride home, if necessary by taxicab.  This
service addresses the two main factors that hinder TDM pro-
grams: the fear of being stranded in an emergency, and the fear
that ridesharing hinders the time flexibility that a job may re-
quire.  This idea can be extended by the lodging industry to their
visitors. 
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Because of the important role that businesses must play in TDM
programs, the “Main Street” program or other public-private
partnership could be the vehicle for coordinating the efforts of
businesses with those of government.  Even smaller businesses
can be involved in one of the most critical activities will deter-
mine both the town’s economic viability and its livability.

TDM Marketing

Potential users must be made aware of the availability of TDM
programs and encouraged to try them.  This will be difficult at
Fort Myers Beach because so many motorists are just visiting.

Marketing efforts begin by disseminating information on avail-
able TDM services and incentives.  This information can be
directed to the public at large by mass mailings; newspaper,
radio, and TV ads; and roadside signs.  It can also be targeted to
specific markets (such as in travel pamphlets, or to arriving
visitors).  

Marketing can also include personalized trip planning assistance
by telephone or through information centers at strategic loca-
tions.  The Fort Myers Beach Chamber of Commerce and the
TDC welcome center volunteers could be trained to take on this
responsibility.

In addition to general and on-demand information on TDM
strategies, TDM marketing often includes special promotions
such as contests, prize drawings, and other activities to attract
the attention of commuters and visitors, generate excitement
about the alternative modes, and reward those who begin to
share rides.  The effectiveness of TDM would be increased with
the following ideas:

# Information materials should reflect the charac-
teristics and attitudes of potential users.  For visitors,
stress their appreciation of the coastal environment;
why sit in traffic while on vacation?; leave your car at

home and travel by boat; etc.  For commuters, stress
practical matters such as less wear-and-tear on their
car; cost savings, companionship during the trip; etc.

# Promotions should be scaled to the target popula-
tion (e.g.  regional information campaigns for potential
visitors; direct distribution to employees and motel
guests; van-pool information targeted to long-distance
commuters; and bicycle information to nearby commu-
ters).

# Marketing should be highly visible and continuous to
reach visitors and new residents.

# Information centers should be easily accessible and
staffed by people with some training in TDM strate-
gies.

# Pilot programs should be encouraged for untested
TDM strategies to evaluate their effectiveness and to
estimate costs.
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Improved Management of Traffic

When it is not feasible or desirable to add enough lanes to avoid
congestion, TDM is often used in conjunction with techniques to
better manage the flow of traffic on the existing road system. 
Like TDM, a traffic management system must be custom-made to
respond to local conditions.  Potential elements in such a system
for Fort Myers Beach might include:

# Adding a third (reversible) travel lane
# Preference for high-occupancy vehicles
# Traffic calming
# Redevelopment of major activity nodes
# Reducing intersections onto Estero Boulevard
# Improved law enforcement
# Innovative signage
# Tolls on bridges
# Funding for road maintenance and improvements

Each of these options are discussed in the following sections.

Adding a Third (Reversible) Travel Lane

One alternative to be considered is providing a third lane of
traffic in the direction of highest traffic flow.  Under this configu-
ration, the existing pavement could be used in its current width
(or with slight widening) to increase its traffic-handling capacity,
without converting Estero Boulevard into a four-lane highway.

Arterial roads are usually operated with an equal number of
lanes in each direction, and with no lane serving traffic in differ-
ent directions in different hours.  Yet travel patterns are rarely
equal in both directions at all hours of the day.  This condition
typically “wastes” road capacity, particularly in a bottleneck
situation.  

Reversible lanes have the potential to make more efficient use of
roads with uneven travel patterns.  Reversible lanes are not

uncommon on commuter routes in major cities where additional
road capacity cannot be provided.  One lane (usually a center
lane) is designated for one-way travel during certain hours of the
day, and in the opposite direction during other hours, with the
directions selected to provide an extra lane in the dominant
direction.  The outer lanes provide normal flow at all hours of
the day.  Another method is to make a two-lane street operate
one way only during the peak period.  The first method will be
evaluated below, since there is a third lane already in existence
on Estero Boulevard and a fifth lane on San Carlos Boulevard.

Reversible lanes can increase peak-period capacity of a road with
minimum capital expenditures by converting unused capacity for
use in the direction of heavier flow.  The system is particularly
effective on bridges or anywhere that additional capacity via
construction would be cost-prohibitive.  There are however,
disadvantages including operational problems at each end of the
reversible lane; difficulties in enforcing of lane-use regulations;
potential interference with emergency vehicles; loss of left-turn
lanes; increased safety hazards; and unsightliness of lights
and/or barriers that would be required.  These disadvantages
would be especially problematic at Fort Myers Beach because so
many tourist use the roads and would be unfamiliar with the
reversible pattern, and because left turns are required to obtain
access to many streets and private properties.

There are several factors that can cause reversible lanes to be
warranted (meaning they would meet the objective of a short-
term increase in directional flow without adverse impact on
operational characteristics such as the ability of other motorists
to make left turns):

# Evidence of congestion;
# Time of congestion;
# Ratio of directional traffic volumes;
# Capacity at access points; and
# Lack of alternative improvements such as a parallel

route  
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The Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge and Estero Boulevard may meet
most of the above criteria during the peak season except for the
inadequate road capacity near Times Square.  The breakdown
lanes appear to provide the necessary width for a reversible lane,
and the directional difference in travel volumes may be adequate
during certain hours.

If a reversible lane is warranted (including approval by FDOT for
the sky bridge) and found operationally feasible, the method of
designating lanes to be reversed and the direction of flow must
be selected.  There are four possible methods of designating
lanes:

# Suspended lighted signals over each lane, typically
indicating yellow during transition periods and red
when oncoming traffic will be using that lane (spaced
perhaps 500 feet apart);

# Permanent signs advising the motorists of regulation
and hours of operation;

# Portable barriers to discourage passing (similar to
those used at the Cape Coral Bridge toll plaza); or

# Adjustable barriers that rise from the pavement when
needed (as used on Lake Shore Drive in Chicago) or
are moved back and forth with special vehicles (as on
the San Diego Coronado Bridge).

A reversible lane could be provided on San Carlos Boulevard; on
the sky bridge; on Estero Boulevard; or all three.  San Carlos
Boulevard has a fifth lane, now used as a two-way left turn lane,
from Summerlin Road to the sky bridge.  (However, there are
efforts underway to introduce raised medians at some locations
to eliminate the misuse of this lane as passing lane.)  A segment
of the center lane could be converted to a reversible lane, at
least from the Hurricane Pass Bridge through the
Prescott/Buttonwood intersection to the sky bridge.  The
Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge itself has 40 feet available for vehicles,
which would need to be restriped to accommodate three 11-foot
travel lanes and 3½-foot striped shoulders (in place of the cur-

rent 12-foot travel lanes and 8-foot breakdown lanes).  The
existing barrier-separated sidewalk on the south side of the
bridge cannot be incorporated into the travel lanes because of
structural problems; however, an additional suspended sidewalk
might be possible to replace the breakdown lanes that are now
used by bicyclists.

The third lane on the sky bridge could then tie into the existing
three-lane section of Estero Boulevard.  It could continue to the
south either to just past the public library, or as far south as
Buccaneer Drive.  If extended beyond the library, the existing
paved shoulders from Bay Road to Albatross Street would be
eliminated to leave room for three 11-foot travel lanes.

It is not clear whether a reversible lane would have enough
benefits to offset the inevitable operational difficulties.  The
directional patterns of current traffic at Fort Myers Beach is
shown in Figure 23.  Between 1:00 and 7:00 P.M., traffic levels
are almost evenly split in each direction.  The potential for a
reversible lane would be in the morning hours, when traffic is
heavier onto the island, and possibly again in the evening for
traffic leaving the island.  Reversible lanes must be pursued with
utmost caution because of the unfamiliarity of visitors with the
area; also, the absence of the two-way left may bring about
maneuvers that causes substantial delays.  A pilot project could
be tried prior to peak-season conditions to experiment with
operational problems and to assess local reactions to reversible
lanes.  

A variation on reversible lanes would be to create an extra lane
onto the island only from the Hurricane Pass Bridge to Times
Square.  Under this scenario, the center lane would continue
onto Estero Boulevard southbound; the right-hand lane would be
forced to turn right only.  This configuration would provide
quicker access to the north end of the island, and would be
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            Figure 24, Percent of southbound traffic on Estero Boulevard at Donora

especially suited to providing direct access to a parking garage
located at the foot of the sky bridge.  Problems would include
drivers attempting to circumvent this lane’s purpose by merging
into the center lane on the bridge, or circling under the bridge
and re-entering Estero Boulevard southbound from Crescent
Street.  This plan would also attract more cars to Estero Island
without creating any more road capacity on the island itself.

Reversible lanes can also operate as high-occupancy-vehicle
(HOV) lanes, although that may defeat the purpose of increasing
the traffic-carrying capacity of the road.  The center lane could
be operated as an HOV lane, limited to vehicles with two or
more passengers, for example inbound from 7:00 A.M. to 2:00
P.M., outbound from 2:00 P.M. to 9:00 P.M., and two-way left
between 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M.  This subject will be discussed

further below.

It should be noted that Fort Myers Beach traf-
fic patterns, ironically, have achieved a plateau
of even traffic volumes throughout the day.  A
plateau is the objective of most congestion miti-
gation programs, which seek to “flatten” the
traffic peaks which usually occur in the morn-
ing and evening rush hours.  The problem,
however, is that the plateau at Fort Myers
Beach occurs at the absolute peak capacity
during the winter, in effect converting the
entire day into one long “rush hour.”

Before embarking on any pilot projects, these
concepts should be studied further in conjunc-
tion with other strategies suggested in this
appendix.

Preference for High-Occupancy Vehicles

In recent decades, highway lanes have been
designated for the exclusive use of “high-occupancy vehicles”
(HOV) near major cities.  Their purpose is to improve the speed
and convenience of buses and to provide an incentive for
car/van pooling in congested areas.  

HOV lanes are usually built in addition to the existing mixed-use
lanes (in some cases, though, new HOV lanes have been built
but later converted to standard lanes).  Sometimes HOV lanes
are created by converting a standard mixed-use lane.  If an HOV
lane on a congested highway is converted from a mixed lane, it
must be heavily used by mass transit vehicles or car/van pools,
or its advantages would be offset by the loss of the existing lane. 
Some HOV lanes allow vehicles with as few as two occupants,
making HOV lanes more politically acceptable but much less
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valuable for encouraging mass transit use.

Due to obvious physical limitations of the current right-of-way,
an HOV lane on Estero Boulevard may have to compete for the
same center lane as the reversible lane discussed previously. 
Further study would be needed to determine the relative feasibil-
ity of each concept independently (and the possibility of combin-
ing the two functions). 

HOV lanes can be operated in different ways:
# Reversible/Directional Facilities:  An extra lane

can be reserved for HOVs traveling in the direction of
the busiest traffic flow; this lane works very much
like any other reversible lane, with extra signage to
indicate the restrictions on single-occupant vehicles;
or

# Contra-Flow Lane:  A conventional lane that is
normally used by all vehicles for travel in a single
direction can be reserved for HOVs during peak peri-
ods (provided that another route can be found for
vehicles traveling in the less popular direction).

A contra-flow lane is used only in unusual situations.  A contra-
flow application at Fort Myers Beach might each afternoon
dedicate all lanes of Estero Boulevard to traffic leaving the island
from Crescent Street to the sky bridge, at which point a revers-
ible center lane on the bridge would allow at least two continu-
ous northbound lanes all the way to the mainland.  Traffic that
would normally use the southbound lane of Estero Boulevard
from Fifth Street to Crescent Street would be detoured across
Old San Carlos, Third Street, and Crescent Street.  (A traffic light
would probably be required at Crescent Street to allow these
cars to reenter Estero Boulevard.)

A similar contra-flow situation might be tried in reverse in the
mornings.  If the sky bridge were configured for two southbound
lanes, they could both flow onto Estero Boulevard, merging to a

single lane just past Crescent Street.  Northbound traffic would
be required to turn right on Crescent Street to reach Lynn Hall
Park and points to the north.

Each contra-flow example poses a number of operational diffi-
culties that would offset some of its effectiveness.  To the degree
either or both work successfully, they would increase capacity on
Estero Boulevard north of Crescent Street, only to reach the
same bottleneck that now occurs on Estero Boulevard from
Crescent Street to Bay Oaks.

Another possible configuration would merge the reversible-lane
and HOV concepts.  When two lanes are flowing along Estero
Boulevard in the peak travel direction, the outside lane (curb
lane) would be designated for HOVs only (trolleys and cars with
at least two or three passengers).  This separate HOV lane would
make travel by trolley much quicker, making it a more desirable
option than it is at present.

Since any HOV concept would use roads and bridges that are
maintained by the county and the state respectively, their con-
currence would be required.  Without such concurrence, the
town would first have to take over all responsibility for maintain-
ing and operating those facilities.

Prior to their use, HOV lanes must be marked by restriping the
pavement.  This requires grinding down and removing the
existing pavement markings (ideally resurfacing the pavement at
the same time so that remnants of the old markings do not show
through and confuse drivers, particularly at night or during
storms).  The new stripes and lane markings are then painted
onto the surface.

If an HOV lane is found feasible, publicity and incentives would
be needed to educate the public and encourage the use of higher
occupancy vehicles.  The same would be true for preferential
parking for HOVs.  See the previous discussion on TDM market-
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ing for some general ideas.

Although any promotional incentives for HOV implies a disincen-
tive for single-occupant vehicles, this disincentive may not be
strong enough to sufficiently change travel patterns.  Merchants
in particular would be sensitive to the perception that they are
penalizing some of their patrons for driving alone.  Participating
merchants might pursue this matter through parking surcharges,
particularly in conjunction with a shared parking scheme.

Traffic Calming

“Traffic calming” is a concept that recognizes the importance of
streets for all modes of travel, not solely for cars and trucks. 
Pedestrians and bicyclists usually must share the same streets,
but planning and engineering trends over the past 40 years have
placed them at a distinct disadvantage compared to high-speed
vehicles.

Most traffic calming efforts have been made in response to
residents of side streets who have become upset by cars racing
through their neighborhoods to avoid traffic congestion on major
roads.  In this situation, undesirable though traffic is “calmed”
with physical techniques such as speed humps, narrowed lanes,
landscaping, traffic diverters, jogs, or traffic circles at intersec-
tions.  These can be considered “active” traffic calming tech-
niques, which are intended to reduce speeding, or even reduce
the capacity of the road, to discourage its use as a shortcut.  

In 1992, Lee County adopted an administrative code (11-14)
with standards for applying active traffic calming measures in
local residential roads.  The county is also planning to construct
roundabouts on a few collector roads, although these will serve
as traffic control devices (replacing four-way stop signs at inter-
sections) rather than for traffic calming.  Local roads are seldom
used as shortcuts because of Estero Island’s long and narrow
shape, so this kind of traffic calming will have very limited

application at Fort Myers Beach.

There are also “passive” measures that calm speeding traffic. 
These measures can play a major role in reducing speed without
diminishing the number of vehicles that can use the road.  Fort
Myers Beach has an obvious problem with too-slow speeds near
Times Square during the peak season, but excessive speeding is
also a problem along Estero Boulevard at other times and loca-
tions.  With the number of bicycles and pedestrian sharing Estero
Boulevard, this speeding is extremely dangerous, especially with
the nightlife and bars that are patronized by Lee County resi-
dents who then drive themselves home.

“Passive” traffic calming measures do not interfere with the
number or continuity of travel lanes in a road (although they
sometimes reduce lane widths slightly).  Typical techniques
include providing curbs and street trees; allowing buildings
nearer the road; and creating interesting vistas for drivers. 
These measure make the road more attractive and usable for
pedestrians, and also discourage speeding by ending the resem-
blance of the road to a rural highway whose wide travel lanes,
minimum curvature, and wide breakdown lanes are designed for
high-speed vehicles.  Passive traffic calming measures have
received little attention from traffic engineers; they are not even
mentioned in Lee County’s formal policy on traffic calming
(which only addresses active measures).  

The precise design of an intersection can also have a great im-
pact on travel behavior and pedestrian safety.  Sharp corners
(with a short radius) require drivers to slow down before turn-
ing.  When the corner has a larger radius, vehicles can turn at
faster speeds and crosswalks must be longer, making crossing
much more dangerous.  Some corners are designed with a
channelized turn lane with a very large radius; these are ex-
tremely dangerous to pedestrians, although a raised island can
be provided as a refuge for pedestrians.  Figure 25 illustrates
these types of intersections.
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Figure 25, Examples of pedestrian-vehicle conflicts     

Landscaping and street trees provide a hospitable environment
for pedestrians and thus pedestrian-oriented commercial activi-
ties.  The presence of pedestrians passively calms traffic.  Some
of the innovative signs that are being tried at Fort Myers Beach
acknowledge the presence and the rights of pedestrian and
cyclists and also act as passive traffic calming measures. 

Motorists understand the nature of a more urban street and tend
to slow down, not just for fear of being cited for speeding, but
because there are inherent uncertainties about what lies ahead. 
As a bonus, these roads are more interesting to drive along, even
when congestion slows traffic to a crawl.

Some parts of Estero Boulevard, such as from Times Square to
the library, already have many passive traffic calming measures
(and some active ones such as parking spaces that require back-
ing out, to the detriment of its traffic-carrying capacity).  Its

passive measures include sidewalks, heavy pedestrian usage,
power poles near the road, many buildings near the road, and
even the jogs in the right-of-way at Times Square and the library. 
Extending the Times Square streetscape south of the Lani Kai
will have a further calming effect on traffic while better protect-
ing pedestrians from reckless drivers (through the curbs and
street trees).

The potential effects of specific traffic calming measures,
whether passive or active, should be carefully studied before
they are implemented.  Actual vehicular speeds can be measured
over a period of time to identify the most problematic areas. 
Then various techniques that will serve other community needs
as well can be evaluated for their impact on traffic flow and
safety and to ensure that emergency vehicles will retain full
access.  This type of study can be done for the entire town, or for
selected areas that seem particularly dangerous or that are being
considered for redevelopment.
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Figure 26, Major activity nodes at Fort Myers Beach

Redevelopment of Major Activity Nodes

There are four major nodes of activity along Estero Boulevard:
Bowditch Point, Times Square, Bay Oaks, and Villa Santini Plaza
(see Figure 26).  All four have reasonable access (or potential
for access) by trolleys, by sidewalks, and by dockage for boats. 
Parking issues for Bowditch Point and Times Square have been
discussed above.  Neither Bay Oaks nor Villa Santini have great
surpluses of parking, but parking is adequate for the existing
land uses.  Any redevelopment within these nodes should be
coordinated with promoting access by means other than just
cars.  

For instance, redevelopment areas could have parking limitation
criteria by which new trips generated as a result of new or
expanded land uses would not result in additional parking (a
“no net gain” policy).  Good design can often produce this
result, as in the previous example (Figure 16) of stores sepa-
rated from the sidewalk by large parking lots.  

For work trips, accessible shower facilities for employees can
encourage the use of bicycles.  Currently only the Bay Oaks
Recreation Center has publicly accessible showers.  The showers
at Bowditch Point do not lend themselves to accommodating
work trip because they are located away from most places of
employment.  

The town should insist on considering these matters before
approving major redevelopment projects.  The Diamondhead
convention center, for instance, is being built between two of the
most important nodes of activity on Fort Myers Beach, and will
have great impacts on both.  Under current rules, however, no
traffic circulation analysis was required except for a determina-
tion of whether to build a single turn lane.  (Further analysis
wasn’t required because no rezoning was needed and the number
of trips generated in the peak hour fell below a fixed county-wide
threshold.)  The Town should ensure that its development regu-
lations do not allow this situation to continue.

Reducing Intersections onto Estero Boulevard

An option that may merit further study would be better use of
some existing roads that run parallel to Estero Boulevard.  Such
roads exist at several locations on the Bay side and function as
minor collector roads; Shell Mound Boulevard is an example. 
The purpose would be to reduce the number of intersections onto
Estero Boulevard by partially or fully closing some local streets
where they intersect Estero Boulevard.  The closure could be
total, creating a cul-de-sac on the local street; or partial, where
right turns could be made in or out, but a median on Estero
Boulevard would prevent left turns in or out.  Pedestrian passage
would never be blocked.  Vehicular turns that are blocked would
be made on an alternate route whose design would be improved
to handle those turns.  The intent of these changes would be to
avoid some of the conflict points and turning maneuvers that
restrict the capacity of Estero Boulevard.
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Figure 27, Candidates for reducing intersections onto Estero Boulevard

An obvious concern of nearby residents would be increased
traffic by motorists seeking to avoid congestion on Estero Boule-
vard.  This can be prevented in a number of ways, such as
narrowing the parallel road or carefully selecting the intersect-
ing streets to remain open.  For instance, if Madison Court
provided a main access to Shell Mound Boulevard (rather than
Donora as at present), traffic on Shell Mound might even be
lower than today’s levels.

Figure 27 shows some candidates for street closure that could be
examined in more detail to determine their feasibility.  The
heavy lines indicate the parallel roads, and the stars indicate
some intersections with Estero Boulevard that might be partially
or fully closed (see Table 7-A-8).  Unfortunately, these intersec-
tions are not in the area of greatest congestion on Estero Boule-
vard (refer back to Figure 5).

Table 7-A-8 — Parallel Minor Collectors
Parallel
Collector

Intersection With
Estero Boulevard

OAK STREET:
Gulf Beach Road
School Street
Bay Road

SHELL MOUND BOULEVARD:
Donora Boulevard (minor collector)
Voorhis Avenue
Eucalyptus Court
Madison Court (minor collector)
Washington Avenue
Jefferson Street
Mid Island Drive
Connecticut Street (minor collector)

LAUDER STREET:
Sterling Avenue
Aberdeen Avenue
Lanark Avenue
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It may even be possible to acquire land or easements to partially
extend some roads parallel to Estero Boulevard.  This could
improve the interconnection of neighborhoods and allow local
and inter-neighborhood trips to avoid Estero Boulevard.  Neigh-
borhood attitudes to such changes should be gauged before any
extensive work is done on this subject.  Attitudes are difficult to
predict in advance because street closings and extensions have
multiple impacts: 

# they may reduce traffic on one street while dumping
it on another;

# they may stabilize the residential character of some
streets by isolating them from potential encroach-
ment of commercial uses;

# they may be so controversial among neighbors that
the discord itself outweighs the potential benefits.

There may also be opportunities for connecting parking lots and
shared driveways towards the same objective.

Improved Law Enforcement

The number of traffic violations at Fort Myers Beach isn’t docu-
mented as higher than other parts of the county, but the town’s
position as a pedestrian hub of the region makes law enforce-
ment a critical safety matter.  Recent innovations such as com-
munity policing have demonstrated the value of unconventional
techniques such as bike patrols and reintroduced techniques
such as mounted police and beat cops.  These techniques provide
human contact between the police and the community; and the
presence of the police at the street level improves law abidance
including reduced traffic violations.  The future will bring more
new techniques and will reintroduce some currently unfashion-
able ones.

Reckless driving can cause injuries and property damage, and
depending on the hour of the crash, can also bring the operation
of the road network to a halt.  The reduction of reckless driving

must be the highest priority if the pedestrian character of Fort
Myers Beach is to be retained and improved.  Running red lights,
for example, has reached epidemic proportions throughout the
state.  Since there will never be enough policemen to regularly
patrol intersections, video cameras have been successfully tried
and have shown promising results.  However, some courts do
not recognize traffic violations that were not personally observed
by a deputized officer, precluding the video system from auto-
matically issuing tickets.  Two alternatives to resolving this
impasse are changes to state law, or having officers personally
view the videotape and witness violations after-the-fact.

Parking violations can also become law enforcement issues. 
Overdue parking meters and the misuse of handicapped parking
spaces are the most obvious.  But more important parking issues
also arise.  A major issues at Fort Myers Beach is the towing of
cars that are parked illegally on private property.  Although this
practice is legal as long as kickbacks aren’t paid to the property
owner, it is a major black eye for the entire community, espe-
cially when excessive towing rates are charged along with puni-
tive payment policies.  The town has recently adopted an ordi-
nance to control rates and payment policies.  The real solution,
though, is for the entities doing the towing to recognize that
their resource of extra parking can be made directly profitable
through parking fees.  Towing is hardly the best way to make
use of a valuable resource.

Cars may not be towed by a third party from public rights of way
unless the car impedes a driveway and essentially blocks a
means of egress and ingress.  This applies along Estero Boule-
vard and on side streets.  A problem may arise along Estero
Boulevard where there is grandfathered on-street parking or
zero-lot-line parking, or the common situation where existing
spaces are partly on private and partly on public land.
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Innovative Signage

In the last five years, improved traffic signs have been placed
along Estero Boulevard to emphasize heavy pedestrian use there. 
In addition, the new “zebra” pedestrian crossings alert motorists
of pedestrian crossings, primarily at beach access points (13 out
of the 36 beach access points have pedestrian crossings) and
more intense commercial and residential nodes (Times Square,
Villa Santini Plaza, and Red Coconut RV Park).  Their effective-
ness cannot be gauged yet but some reduction in injuries and
property damage have already appeared.  Lee County is now
considering new signs that would encourage northbound traffic
to use Crescent Street to reach the bridge or the north end of the
island.

Hurricane evacuation signs are currently located only at Lovers
Lane, Donora Boulevard, Washington Street, and Lenell Road,
with the first two directing the traffic towards San Carlos Boule-
vard and the last two towards Bonita Beach.  The point of divi-
sion is about 2 miles south of Times Square, although no data
has been located that would support this split of traffic.  The
signs at Donora and Washington face traffic from the local roads,
while the signs at Lovers Lane face northbound traffic and signs
at Lenell face southbound traffic along Estero Boulevard.  The
location and adequacy of these signs needs to be evaluated now
that San Carlos Boulevard and Bonita Beach Road have been
widened and any low points on the evacuation routes can be
identified.  The current division of evacuation traffic should be
considered preliminary and subject to further evaluation.

During an evacuation, instructions from law enforcement and
emergency management personnel will supersede the signs, but
prior to those agencies taking control, opportunities for an early,
orderly, and safe evacuation could be lost without proper atten-
tion to details such as roadway elevations and properly located
signs.  Also, the signs provide a constant reminder of the poten-
tial danger and general instructions on how best to proceed if
evacuation is needed.   

Tolls on Bridges

Currently, road maintenance at Fort Myers Beach is divided
between the state, the county, and the town.  The Florida De-
partment of Transportation (FDOT) maintains San Carlos Boule-
vard from the signalized crosswalk at Times Square to McGregor
Boulevard on the mainland.  Lee County DOT maintains Estero
Boulevard from the crosswalk  south to Big Carlos Pass and
beyond.  The county has retained maintenance of this portion
primarily because Estero Boulevard is part of the county’s arte-
rial network and an evacuation route.

The town is responsible for maintaining all other public roads,
including Old San Carlos and Estero Boulevard from Times
Square north to Bowditch Point.  The town does not have its
own maintenance crews; it contracts maintenance work to
private firms or to Lee County DOT through an interlocal agree-
ment.  Under this agreement, the county agrees to provide
maintenance as requested by the town at rates that are specified
in the agreement.  The town and the county have recently ex-
tended this agreement through September 1998.

With the recent widening of San Carlos Boulevard and improve-
ments to Estero Boulevard, the routine maintenance costs in the
short term will be relatively low.  The town could absorb those
costs if Lee County and FDOT are willing to relinquish their
responsibilities for these facilities.  Table 7-A-9 summarizes the
maintenance costs for these facilities in 1996.

Table 7-A-9 — Reported Maintenance Costs
Facility 1996 Maintenance Cost

Big Carlos Pass Bridge* $70,000
Estero Boulevard $37,500
Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge**   $1,000
San Carlos Boulevard*** $45,000
*     Includes bridge tenders salaries
**   Hurricane Pass Bridge not available individually 
*** Includes up to US 41 via McGregor/Colonial 
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The benefits and costs of such a roadway turnover, however,
need to be carefully evaluated.  The immediate benefit of main-
taining all the roads and bridges within the town would be the
ease in decision-making about operational improvements such
as traffic signals, speed limits, and reversible lanes.  The imme-
diate costs might be similar to those found in Table 7-A-7-A-4,
plus the cost of professional engineering assistance.

The longer-term benefit of assuming responsibility would be the
ability to implement the town’s policies from a focus on “vehicle
moving” to “people moving,” without having to persuade several
other jurisdictions every time an operational change is desired. 
The long-term costs would include major highway renovation
and bridge replacement, including unexpected costs from hurri-
cane damage.  Avoiding those costs would be the likely motiva-
tion for the state and county to give up their current responsibil-
ities.   An independent engineering evaluation of the condition
of both bridges would be essential before seriously negotiating
over their future.  

The turnover of county facilities to the town might be relatively
easy due to the county’s recent efforts to turn over responsibility
for a wide variety of county facilities, especially those in cities,
including neighborhood and community park maintenance
(such as Bay Oaks) and arterial road maintenance (such as
Periwinkle Way and Sanibel-Captiva Road on Sanibel).

The transfer of maintenance responsibility from the state, how-
ever, may be more complex.  FDOT’s general policy disfavors a
piecemeal approach to turning over their facilities.  Since the
sky bridge is part of San Carlos Boulevard, FDOT can be ex-
pected to suggest that turnover of the bridge be connected with
assuming responsibility for an entire link of San Carlos Boule-
vard to a logical terminus as far away as Summerlin Road
(which is about 3 miles outside the town’s boundary).  

FDOT proposed a similar approach in 1995 during negotiations

with Collier County about placing a toll on the bridge to Marco
Island.  FDOT cited its formal policy against imposing tolls
where they are not needed to repay revenue bonds; this policy is
designed to keep motorists from “paying a second time” for a
facility that was built with traditional user fees such as gas taxes. 
However, FDOT will consider exceptions to this policy after
examining the effect of tolls on the overall transportation system
and how they relate to local transportation planning.  (When-
ever tolls are in excess of costs to maintain a road or bridge,
FDOT uses them for other roads in the same county.)  In the
Marco Island case, FDOT suggested that Collier County might
take over the Marco Island Bridge, but only in a package with all
of State Road 951 from Marco Island to U.S. 41 (a distance of 7
miles).  Then FDOT policy would not affect any decisions on
tolls.

The imposition of tolls has the potential to modify travel behav-
ior as well as be a significant revenue source for transportation
purposes.  Properly used, tolls can help manage congestion, with
toll levels varying by season or time of day.  There are poten-
tially suitable sites for a toll facility off the island, but none on
the island.  Maintaining former county and state roads and
bridges could allow the use of tolls if they prove desirable.  The
impact of tolls on the tourism-based economy of Fort Myers
Beach, however, must be carefully evaluated before this possibil-
ity forms the basis of assuming additional road maintenance
responsibility.

The town may also wish to consider the potential for future
annexations in the same discussion on road turnover.  For in-
stance, a terminus on San Carlos Boulevard might be negotiated
with FDOT in conjunction with establishing a maximum future
boundary of the town, or considering the use of the San Carlos
Boulevard right-of-way as the required contiguity with the town
for land that doesn’t directly abut the town’s current boundaries. 
The same issues might arise in taking over responsibility for the
Big Carlos Pass Bridge and portions of Hickory Boulevard be-



TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT, APPENDIX A                                                JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                     PAGE 7-A-46 

yond the bridge.  The town should not try to impose annexation
on any land; voter approval is required in nearly every case.  But
prudent planning might leave open options for annexation
should they ever be in the interest of the town and those cur-
rently outside its boundaries.  Governmental responsiveness to
the needs of coastal communities could become a driving force
for annexations in the future.

Funding for Road Maintenance and Improvements

Funds for maintaining and improving roads at Fort Myers Beach
can come from gasoline taxes, impact fees paid by new develop-
ment, and special taxing districts.  The town can also use any of
their general revenues (such as property taxes) for transporta-
tion improvements.

There are two types of gasoline taxes, those charged to motor-
ists statewide and those charged by initiative of the Lee County
Commission.  Part of each gasoline tax is shared with the Town
of Fort Myers Beach.

The state of Florida charges statewide gasoline taxes, 1 cent per
gallon of which is deposited in a municipal revenue sharing
trust fund (along with a portion of the state cigarette tax).  A
share of this fund is distributed annually to each municipality
based on a complex statutory formula.  The Town of Fort Myers
Beach will receive about $84,000 from this fund in 1998.  About
35% of this amount comes from the municipal gas tax and can
be used only for transportation purposes, including
transportation-related public safety activities.

In addition to the statewide gasoline taxes, Lee County has
adopted a “local option” gasoline tax of an additional 11 cents
per gallon.  The county is obligated to share a portion of this tax
with all of its municipalities.  Although state law provides a
distribution formula, counties and cities are allowed to negoti-
ate a different distribution by interlocal agreement.  Such an
agreement has been reached in Lee County, resulting in the

distribution shown in Table 7-A-10.
 

Table 7-A-10 — Division of 11 Cents
Per Gallon Local Option Gas Tax

Municipality  Percentage
Fort Myers Beach 2.3%

Sanibel 5.0%
Fort Myers 14.0%
Cape Coral 23.3%

Unincorporated Area 55.4%

In 1998, Fort Myers Beach will receive about $575,000 from this
source.  There is no rational reason for Fort Myers Beach’s share
to be less than half that of Sanibel (which is of similar size and
character as a tourist destination).  The town is attempting to
renegotiate the agreement for a fairer apportionment of revenue. 
A new allocation could be based on peak (rather than perma-
nent) population, or the number of vehicles using the roads
(both of which would reflect the impacts of tourism better than
other measures). 

The town also collects road impact fees, having adopted Lee
County’s road impact fee ordinance upon incorporation.  Prior to
issuance of building permits, these fees must be paid into a fund
that is used to build new roads to offset the impacts of growth. 
Table 7-A-11 shows the current rates that are charged for several
common types of development.

Until late 1997, impacts fees paid by those developing property
at Fort Myers Beach were deposited into the same account as all
development occurring west of Interstate 75 between Bonita
Springs and Fort Myers.  A total of $315,000 had been deposited
into this account from development at Fort Myers Beach from
the date of incorporation through 10-31-97.  Lee County and the
town are negotiating an interlocal agreement that will turn these
funds and future road impact fees over to the town.  For budget
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purposes, these fees can be expected to total about $150,000
per year in the future.  

Table 7-A-11 — Road Impact Fee Rates
(Per Dwelling Unit or 1,000 Sq. Ft.)

Land Use Amount  
Single Family $1,712

Duplex $1,251
Multifamily $1,075

Mobile Home $775
Office (<100,000 s.f.) $1,990

Medical Office $4,169
Convenience Store $11,177

Retail (<100,000 s.f.) $3,297
General Industrial $1,079

Road impact fees are spent to improve roads in the same district
where they are collected; unspent fees are retained for future
use within that district.  Since no further road improvements are
planned by Lee County on Estero Island, the impact fees col-
lected there will always be used on the mainland.  Although
mainland roads do benefit town residents, mainland traffic
causes acute congestion at Fort Myers Beach during the peak
season.  Lee County only allows its road impact fees to build
new roads (and occasionally bike paths); it will not make other
types of transportation improvements such as mass transit or
parking.  The town may wish to establish its own road impact
fee program that would allow other means of offsetting the
impacts of growth, given the town’s intractable transportation
problems.  Instead of limiting expenditures to new roads, the
program may be expanded to cover capital improvements such
as improved mass transit, better sidewalks, elevating roads to
prevent flooding, and providing off-island parking areas.

In addition to gasoline taxes and road impact fees, the town
council can establish a special district within a defined area of
the island to fund maintenance and/or capital improvements
there.  The council is currently considering this concept, some-
times called a Municipal Service Taxing or Benefit Unit, for use
in the downtown area.  It could fund continuing maintenance of
existing and future improvements (such as the existing street
lighting district).  It can also be used to build specific capital
improvements such as underground utilities or sidewalks. 
Taxing districts usually pay for on-going maintenance with a
levy based on the assessed value of property.  Benefit districts
usually pay for one-time capital improvements, based on the
acreage or front-footage of properties being benefitted by the
improvement.  The council can establish these districts without a
referendum.

Roads, even local roads with very little traffic, must be resur-
faced occasionally to protect the underlying layers of crushed
rock that support the surface layer of asphalt.  Lee County has
recently resurfaced nearly all roads at Fort Myers Beach, but the
next maintenance cycle on local roads will be the responsibility
of the town.  Well in advance of reconstruction of this magni-
tude, an inventory of all the roadways and their anticipated life
cycle will be needed.  Based on that inventory, a phasing sched-
ule can be developed to take advantage of substantial economies
of scale.  (Generally it is cheaper to advance a scheduled recon-
struction by a couple of years so that mobilization costs can be
spread across a larger number of roads.)
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Figure 28, Potential routes for an additional bridge

CAPITAL-INTENSIVE ALTERNATIVES
The transportation options in the previous section could be
implemented without acquiring major new rights-of-way.  None
of these options would “solve” traffic congestion in the peak
season; there is so much pent-up demand for driving to the
beach that many “partial solutions” would merely encourage
additional drivers on the road, offsetting the advantages just
gained.

This section looks at more ambitious solutions to traffic conges-
tion, even though they may be widely dismissed as financially
infeasible or environmentally questionable or unsound.  These
options are worth examining for many reasons, including the
possibility of redesigning the traffic circulation network if a
major hurricane destroys major parts of the existing network. 
The options to be examined include:

# a new bridge to the mainland (at four different loca-
tions);

# the four-laning of Estero Boulevard; and
# the conversion of Estero Boulevard into a “grand

boulevard” (with separate lanes for local traffic).

Additional Bridge to the Mainland
Additional bridges to Estero Island have probably been contem-
plated since the second bridge was built across Big San Carlos
Pass in 1965.  That bridge converted the dead-end Estero Boule-
vard into a beautiful through-route along the beaches that even
today attracts drivers who never plan to stop on Estero Island. 
It also justified the high-density rezonings that have resulted in
today’s high-rise resort district that includes buildings whose
densities average well above 20 dwelling units per acre (com-
pared to today’s cap of 6 per acre).  Following a seemingly
inevitable pattern, each new bridge spawns the need for “just
one more.”

Four potential locations for another bridge are reviewed here
(see map in Figure 28):

# a bridge from Black Island to Coconut Road;
# a mid-island bridge to tie into Winkler Road; 
# a bridge from just north of Bay Oaks to Main Street on

San Carlos Island; and
# a twin span near the existing Matanzas Pass Sky

Bridge.
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Black Island to Coconut Road

A new bridge connecting Black Island to Coconut Road has long
been discussed by Lee County, although it is no longer included
in any official transportation plans.  This idea was widely con-
sidered in the early 1980s when Black Island and Lover’s Key
were be considered for intense urban development and/or a
public park; a consultant to Lee County identified three specific
locations where this bridge could connect to Black Island.

Coconut Road now runs between Estero Bay and U.S. 41, and
would provide a corridor to connect a new bridge to U.S. 41. 
Private developers are planning to extend Coconut Road further
to the east, and ultimately would like to connect it to a new
interchange on Interstate 75 (although an interchange at that
location was recently rejected by FDOT).  A new bridge to
Coconut Road would provide direct access for tourist to reach
the new state recreation area on Lover’s Key.  Much of this
traffic now uses the sky bridge and Estero Boulevard to reach
Lover’s Key.  A new bridge would also provide another route off
Estero Island, especially for those who live towards the south
end.  

Unfortunately, this route would require an extremely long and
expensive bridge, since causeways (like the one to Sanibel)
cannot be built across the Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve. 
Environmental damage would be extensive, permitting would be
very difficult, and feasibility for toll financing is questionable
given the easy availability of two other bridges (which have
extra capacity except during the peak season).  
Neither Lee County nor the state has shown any recent interest
in building a bridge to Coconut Road; in fact it appears to be
against the policies of both.  The Lee County Comprehensive
Plan now contains the following language:

GOAL 76:  LIMITATION OF PUBLIC EXPENDI-
TURES IN COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREAS.  To
restrict public expenditures in areas particularly subject to repeated
destruction by hurricanes, except to maintain required service
levels, to protect existing residents, and to provide for recreation
and open space uses.

OBJECTIVE 76.1:  COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREA
EXPENDITURES.  Public expenditures in areas particularly
subject to repeated destruction by hurricanes shall be limited to
necessary repairs, public safety needs, services to existing resi-
dents, and recreation and open space uses.

POLICY 76.1.1:  All further public expenditures made for
new facilities on undeveloped barrier islands or within V
zones shall require a finding by the county commission that
such expenditures are necessary to maintain required service
levels, to protect existing residents, or to provide for recre-
ation and open space needs.
POLICY 76.1.2:  No new causeways (public or private)
shall be constructed to any islands.
POLICY 76.1.3:  No new bridges shall be constructed to
undeveloped barrier islands except where needed to achieve
evacuation clearance time objectives on adjoining islands
connected by existing bridges.  In such a case, this plan shall
be amended to insure that the ultimate development of all
areas served by the new bridge is limited to levels which can
safely be served by the new and existing bridges.
POLICY 76.1.4:  When state funding is required for the
relocation or replacement of infrastructure currently within
the Coastal Building Zone, the capacity of the replacement
structure shall be limited to maintaining required service
levels, protecting existing residents, and providing for recre-
ation and open space needs.

Some of the language above is derived from the 1981 Charlotte
Harbor Management Plan, which required that local govern-
ments prohibit construction of bridges and causeways on or to
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undeveloped barrier islands.  The Charlotte Harbor Manage-
ment Plan was prepared by a “Charlotte Harbor Resource Plan-
ning and Management Committee” appointed by the governor.

In 1981, the governor issued an executive order restricting the
use of state funds for infrastructure improvements to barrier
islands.  This order directed state agencies to give priority to
barrier islands in land acquisition programs, and allow state and
federal grants only in those coastal areas:

“which can accommodate growth, where there is need and
desire for economic development, or where potential dan-
ger to human life and property from natural hazards is
minimal.  Such funds shall not be used to subsidize growth
or post disaster redevelopment in hazardous coastal bar-
rier areas.”  (EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER 81-105)

Mid-Island to Winkler Road

A mid-island bridge is an earlier idea for reducing congestion on
Estero Boulevard.  An actual 100' right-of-way existed at least
back to 1963 that would have provided a direct route from the
end of Winkler Road (south of Summerlin Road) to Estero
Boulevard just south of Mid Island Marina.  This route has merit
from a transportation standpoint, providing another evacuation
route while allowing beachgoers to totally bypass the congested
roads just south of Times Square.  However, its route is very
environmentally sensitive, traversing Matanzas Pass, Julies
Island, and the extensive wetlands fringing Estero Bay.  Con-
struction would be a formidable and costly undertaking, requir-
ing extensive mitigation requirements for damaging pristine
wetlands and wildlife habitat (if permits could be obtained at
all).

Several major factors have now made this route quite infeasible:
# The right-of-way would reach Estero Island between

Bayland Road and Madera Road, just south of Mid
Island Marina.  Most lots on both streets already
have homes, which would result in major disloca-

tions and public costs (although dislocations could be
reduced by using an alternate route through the Mid
Island Marina).

# The state has purchased 5,500 acres on the north side
of Estero Bay to form the Estero Bay State Buffer Pre-
serve.  This land lies on both sides of the right-of-way;
it is the same land that was proposed for the massive
1970s development to be known as “The Estuaries.” 
The land was purchased because of its unsuitability for
urban development.

# The right-of-way itself has recently been donated by
Lee County to the state.  The county had applied for
permission to dredge a navigation channel from the
Imperial River to the Gulf.  This channel traverses the
Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve, where new dredging is
prohibited by state law.  A permit condition required
donation of the right-of-way to offset damage caused
by the channel dredging.

# A bridge at this location would face many of the same
problems with county and state policies that were
discussed above for a bridge to Coconut Road.

In a post-disaster scenario, if the existing homes on Bayland and
Madera were badly damaged or destroyed, they may no longer
be an impediment to construction of a new bridge.  But the loss
of the right-of-way, combined with the environmental sensitivity
of the route and state ownership of the land on both sides for
preservation purposes, effectively eliminates this route from
further serious consideration.

Bay Oaks to Main Street (on San Carlos Island)

There is another bridge alignment that would be much shorter
but would still allow through-traffic to bypass Times Square and
some of the most congested parts of Estero Boulevard.  It would
connect near the easterly end of Main Street on San Carlos
Island, crossing Matanzas Pass to the east of the federal channel. 
The terminus on Estero Island would be near the northern end of
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Figure 29, Potential bridge to Main Street

Bay Oaks Park, possibly at Gulf Beach Road (a short street
between the Topps grocery store and Bay Oaks). Figure 29
illustrates this alignment.

This route would have environmental impacts to the Matanzas
Pass Preserve and the Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve.  These im-
pacts would be much less than the first two alignments, how-
ever.  This alignment also has the potential for neighborhood
impacts at each end.  

The major advantage over the first two alignments would be a
greatly decreased cost, simply because of the reduced length. 
This alignment would have major impacts on San Carlos Island;
some of these could be positive, particularly to the large marine
industrial parcels on the south side of Main Street, but others
would be negative, by increasing traffic past several existing
mobile home parks.

If a bridge were built along this alignment, it should be expected

to induce additional travel to Fort Myers Beach by reducing
congestion on the sky bridge and on Estero Boulevard from
Times Square to Bay Oaks.  Congestion would be increased,
however, south of Bay Oaks where bridge traffic would meet
vehicles coming from Times Square and continuing southward
for some distance,  The least damaging improvement would be a
European-style “grand boulevard” with an extended pedestrian
realm that includes a pair of tree-lined medians and a one-way
access road on each side (see pages 7-A-55 to 7-A-57 for a fuller
discussion of this concept).

Twin Bridge Over Matanzas Pass

If a mid-island bridge resembles the Midpoint Bridge recently
opened between Fort Myers and Cape Coral, then a twin bridge
over Matanzas Pass resembles the parallel bridge built in the late
1980s to increase capacity between College Parkway and Cape
Coral Parkway.  In that case the original bridge was still in good
condition but was overloaded by commuting traffic between
Cape Coral and Fort Myers.  A new 2-lane bridge was built right
next to the original bridge and now carries all eastbound traffic;
the original bridge carries all westbound traffic.  A toll plaza on
the Fort Myers side collects tolls in both directions.

The existing Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge was built in 1978 and
may be well past half its useful lifespan.  Either as part of the
reconstruction of that bridge or as a separate project, a twin
bridge could be built that would connect Crescent Street to San
Carlos Boulevard on San Carlos Island.  This bridge could carry
two lanes of northbound traffic, allowing the existing bridge to
carry all southbound traffic.  This location would allow a new
bridge of the shortest possible length (refer back to Figure 28),
reducing costs and the environmental damage inherent in build-
ing a new bridge.
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Drawbacks to this bridge (besides cost) would include:
# It would increase road capacity over Matanzas

Bridge even though the existing bridge is not over
capacity even in the peak season (at least at pres-
ent).

# It would increase the southbound capacity at the
bridge from one lane to two lanes, encouraging more
people to drive to Estero Island without increasing
road capacity at the bottleneck just past the bridge.

# Mobile home parks and/or some businesses on the
east side of San Carlos Boulevard would be
displaced.
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Four-Laning of Estero Boulevard
In the early 1990s, Estero Boulevard was widened to 34 feet of
pavement, with traffic striping designating a center turn lane in
large segments (see Figure 2 and Figure 3).  Prior to these
improvements, the pavement width was very much like Estero
Boulevard north of Times Square, with 22 feet of pavement and
unpaved shoulders.  From Times Square to the Lani Kai, a new
raised sidewalk has been added on the Gulf side.

Where center turn lanes have not been striped, the extra pave-
ment is used for 5-foot paved shoulders on each side.  These
shoulder serve as a “recovery zone” for motorists, an area where
they can regain control of their vehicle or maneuver to avoid
collisions without leaving the pavement.  The shoulders are also
used by bicyclists riding and occasionally by pedestrians.  The
paved shoulders are also used for picking up and dropping off
trolley passengers (since there are so few trolley pull-offs).  

Due to the intensity of existing land uses, most of the center
turn lane is located where the right-of-way is the narrowest. 
Between Lynn Hall Park and Flamingo Street, the rights-of-way
ranges from 50 feet to 65 feet.  For all practical purposes, the
center turn lane is the last road widening within the available
right-of-way.  (A sidewalk can still be built on the west side,
with moderate costs mostly due to relocation and removal of
manmade and natural features; an additional easement would
increase the buffer between the edge of the pavement and the
edge of the sidewalk.)

To increase the traffic-handling capacity of Estero Boulevard
further, additional right-of-way would be needed to add more
travel lanes.  This would be an expensive proposition because it
would involve forced purchase of property, including potential
payments for business damages based on loss of future income. 
However, in a post-disaster scenario, many buildings could
already be destroyed, reducing these costs.

The amount of right-of-way needed for this improvement would
be determined by the design of the road, but assuming plans
would include 4 travel lanes plus a center turn lane, the mini-
mum needed, irrespective of drainage concerns, would be an
additional 11 feet for each new travel lane plus 3 more feet to
provide a full sidewalk on the Bay side.  (Travel lanes of 12 feet
are recommended for higher speed free-flowing arterials.)  If all
drainage were underground, the new right-of-way would have to
be at least 75 feet (instead of the current 50 feet near Times
Square).  This configuration is illustrated in Figure 30.

From Flamingo Street south to Big Carlos Pass, the right-of-way
varies from 80 to 100 feet.  In the widest areas, the road’s drain-
age could change from closed (underground) drainage to open
drainage using grassed swales.  Open drainage is preferred from
an environmental perspective when enough right-of-way is
available, and it is much less expensive.  However, unless rights-
of-way are very wide, swales use up land that could otherwise be
used for sidewalks and bike paths.  Given the pedestrian char-
acter of Fort Myers Beach, the long-term plan should be the
elimination of most swales along Estero Boulevard and their
replacement with sidewalks and bike paths.
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Figure 31, Landscaped median dividing a four-lane road

Ideally, a four-lane road would not have a continuous left-turn
lane as shown in Figure 30.  Without the left-turn lane, a land-
scaped median could be provided to make the road more beauti-
ful and provide a refuge for pedestrians crossing the street (see
Figure 31).  However, without closing many of the intersecting
side streets along Estero Boulevard (or providing other access to
them), it would be very difficult to find locations where a me-
dian could be constructed.

Like many other traffic improvements discussed in this appen-
dix, the widening of Estero Boulevard should be expected to
reduce congestion enough to attract additional drivers; it may
also move the “most congested area” further down Estero Boule-
vard where widening isn’t needed now.

Converting Estero Boulevard to four through lanes would
greatly change the character of Fort Myers Beach.  The follow-
ing effects should be expected:

# a very noticeable reduction in congestion (at least
initially);

# an increase in the number of day-visitors to the
beaches in the peak season;

# increased private sector efforts to provide paid parking
lots to accommodate additional visitors;

# over time, increased traffic flow (until congestion
again deters many drivers);

# great difficulty for pedestrians trying to cross five lanes
of traffic;

# improved business for merchants who can provide
sizable parking lots; and

# an increase in development expectations, resulting in
requests to rezone land for higher intensity uses.

The following design features could mitigate some of the adverse
impacts just described:

# parking garages to increase parking without spacing
out buildings so much that walking becomes impracti-
cal;

# fairly narrow lane widths to discourage speeding;
# raised medians wherever possible to provide a refuge

for pedestrians while crossing;
# wide sidewalks with curbs and street trees (to separate

pedestrians from moving traffic); and
# regularly spaced pedestrian crossings, especially just

south of Times Square (these could be signalized with
yellow flashers or stop lights, or provided with raised
“speed tables,” to improve pedestrian safety).

Unfortunately, several of these mitigating factors (especially
raised medians and wide sidewalks) can add substantially to the
right-of-way that would have to be acquired from adjoining
landowners, perhaps damaging the viability of one or both sides
for certain land uses.  The cost and therefore feasibility for this
improvement would be greatly decreased if it were to be imple-
mented only after a major hurricane where many buildings
might be badly damaged or destroyed.
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  Figure 32, Local and through traffic separated in a grand boulevard 

Rebuilding Estero Boulevard as a Grand
Boulevard

Any major change to the configuration of Estero Boulevard may
only be feasible after a major natural disaster.  When envision-
ing this possibility, it is also worth considering a wider variety of
options than conventional four- or five-laning.  One such possi-
bility would be to convert Estero Boulevard into a European-
style “grand boulevard.”1

There are many kinds of roads that are considered boulevards. 
One type is a standard thoroughfare with wide tree-lined side-
walks along each side, flanked by single-family homes.  The best
local example is McGregor Boulevard in Fort Myers.  The cur-
rent streetscaping plan for Estero Boulevard is beginning to
create a more commercial version of this type of boulevard,
without requiring any additional right-of-way.

Another type of boulevard has a wide central planted median
and a one-way road on each side.  The median may have side-
walks or formal street trees.  This type of boulevard is found
throughout the United States; well-known examples include
Monument Avenue in Richmond, Virginia; Fairmount Boulevard
in Cleveland Heights, Ohio; and Dolores Street in San Francisco.

A third type of boulevard is the European-style multiple road-
way boulevard, with a central roadway for through traffic that is
separated from side access roads by a pair of tree-planted medi-
ans (see Figure 32).  Sidewalks can be placed on the medians,
or can be on the outer edge of the right-of-way (protected from
moving traffic by on-street parallel parking).  This type of boule-
vard is found throughout Paris, where they were built in the

latter half of the nineteenth century in a massive but successful
“urban renewal” effort to open up parts of the medieval street
pattern.  These grand boulevards were designed not only to ease
terrible congestion but also to link important civic destinations. 
Since their conversion to automobile traffic, these boulevards
have combined elegant public spaces and vast mobility within a
single (albeit wide) right-of-way.  The best examples reconcile
the seemingly incompatible: high volumes of traffic and
pedestrian-friendly street edges.

Grand boulevards often run through commercial districts, unlike
most other boulevards.  Street-level retail is fully compatible
with the kind of pedestrian-oriented public spaces that are
created.  American versions of grand boulevards have also been
built, usually in conjunction with new developments that were

1  This section draws heavily on “Boulevards: A Study of Safety,
Behavior, and Usefulness” by Allan B. Jacobs, Yodan Y. Rofe, and
Elizabeth Macdonald, University of California Working Paper 625,
November 1994
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seeking to establish dignified public spaces; expensive residen-
tial structures often face these boulevards instead of commercial
space.

In an intense commercial and mixed-use environment such as
Estero Boulevard, the conflicts between through traffic, local
traffic, and pedestrians are severe.  Efforts to improve the flow
of through traffic often work against pedestrian movement, and
vice versa.  A grand boulevard tries to reconcile each of these
uses within a single right-of-way.  Conflicts between through
and local traffic (or between vehicles and pedestrians) of course
don’t disappear, but their needs are accommodated in a differ-
ent way than under modern roadbuilding practices.  The best
boulevards do this by establishing an extended pedestrian realm
that includes a pair of tree-lined medians and a one-way access
road on each side, which along with the sidewalks all function
at the pace of pedestrians.  Buses would use the through lanes.

Some of the difficulties with the grand boulevard concept at
Fort Myers Beach would include:

# additional right-of-way would be required (the abso-
lute minimum would be 100 feet, with 125 feet and
up being desirable), although a wider right-of-way
might be less expensive if front setbacks were re-
duced for buildings along Estero Boulevard;

# the large number of cross streets, many of which
might have to be restricted to right-in, right-out
movements only; 

# the unfamiliarity of American drivers with the com-
plexity of the remaining intersections; and

# resistance should be expected because few true bou-
levards have been built in recent years.

Nonetheless, it is worth considering whether this concept could
be feasible (at least in a post-disaster situation), and how it
would affect traffic flow and the general character of Fort Myers
Beach.  Figure 33 shows one possible configuration for the most

congested portions of Estero Boulevard (from Crescent Street to
the public library).  It would include a central two-lane bi-direc-
tional through road; turn lanes at the more important side
streets; formal planted medians on each side; and then a one-
way local street on the outside of each median.  Drivers would
move from the through lane to the parallel local street (and
back) either at intersections or through angled mid-block breaks
in the median.  This configuration would require a continuous
right-of-way of at 113 feet, with occasional wider portions to
accommodate trolley pull-offs or U-turns.  Other configuration
could include a dedicated transit lane (with a wider right-of-
way), or limiting the parallel local street to specific areas rather
than a continuous street (allowing a narrower right-of-way at
other locations).

Positive results of a grand boulevard might include:
# Through traffic would flow more freely by being sepa-

rated from those who are merely seeking a parking
place (see Figure 32).

# Sidewalks would be fully separated from higher speed
traffic.

# Additional space would be provided for street trees,
which would shade the road, sidewalks and parking
spaces.

# Instead of using the sidewalk, bicycles could use either
the parallel local street or the faster through lanes; or
a separate bike lane could be provided (if there were
enough right-of-way).

# This configuration would provide some additional road
capacity over the current situation (although far less
than conventional four-laning) at the same time it
actually improves the pedestrian realm.

Negative results of a grand boulevard might include:
# Reducing the number of cross streets would require

more frequent U-turns along Estero Boulevard.  Uncon-
trolled U-turns can be dangerous; dedicated U-turn
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             Figure 33, Concept for a “grand boulevard” at Fort Myers Beach

lanes take up valuable right-of-way
# A large number of conflict points would be created at

the remaining intersections with side streets.
# The intersections (and perhaps lane widths) would

almost certainly violate some of the highway design
standards used by most American engineers.

# The extra road capacity would induce more private
vehicles to travel to Fort Myers Beach, which is likely
to increase congestion wherever Estero Boulevard
remains in its current configuration.

# This option would be quite expensive to construct,
especially if right-of-way had to be purchased any
time other than following a major hurricane.

# The extra right-of-way might be best acquired from
Bay side commercial properties, damaging their
viability or encouraging migration of commercial
activity back into residential neighborhoods.  (A
better option would be to reduce setbacks, perhaps
to zero, at the same time right-of-way is acquired,
thus reducing the damage to commercial properties.)

A partial application of the grand boulevard concept would be in
conjunction with a new bridge from Main Street on San Carlos
Island to the Bay Oaks area.  Improvements to Estero Boulevard
would be needed where the traffic from such a bridge would
rejoin Estero Boulevard (perhaps using a roundabout instead of
a traffic light), and continuing southward for some distance. 
The amount of traffic on this portion of Estero Boulevard would
be greater than before, because the new bridge would allow
more traffic to reach Fort Myers Beach.  Simply adding a traffic
light and two more lanes to Estero Boulevard would easily
handle this additional flow, but at unacceptable costs to the
community because Estero Boulevard would become a barrier to
movement to and from the beaches.  
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FUTURISTIC ALTERNATIVES

All of the improvements discussed thus far in this appendix
could be implemented with technology that is available now. 
Most of this technology is widely used, although a few types are
still evolving, such as transponders and variable sign boards.

Many other transportation technologies are under development
or are being explored by entrepreneurs or government agencies. 
The technological landscape is littered with transportation ideas
that seem outlandish now, such as pneumatic trains, flying cars,
and rocket belts.  But other improvements that seemed equally
far-fetched are now in common use, such as driverless rail tran-
sit, air bags, and global positioning systems.

The following sections provide an overview of some technologies
under development which provide some promise at Fort Myers
Beach.  Examined first are improvements to private vehicles,
followed by potential mass transit improvements.

Improvements to Individual Vehicles

Low-Emission Vehicles

Tremendous efforts are being made to produce non-polluting
cars that do not require large internal combustion engines. 
These efforts have been boosted by a California mandate to
major auto manufacturers to begin selling zero-emission vehicles
by the end of the decade.  There are thousands of electric-pow-
ered vehicles on the road today; their limitations include a
limited range between recharges of their onboard batteries
(typically 75 miles) and relatively high cost because they are not
mass-produced.

An alternative to all-electric vehicles is a hybrid electric vehicle
that combines battery power with a small internal combustion
engine (or possibly a fuel cell).  The engine could charge the
batteries continuously, or only at higher speeds, or only when

the batteries become depleted to some level.  Toyota is now
marketing the first commercial hybrid cars.  The extra engine
adds to the cost of the vehicle, but it has several advantages:

# it increases the maximum range of an all-electric vehi-
cle;

# the engine can be one-fourth the size a standard car
engine because its power is not needed for accelera-
tion; and

# the engine itself can run at a constant speed (despite
the car’s varying speed); this allows the engine to be
tuned for very low emissions compared to a standard
car engine.

Although all-electric or hybrid vehicles hold great promise for
reducing air pollution, their use as private cars would have little
or no impact on congestion.  Each vehicle would still require the
same space on the road and use up the same amount of parking,
although the air quality improvements would be welcome at Fort
Myers Beach.  Electric vehicles could easily be used for fixed-
route vehicles such as mail trucks where the limited range poses
no impediment.  Small electric vehicles are also being tested as
adjuncts to mass transit systems in “station car” experiments,
where they be in a pool for the use of transit commuters. 

Low-emission technologies have immediate promise at Fort
Myers Beach for mass transit vehicles, most of which are now
diesel-powered.  Diesel engines cause visible and offensive fumes
during acceleration, and they cannot be turned off for short
periods, which makes trolley transfer points into undesirable
neighbors for businesses that would otherwise welcome the flow
of potential customers.  (Cleaner engines are expected from a
new generation of diesel engines.) 

Low-emission buses or trolleys can be powered in several ways:
# all-electric (until recently these were limited to slow

tram-style vehicles or vehicles that could be conve-
niently recharged between busy periods);
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Figure 34, Automated cruising test on Interstate 15

# compressed or liquid natural gas, or liquefied petro-
leum (LP or propane) gas; or

# electric hybrids, which can be assisted by diesel en-
gines, fuel cells, or gas.

Some electric buses are now being used in Burbank, Santa
Barbara, and Santa Monica, California.  Orlando recently added
six propane-powered trolleys along International Drive and ten
natural gas buses downtown; they are also being used in Las
Vegas and Washington, D.C.  Propane or electric-powered buses
or trolleys would be highly desirable at Fort Myers Beach; its
resort and pedestrian character is less tolerant of air pollution
than communities where most time is spent inside air-condi-
tioned cars and homes.

Vehicular Automation

The past decade has seen considerable research into “automated
highway systems.”  This effort tries to increase the number of
vehicles that can use a congested stretch of highway by substitut-
ing electronic systems for human avoidance of crashes.  Individ-
ual vehicles (or just high-occupancy vehicles) could be equipped
with automatic systems that can sense vehicles ahead and alter
speed accordingly, or that use radar-based systems that sense
any kind of obstacle and warn the driver or apply the brakes
automatically.

A more advanced system would convert a busy highway lane
into an automated lane that might carry double or triple the
current number of vehicles.  Only properly equipped vehicles
would be allowed to enter this lane.  Magnets embedded in the
pavement would provide feedback to sensors mounted on these
cars.  A full-scale test of this concept took place in San Diego in
the summer of 1997, where multiple vehicles were run along a
specially equipped section of Interstate 15 (see Figure 34).

Even if automated highway technology becomes practical, there

are major problems with its use at Fort Myers Beach.  To keep
manually controlled cars out of the automated lanes, continuous
barriers are required.  Thus an extra lane must be constructed,
with even greater problems than would be faced by adding
conventional lanes (or HOV or reversible lanes as discussed
earlier in this appendix).  Given that congestion at Fort Myers
Beach is seasonal, many of the very cars causing the congestion
belong to seasonal residents and national rental fleets, making
them less likely to bear the cost of equipment that would be
required for using an automated lane. 

Some of the technology developed for automated highways will
undoubtedly be integrated into cars of the future, but full-scale
automated highways are unlikely to provide relief to congested
roads at Fort Myers Beach.
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Figure 36, GondolaFigure 37, Aerial tram

Figure 35, Automated monorail

New Types of Mass Transit

The acceptance of trolleys at Fort Myers Beach suggests that the
public is more willing to use public transportation when the
vehicles are interesting and unusual—even if they are less com-
fortable than modern buses.  This opens up some mass transit
possibilities that might otherwise not be considered at Fort
Myers Beach.  Some ideas for different forms of public transpor-
tation are discussed below.

Monorails and Peoplemovers

A number of automated “peoplemover” technologies are now in
use.  Some are monorails, where vehicles hang from or straddle
a single continuous beam.  These are often used between airport
terminals or at amusement parks where a large number of peo-
ple need to travel along a single path.  Figure 35 shows a fully
automated monorail that has been running since 1984 at
Dortmund University in Germany.  This monorail is suspended
on L-shaped poles to allow other uses of the space below the
beam.

Much larger peoplemover systems are also in operation.  An
example is Vancouver’s “SkyTrain” which is an advanced light
rapid transit system that is integrated with trolleys and a passen-
ger ferry.  Many others operate in France and Japan.  These
systems compete with more conventional modes of rail travel
such as light rail, rapid transit, or conventional streetcars.  
These modes require exclusive, fully-segregated guideways
(except for streetcars or San Francisco-style cable cars which
share lanes with other vehicles).

Aerial Trams

Ski-lift and gondola hardware is also being adapted for urban
mass transportation by several manufacturers.  The beautiful
Gulf views that would be provided by this technology could
make it a tourist attraction as much as public transportation, and

could perhaps be implemented
without dedicating an existing
traffic lane for the purpose. 
This type of service could sim-
ply run parallel to the beach,
or could connect Fort Myers
Beach to the mainland as an
enticement for the use of park-
and-ride lots.  Individual gon-
dolas can be built to carry 4 to
12 passengers along with their
bulky gear.  Figure 36 shows a
gondola in British Columbia. 
Aerial tramways provide larger
vehicles and are typically used over steeper terrain, such as the
new tramway in Juneau, Alaska, which connects the waterfront
with Mount Roberts (see Figure 37).
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Figure 38, Conceptual PRT elevated
guideway

Figure 39, Prototype PRT vehicle

Personal Rapid Transit

Instead of attracting users to public transportation by making it a
novel experience, a different approach known as “personal rapid
transit” (PRT) is being developed that would make the vehicles
more like a private car.  The result would be like a fleet of auto-
mated taxicabs running along a fixed guideway, which could be
elevated like a monorail (see Figure 38) or run at ground level. 

The small PRT vehicles would enable a single person or small
party to travel together in privacy and with the comforts of a
private car (see prototype vehicle in Figure 39).  Stations would
be placed on a small loop off the main line so that vehicles
traveling longer distances wouldn’t have to stop at all stations. 
Because the vehicles are automated, they could run at whatever
intervals are needed to meet demand, including service 7 days a
week and 24 hours a day.  Since each vehicle would be used

repeatedly throughout
the day, major parking
lots wouldn’t be needed
as with private cars. 
When not in use, PRT
vehicles could be stored
at a remote location,
probably adjoining a
main terminal that in-
cludes a bus transfer
point and satellite park-
ing lot.

The PRT concept has been considered for decades but is now
under active development by the Regional Transportation Au-
thority of Northeastern Illinois (Chicago area) and the Raytheon
Corporation.  This technology is aimed at urban areas that are
not dense enough to support light rail transit.  If the technology
matures into a practical system, it could find applications in
many Florida cities where public transportation is now limited to
occasional bus routes.
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Figure 1, Functional classifications of existing roads

ADDITIONAL TRANSPORTATION DATA

ROADS AND INTERSECTIONS AT FORT
MYERS BEACH

Modes of transportation currently used within the Town of Fort
Myers Beach include private and rental cars, trucks, trolleys,
recreational vehicles, boats, mopeds, bicycles, and walking. 
Private and rental cars are the primary means of transportation
to and on the island. 

The existing road network within the town is depicted in Figure
1.  Nearly all roads provide a single travel lane in each direction,
but they serve many different purposes.  The following sections
identify those purposes and discuss the conflicts that often occur.

How Roads Are Classified by Their Function 

A common means of classifying roads is by the function they
serve within the overall road network.  Roads are often divided
into arterials, collectors, and local roads.

Arterial roads are primarily intended to carry through traffic
connecting major activity centers.  Access to abutting properties
along arterials is usually limited to carefully controlled points in
order to reduce traffic conflict points and maintain the capacity
of the arterial to carry through traffic.

Collector roads primarily collect traffic from intersecting local
streets and neighborhoods and distribute it to the nearest arterial
road.  A secondary purpose of a collector road is to carry

moderate volumes of through traffic.  Some access to abutting
land uses is often available.

Local streets provide access to adjoining properties, linking these
properties to the collector and arterial system.  Through traffic
causes conflicts with these functions and is discouraged or
prohibited by the design of the road network (and can be further
discouraged through careful redesign).  Local streets also are
used for internal neighborhood services such as trash pickup. 
Access from adjoining properties to local streets is relatively
unlimited except for driveway location and design criteria.

TRANSPORTATION APPENDIX B
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Figure 2, Left turn lanes on Estero Boulevard

Arterial and collector roads at Fort Myers Beach are also used by
trolleys, trucks, buses, mopeds, cyclists, and pedestrians.  The
conflicts among these other uses limit the ability of the arterial
and collectors to serve their typical functions.  Because there is
almost no ability to convert the present road system to the classi-
cal single-use hierarchy described above, arterial and collector
roads at Fort Myers Beach will have to continue to be shared by
cars, trolleys, trucks, pedestrians, and cyclists, all having to use
the available rights-of-way.

Roads and Intersections

Fort Myers Beach’s single arterial road is Estero Boulevard from
Times Square to Big Carlos Pass.  This 6-mile-long road serves
through traffic and most commercial uses on the island.  Its
paved surface is 34 feet in width (except the new 33-foot seg-
ment from Times Square to the Lani Kai), with two through lanes
its entire length.  Estero Boulevard has numerous private and
commercial driveways and a significant amount of on-street
parking, and is maintained by Lee County.

By the mid-1990s Lee County had resurfaced all of Estero Boule-
vard, and to improve its traffic-carrying capacity had installed a
two-way left turn center lane at many locations (shown in Figure
2).  Lee County had also resurfaced most publicly maintained
local roads in the early 1990s, which should last up to fifteen
years (with even higher life expectancy for the more durable box
culverts placed at Matanzas Street and Curlew Street).  

There are evacuation routes exiting from each end of Estero
Boulevard, via the Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge to San Carlos Boule-
vard, and via the Big Carlos Pass Bridge to Hickory Boulevard
and Bonita Beach Road. 

The Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge was built in 1978.  It is a two-
lane, 40-foot-wide bridge including full breakdown lanes on both 
sides, plus a 6-foot-wide raised sidewalk on the east side.  In

1996 San Carlos Boulevard was widened into a five-lane, 60-
foot-wide arterial road with the center lane used for two-way
left turns.  Sidewalks are provided at the curb on each side. 
Both facilities are maintained by the Florida Dept. of Transporta-
tion.  

The Big Carlos Pass Bridge is a two-lane, 26-foot-wide bridge.  It
has two 10-foot travel lanes and 3-foot shoulders; in addition, it
has 4-foot-wide raised sidewalks on both sides.  It was built in
1965 by Lee County, which still maintains it and both
approaching roads.

There are 78 intersections along Estero Boulevard, 53 of which
are “T” intersections where the side street does not extend
across Estero Boulevard.  Gulf beach access is provided from 27
of these intersections (plus another 9 easements).  Access is
provided to Estero Bay from the ends of 11 local roads.  Access
to both Estero Bay and Gulf beaches are provided from 4 of
these roads.  These access points are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3, Public access to Gulf beaches and Estero Bay

North of Times Square there are only 7 Gulf access points and 1
Bay access point.  Other than at Lynn Hall Park and Bowditch
Point, these access points have overhead banners but have not
been improved to indicate exactly where the public access is
located.  The south end of the island completely lacks public
access to the waterfront.

A sidewalk runs along the east side of Estero Boulevard from
Times Square to Buccaneer Drive except for a gap between Lenell
Road and Bay Beach Lane (along the frontage of the Villa Santini
Plaza).  In addition there is the new paver sidewalk on the beach
side from Lynn Hall Park to Lani Kai for about ½ mile.  This new
sidewalk is 10 feet wide and shaded with coconut palms, contin-
uing the design theme that has revitalized the Times Square area.

The northerly extension of Estero Boulevard is a two-lane collec-
tor road with a pavement width of 22 feet.  It extends about one
mile from Lynn Hall Park to Bowditch Point, serving both parks
plus many residential and some commercial uses.  A sidewalk
runs along this portion of Estero Boulevard on the Bay side from
Old San Carlos Boulevard to Carlos Circle and on the Gulf side
from across Carlos Circle to Bowditch Point Park.

Old San Carlos and Crescent Street are functionally considered
minor collectors due to three factors: their proximity to Estero
Boulevard and San Carlos Boulevard, the type and volume of
trips generated by adjoining property, and the location of inter-
secting local roads (First, Second, Third, Fourth, and Fifth
Streets).

The public land that makes up the Estero Boulevard right-of-way
ranges from 50 feet wide just south of Times Square to 100 feet
wide south of Albatross Street (see Table 7-B-1).  The drainage
system changes from closed (underground drainage pipes) to
open (open swales) depending on the availability of right-of-way
and the presence of on-street parking.  From Flamingo Street to
Big Carlos Pass, open drainage is provided where the
right-of-way is 80 feet or wider.  Figure 4 illustrates where these
right-of-way widths occur on Estero Boulevard.

Table 7-B-1 — Estero Boulevard Right-of-Way
From To Width

Bowditch Point Vacation Villas 50
Vacation Villas Lynn Hall Park 60
Lynn Hall Park Lovers Lane 50
Lovers Lane Flamingo Street 65
Flamingo Street Albatross Street 80
Albatross Street Castle Beach 100
Castle Beach Big Carlos Pass 80
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Figure 4, Right-of-way along Estero Boulevard

There are 38 miles of local roads and 1 mile of Estero Boulevard
(north of Times Square) that are maintained for the town under
a maintenance agreement with the Lee County Department of
Transportation at the unit costs shown in Table 7-B-2.

Table 7-B-2 — Road Maintenance Costs
Pothole patching $255 per ton in place
Road shoulder grading $3,432 per mile
Roadside machine ditch cleaning $11,880 per mile
Drop inlet and catch basin –           
reconstruction

$565 each

Drop inlet and catch basin – 
   machine cleaning

$70 each

Culvert pipe cleaning $2 per foot

Source: Interlocal agreement on road maintenance, October 1996

Resident requests for road and drainage maintenance are inves-
tigated by town representatives and referred to the county when
remedial actions are required.  The county has agreed to pro-
vided specific services to the town at the rates shown in Table 7-
B-2 up to a maximum of $247,233.00 until the end of the cur-
rent interlocal agreement (September 30, 1997).

Some local roads are not the maintenance responsibility of the
town.  Table 7-B-3 lists private roads based on the information
provided by Lee County (this list includes some roads main-
tained by other governmental agencies, such as School Street
inside Bay Oaks Park). 

Table 7-B-3 — Privately Maintained Local Roads
Name From To

Gulf Court Palm Drive Virginia Avenue
Pearl Street Estero Boulevard The Gulf
Seaview Street Estero Boulevard The Gulf
School Street Oak Street End (inside Bay Oaks)
Gulfview Trailer Pk. Lovers Lane southerly
Red Coconut Donora Boulevard northerly
Peters Drive The bend End
Sanders Drive Estero Boulevard End
Hammond Drive Sanders Drive End
Glenview Manor Williams Drive End
Lazy Way Avenida Carita Avenida Pescadora
Rhode Island Place Lazy Way End
Moody Tern Drive The bend Indian Bayou
Widgeon Terrace The bend End
Gloria Circle Estero Boulevard End
Bay Beach Lane Estero Boulevard End/Fork
Source: Lee County DOT Maintenance Map
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Figure 5, 24 collision points versus 6 collision points

There are no sidewalks of significance in any of the privately
maintained roads in Table 7-B-3.  A few publicly maintained
local roads (Old San Carlos, Crescent Street, and First, Second,
Third, Fourth, and Fifth Streets) have limited sidewalks and bike
lane (on-road) facilities.

There are no limited or controlled access roadways, airports, port
facilities, or rail lines in the town.

Intersections on Estero Boulevard

Estero Boulevard is the spine of Estero Island’s transportation
network.  It is one of the most prominent and memorable public
spaces at Fort Myers Beach, and also the scene of its worst traffic
congestion during parts of the winter tourist season.

Estero Boulevard’s ability to carry traffic is greatly reduced by the
number of intersecting side streets; by unfamiliar motorists
searching for parking spaces; by seemingly random driveways;
and by heavy pedestrian usage.  This appendix examines each of
these subjects as a prelude to formulating strategies for enhanc-
ing mobility despite the heavy seasonal congestion.

There are 78 intersections along Estero Boulevard, 53 of which
are “T” or three-way intersections (mostly on the Bay side).  The
remaining 25 are four-way intersections.  This pattern evolved
incrementally as land was platted and streets were dedicated for
public use by individual property owners.

From the viewpoint of safety, “T” intersections are actually safer,
provided they are spaced at least 125 feet apart.  This safety is a
result of a much smaller number of potential collision points
where a vehicle must cross the path of another vehicle (thereby
increasing the potential for a crash).  Figure 5 illustrates some of
the potential collision or conflict points in each type of intersec-
tion, with 24 points in a typical four-way intersection versus 6 for
each “T” intersection.  (The actual number of conflict points is

determined by the total number of possible opposing vehicular
turn and through movements from all sides of an intersection;
therefore one-way lanes, bans on left turns, or multiple through
lanes will result in a different number of conflict points.)

On Estero Boulevard, only 4 of the 25 four-way intersections
have access to both Estero Bay and Gulf beaches.  Because of the
popularity of water accesses, their high number of conflict points
results in dangerous conditions.  Complicating matters further,
when a driveway is aligned with a “T” intersection, it in effect
constitutes the “fourth leg” of that intersection and increases the
number of conflict points.  Driveways and other access points on
Estero Boulevard are inventoried in the next sections.  
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Direct Property Access and On-street Parking

Another reason that Estero Boulevard cannot carry as much
traffic as most arterial roads is that it provides the sole access to
many properties, often through one or more driveways.  In other
cases, this access includes a number of parking spaces that re-
quire backing out onto Estero Boulevard.  Sometimes these
parking spaces are located entirely on private property, but more
often they are partly on public property as well.  Each access
point onto Estero Boulevard introduces another uncertainty that
reduces the amount of traffic that can be carried.

A visual survey was conducted to quantify the number of access
points to private property (see results in Table 7-B-4).  On the
Gulf side of Estero Boulevard, there are 356 driveways and 138
direct-access parking spaces; on the Bay side, 258 driveways and
97 parking spaces.  These access points not only slow the flow of
traffic, they introduce conflict points in the same manner as for
standard intersections, as discussed earlier.

Although there are far more street intersections on the Bay side
of Estero Boulevard, the Gulf side contains more driveways and
parking spaces.  On the Bay side, the highest number of drive-
ways per mile is located north of Times Square up to Bowditch
Point (54) followed by Pescadora Ave. to Flamingo St. (50).  On
the Gulf side the highest number of driveways per mile appears
to be south of Times Square between Gulf Beach Road and St.
Peters Drive (63) and north of Times Square to Bowditch Point
(61). 

Table 7-B-4 — Driveways and On-street Parking

Location From: To:
Number of
Driveways

Number of
Parking Spaces

Gulf side of Estero Boulevard:
Bowditch Point Times Square 61 52
Times Square Big Carlos Pass 295 86

TOTAL: 356 138
Bay side of Estero Boulevard:

Bowditch Point Times Square 54 23
Times Square Big Carlos Pass 204 74

TOTAL: 258 97
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SEASONAL FLUCTUATIONS IN TRAFFIC

Impacts of Tourism

More than 1.5 million of Florida’s 1995 visitors came to Lee
County, including nearly 190,000 from Europe and 60,000 from
Canada.  This number increased to 1.7 million in 1996, and the
first quarter of 1997 indicates an increase of 2.5% compared to
the previous first quarter’s figures for Lee County.  The visitors to
Lee County spent more than $820 million in 1996, and the first
quarter of 1997 has already seen an increase of 5.8% in tourist
spending into the county’s economy.  Out-of-state visitors stayed
in Lee County an average of 7 nights, while Floridians averaged
about 3½ days. 
 
In 1995, 66.8% traveled by airplane to Lee County and 31.1 %
drove their personal cars; 56.3% of those flying rented a car
during their stay (usually at the Southwest Florida International
Airport).  In 1996, airplane travelers increased to 67.8%, with
59.5% renting cars.  The use of personal cars by the visitors is
continuing to decline, from 29.9% in the first quarter of 1996 to
25.3% for the same period in 1997. 

Of all visitors to Lee County, 316,000 or 18% stayed at Fort
Myers Beach.  This 18% alone spent nearly $150 million.

Since there are data available for 1992 and 1996 for both Lee
County and Fort Myers Beach, a comparison is made in Table 7-
B-5 to identify common trends.  A striking trend is the decrease
in the percentage of visitors driving their personal cars, and the
corresponding increase in those arriving by airplane and renting
a car.  It should be noted, however, that these figures only show
the mode of travel for visitors who stayed in hotels or rented
condominiums, and not those staying in their own seasonal
homes or staying with relatives or friends.

Table 7-B-5 — Comparative County/Town
Travel Mode of Tourists, 1992 & 1996
Travel Mode 1992 1996 % Change

Lee County:
Airplane 58.5% 67.8% 9.3

%
Personal Cars 38.7% 30.4% -8.3

%
Rental Cars 46.3% 59.5% 13.2

%
Fort Myers Beach:

Airplane 54.5% 60.6% 6.1
%

Personal Cars 42.2% 36.2% -6.0
%

Rental Cars 43.4% 55.9% 12.5
%

Source: Lee County Visitor and Convention Bureau Annual Visitor Profiles

In 1995, 4.7% of the visitors responding to a survey cited traffic
congestion as one of their least-liked features of Lee County,
followed by 2.8% not favoring roads/signs/highways.  In 1996,
the percentage of respondents displeased with Lee County’s
traffic congestion increased to 6.6%, while respondents com-
plaining about roads/signs/highways dropped to 0.6%.  Almost
20% of respondents in the first quarter of each year expressed
displeasure with congestion, reflecting the peak season conges-
tion problems that local residents experience each winter.

An additional item in the ongoing survey of the Lee County
visitors indicates a substantial number of computer and on-line
service users.  The percentage of this user group has increased
from 43% in the first quarter of 1996 to 67% this year.  The
number of visitors that obtain travel information via the Internet
has jumped from 20% during the first quarter of last year to 43%
for the first quarter of 1997.  This data is relevant because of an
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opportunity to use the Internet to advise visitors on opportuni-
ties to use alternate means of transportation when visiting Fort
Myers Beach (airport shuttles, water taxis, trolleys, bicycles,
etc.).
  
The above information is not available just for visitors to Fort
Myers Beach.  However, given the large proportion of Lee
County visitors who stay at or visit Fort Myers Beach, the county-
wide tourism trends are certainly relevant.

Some tourism data is available specifically for Fort Myers Beach. 
Figure 6 illustrates important data on seasonal visitation pat-
terns, showing average occupancy rates by month for five con-
secutive years.  Figure 7 shows average rates to rent a room or
suite for the same period, with the expected correlation between
demand and rates.  In each case, these patterns reflect the
county-wide data on the same subject (see Table 7-B-6), giving
additional confidence in using other county-wide tourism data
for planning at Fort Myers Beach.

Table 7-B-6 — Lodging Data for Lee County
and Fort Myers Beach, 1995

Winter Spring/
Summer

Fall Annual

Occupancy:
Lee County 86.2% 61.1% 58.2% 68.5%
Fort Myers Beach 88.7% 61.5% 59.5% 67.8%

Average Room Rate:
Lee County $94.27 $65.29 $65.53 $75.03
Fort Myers Beach $97.69 $62.52 $64.62 $71.84

Source: Lee County Visitor and Convention Bureau, 1995 Annual Visitor Profile

The data indicates that the county’s tourist-oriented economy
generally, and the Town’s in particular, continues to grow in
spite of legendary peak-season traffic congestion.  The transpor-
tation issues facing the town, such as parking shortages and road

congestion, appear to be viewed by many visitors as the price to
be paid for the unique amenities of Fort Myers Beach, at least
thus far.  If left unchecked, however, they may lead to gridlock
and a reversal of current trends, with major impacts on the
area’s economy and quality of life.

Peak Season Vs. Off-peak Travel Behavior

Travel behavior at Fort Myers Beach is of several different types;
their interaction constitutes the core of the traffic congestion
issues along Estero Boulevard.  Fort Myers Beach is a destination
for trips made by Lee County residents; year-round and part time
residents on Estero Island; and visitors from around the world.

Tourists who stay in hotels or seasonal condominiums on Estero
Island have some of their destinations on the island and some
elsewhere in Lee County.  During season there are visitors who
stay off the island but visit regularly, sometimes on a daily basis. 
There are many trips made by year-round and part-time resi-
dents that start and end on the island.  The reputation of Fort
Myers Beach as the “playground of Lee County” attracts many
visitors looking for popular beaches, waterfront restaurants, and
nightlife.  Each of these groups has specific travel patterns that
must be considered.   

In 1992, the CRA commissioned an origin–destination survey of
2,500 motorists traveling on Estero Boulevard at Times Square
and Villa Santini Plaza.  The motorists were asked where they
lived, and where this particular car trip began and ended.  This
survey revealed that, at least in December of 1992, only 23% of
trips began and ended on the Island, while 16% had both their
origin and destination off the island.   The majority of the re-
spondents (61%) had either their origin or their destination off
the island.  A majority of the respondents were out-of-county
visitors who stayed off the island; 46% were not even part-time
residents of Lee County.  A summary of this data is presented in
Table 7-B-7.
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Table 7-B-7 — Residency of Motorists
and Origin/Destination Pattern, 1992

Residency Percentage
Permanent Fort Myers Beach resident 22%
Part-time Fort Myers Beach resident 12%
Lee County resident 19%
Visitors 46%

Origin-Destination Patterns
on-island to on-island 23%
on-island to off-island/vice versa 61%
off-island to off-island 16%

Source: Traffic Origin and Destination Survey, Florida Transporta-
tion Engineering, Inc., February 1994

Because this survey was taken in December, well before the
height of the tourist season, its results may not accurately reflect
peak season travel behavior.  Nonetheless, this is the most accu-
rate information currently available on the origins and destina-
tions of cars on Estero Boulevard.  This type of survey is of great
importance in transportation and tourism planning, and should
be repeated at various times of the year to provide a better
picture of road users at Fort Myers Beach.

Travel behavior during the winter peak season and the rest of
the year differs greatly in resort communities.  Part of the differ-
ence is simply the number of motorists on the road, but others
stem from trip purposes, the means by which the trip is made,
and the length and place of visitors’ stay.  Some observations
about Fort Myers Beach include:

# Fort Myers Beach residents and visitors did not have
access to useful public transportation until about 1987
when four trolleys began serving Estero Boulevard.  The
trolley system has been heavily used since then, although
major drops in ridership occur when service was reduced
and fares increased.

# More than 80% of school children within a two-mile
radius of Beach Elementary School ride the school bus or

their parents’ car, rather than walking or bicycling to
school.  When school buses pick up children, they stop
traffic in both directions, in effect serving as a moving
traffic light on Estero Boulevard.  This isn’t a major prob-
lem in the morning hours in the off-season, but it adds to
the existing traffic congestion during other periods.

# Tourists here for short stays report little concern about the
traffic congestion.  They may simply use the roads less
than residents, or merely accept the congestion as the
price of an attractive vacation spot with many amenities.

# Most businesses do well despite the congestion (or in part
because of the large number of visitors looking for places
to stay, eat, or play).

# Residents without business interests seem to suffer most,
since the pay the price of inconvenience without receiving
any compensating benefits.

# Part-time residents who stay at Fort Myers Beach only
during the peak winter season seem to complain most
about congestion, probably because they don’t get to
experience the acceptable road conditions during most
months of the year.

# Some visitors fly to Fort Myers and use a taxi or shuttle to
reach Fort Myers Beach.  They experience little of the
congestion, and contribute almost nothing to it.

It is clear that peoples’ tolerance of traffic congestion differs
greatly depending on their situation and on other personal
factors.  However, traffic congestion is severe enough that it
causes major behavioral changes each year.  Many Lee County
residents do not visit Fort Myers Beach (or Sanibel or Captiva) at
all during the peak season, just because of the traffic.  Many Fort
Myers Beach residents organize their lives around low-traffic
periods of the day each winter (such as first thing each morn-
ing).  Clearly, though, there is a demand for improved mobility,
especially during the winter.  Alternate means of moving around
the island will be patronized if they are more pleasant or conve-
nient than waiting in traffic.
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MEASURING TRAFFIC CONGESTION

Traffic Counts

Levels of roadway usage and congestion are quantified based on
machine counts of actual traffic.  Three types of counters are
used: (1) permanent count stations; (2) periodic count stations;
and (3) traffic counts done for special studies.  

Permanent count stations have “inductive loops” embedded in
the pavement (these are similar to the loops that control the
timing of traffic signals); monitoring devices are placed in per-
manent control boxes mounted nearby on the side of the road. 
Most periodic counts use rubber tubes which are laid across the
road for several days on a repeating schedule.  The counts per-
formed for special studies generally use stand-alone flat metal
boxes that are taped to the pavement.  These boxes act as signal
transmitters (one popular type is the Hi-Star Traffic Analyzer). 
Vehicles do not have to drive directly over the flat box to be
counted, as they do over the rubber tubes (for periodic counts)
or inductive loops (at permanent stations).  Metal in vehicles
triggers the mechanism for the traffic counts, as well as classify-
ing vehicles by type and speed.

Traffic volumes are tabulated and published each year using
data from the permanent and periodic stations by the Lee
County Department of Transportation (LCDOT) and Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT).  Special studies are
generally done by consulting firms (and sometimes by LCDOT
and FDOT) for specific purposes such as traffic impact state-
ments for proposed developments.  

In late 1995 a permanent count station replaced the periodic
counters north of Donora Boulevard to continuously measure
traffic along Estero Boulevard.  The detailed year-round data
from this station can be used to adjust the occasional counts
from periodic and special-study stations to reflect typical hourly
and seasonal fluctuations and to arrive at the estimated number
of “annual average daily trips” (AADT) for specific locations.

Table 7-B-8 contains historic traffic volumes from LCDOT’s
annual traffic count report from four periodic count stations. 
Figure 8 illustrates these volumes on a map of Fort Myers Beach,
and shows the location of all count stations.

Table 7-B-8 — Traffic Counts from Periodic Count Stations
in Annual Average Daily Trips, 1991/96

Location 1991 1992  1993 1994 1995 1996
Matanzas Pass Sky Bridge 22,700 23,500 21,800 22,500 15,600 23,000
Donora Blvd. 16,800 18,500 16,500 17,000 17,500 *16,900
Pescadora Avenue 14,100 15,000 13,200 14,400 14,700 13,500
Big Carlos Pass 6,200 6,700 6,400 7,100 7,600 6,400

* converted to a permanent count station in 1996
Source: Lee County Department of Transportation, annual traffic count reports
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Figure 8, Traffic density on arterial roads
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Figure 9, Hourly traffic patterns at the Estero/Donora count station

Figure 9 illustrates hourly traffic data from the new Donora
permanent count station (based on the percentage of daily traffic
during each hour, not on absolute volumes).  This chart shows a
pattern of rising traffic volumes during the morning hours fol
lowed by roughly level volumes throughout the day, with traffic
beginning to fall after 6:00 P.M.  This pattern is typical of beach
resorts but very unusual at most other locations, which are
typically dominated by peak “rush hours” during morning and
late afternoon commuting periods.  Table 7-B-9 shows additional
daily and seasonal data from the new Donora count station.

These hourly, daily, and monthly percentages can be used to
“adjust” occasional total traffic counts at other locations to
depict their actual traffic conditions without the expense of
adding more permanent count stations.  Without this data, these
adjustments would have to be made using hourly and seasonal
data from locations further from Fort Myers Beach, resulting in
less accurate assessments of local traffic.  (Note, however, that
these are actual traffic volumes, not the traffic demand that
could be met if Estero Boulevard were widened to accommodate
all potential peak season traffic.)

Times Square is the only location in Fort Myers Beach where
substantial vehicular turn movements have been collected in
recent years.  The Lee County Department of Transportation
conducted hourly counts in April 1997 (see Figure 10).  Those
counts show heavy movements onto the Matanzas Pass Sky
Bridge from Estero Boulevard (600) and turning right from Fifth
Street (360).  During this count, inbound traffic from the Bridge
split evenly into through traffic onto Estero Boulevard and right
turns onto Fifth Street.  The only significant left turn movement
was northbound onto Fifth Street from Times Square (90) in the
afternoon peak between 4:00 & 5:00 P.M. (during which time
570 pedestrians crossed at this point).
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Figure 10, Peak-hour turn movement counts at
Times Square, 1997

Table 7-B-9 — Traffic Data from the Estero/Donora Count Station, 1995/96
Monthly ADT as

% of Annual ADT
Day of Week ADT as

% of Annual ADT
Peak Flow Characteristics

Non-Season Season
October 93 Monday 97 Peak flow between 7:00 A.M. and 9:00 A.M.

November 105 Tuesday 99 as a % of weekday traffic: 5% 6%
December 100 Wednesday 101 directional split: 43% SB 40% SB
January 107 Thursday 100 57% NB 60% NB
February 114 Friday 107
March 116 Saturday 103 Peak flow between 4:00 P.M. and 6:00 P.M.

April 114 Sunday 93 as a % of weekday traffic: 7% 7%
May 98 directional split: 51% SB 54% SB
June 91 49% NB 46% NB
July 91
August 90
September 81 ADT=average daily traffic; SB=southbound; NB=northbound
Source: Lee County Department of Transportation annual traffic count report

Other than at Times Square there have not been any pedestrian
counts in the Island.  The most comprehensive counts to date
were conducted in 1989 by Harland Bartholomew & Associates
as part of their Pedestrian Mall Study.  Counts were conducted
in four different locations: at Times Square; San Carlos Boule-
vard and Fifth, Old San Carlos and Fifth; and Estero Boulevard
at Crescent Street.  The respective peak afternoon counts were
144, 85, 369, and 192 persons crossing the road in both direc-
tions.
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Figure 11, Estero Boulevard, with crosswalk and
sidewalk on Bay side

Quantifying the “Level of Service” for Traffic on Estero Boulevard

Road systems are graded on their ability to meet a community’s total desire for vehicular
travel.  The most common grading systems are fairly crude, given the typical need to evaluate
hundreds of major road segments during peak-season and off-season, and rush-hour vs. off-
hour.  Common grading systems are described below, followed by a more thorough evalua-
tion of congestion levels on Estero Boulevard.  

A grade from A to F is typically assigned to all major road segments.  Prior to 1985, levels of
service were usually based on the ratio of actual “traffic volume” to a theoretical computation
of the road’s “capacity” (known as the volume-to-capacity ratio).  If the actual traffic volume
was equal to the road’s capacity, the ratio was expressed as 1.0, which was defined as level-
of-service (LOS) E.  If the actual traffic was less than capacity, then the ratio was lower than
1.0 and a better grade was assigned to the road.  Table 7-B-10 describes typical driving
conditions under levels A through F, and equates them to volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios
using 1965 methods.

Table 7-B-10 — Generalized Levels of Service
Service 

Level   Description of Traffic Conditions
Volume-to-

Capacity Ratio
Average 

Travel Speed
A Free flow with individual users virtually unaffected by the

presence of others in the traffic stream.
< 0.60 > 30 mph

B Stable flow with a high degree of freedom to select speed
and operating conditions but with some influence from other
users.

0.61 to 0.70 24 to 29 mph

C Restricted flow which remains stable but with significant
interactions with others in the traffic stream; the general level
of comfort and convenience declines noticeably at this level.

0.71 to 0.80 18 to 23 mph

D High-density flow in which speed and freedom to maneuver
are severely restricted and comfort and convenience have
declined even though flow remains stable.

0.81 to 0.90 14 to 17 mph

E Unstable flow at or near capacity levels with poor levels of
comfort and convenience. 

0.91 to 1.00 10 to 13 mph

F Forced flow in which the amount of traffic approaching a
point exceeds the amount that can be served, and lines form,
characterized by stop-and-go waves, poor travel times, low
comfort and convenience, and increased accident exposure.

> 1.00 < 10 mph

Source: Service level descriptions from ITE’s Transportation Planning Handbook, 1992; volume-to-capacity ratios from the
Sanibel Comprehensive Plan; average travel speeds for “Class II” arterial roads from Florida’s Level of Service Standards
and Guidelines Manual for Planning, April 1992.
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With the revision of the influential Highway Capacity Manual in
1985, traffic engineers began to determine levels of service using
methods that tried to simulate the experience of a entire trip,
rather than evaluating the capacity of each short road segment. 
Since traffic congestion is usually noticeable as delays, particu-
larly at intersections, the newer methodologies try to approxi-
mate the average travel speeds of motorists.  Rather than measur-
ing speeds directly, most of the new methodologies measure the
number of traffic signals, or the average “stopped time” at traffic
signals; unfortunately these methods are of little value at Fort
Myers Beach where there is only one traffic signal.  More suit-
able methodologies adjust the capacity based on the amount of
on-street parking and pedestrian crossings.  The last column in
Table 7-B-11 shows one method of correlating average travel
speeds with levels of service.  These are average speeds for a trip
of at least 1 to 2 miles and they include the time spent stopped
for traffic signals; they are not the fastest speed on the least
congested segment of the trip.

Discussions of “levels of service” on roads used to be the sole
province of traffic planners and engineers.  However, in 1985,
when the state of Florida established the current framework for
local government comprehensive plans, service levels moved into
the mainstream of public policy debates.  The new planning law
requires all comprehensive plans to formally adopt levels of
service for roads, and to declare a policy of refusing to issue any
building permits or other approvals if those levels would not be
met when the new construction would be completed.  This
requirement came to be known as “concurrency.”

Almost overnight, service levels were transformed from useful
generalizations into legislative mandates.  Concurrency, elegant
in the simplicity of its basic concept, has turned out to be ex-
tremely complex in practice, even for transportation profession-
als.  The following sections will illustrate the difficulties in
determining the LOS on Estero Boulevard, especially the most
congested segment from Crescent to School Streets.

A complicating factor is caused by the resort character of Fort
Myers Beach.  Traffic flows don’t have the typical “peaks” and
“valleys” caused by commuter rush hours.  Instead of a morning
rush hour, traffic levels continue to rise until about 10:00 A.M. in
the busiest season, or early afternoon in the off-season.  Traffic
levels then remain fairly constant until about 5:00 or 6:00 P.M. 
This condition appears as a “plateau” in a graph (see Figures 9,
12, and 13).  This situation complicates an LOS analysis, which
is usually based on “peak hour” conditions (normally defined as
the afternoon commuter rush hour). 

An analysis of traffic at Fort Myers Beach was conducted by
consultants to the Lee County CRA in 1993 (Traffic Volume and
Capacity on Estero Island, Florida Transportation Engineering,
Inc., March 1993).  They counted traffic across the Matanzas
Pass Sky Bridge in December 1992 at 30,318 vehicles per day (in
both directions).  This total was adjusted to estimate the typical
traffic volume during the peak season (36,005 vehicles per day,
and 2,628 in the peak hour).  The peak-hour count was divided
by a road capacity of 2,610 for the Sky Bridge, for a volume-to-
capacity ratio of 1.01 (which was reported without explanation
as LOS E rather than LOS F).  

However, this LOS computation is for the bridge itself.  Although
traffic is often at a standstill on the bridge during overloaded
conditions, there is little evidence that those conditions result
from any inadequacy of the bridge itself.  In fact, the road capac-
ity assigned to the bridge is much higher than the capacity of
Estero Boulevard, even though both have the same number of
lanes.  The capacity is so high because there is no interference
from intersecting streets, parking spaces, or pedestrians crossing
the street.  It is the congested conditions beyond the bridge that
cause traffic to back up.  Unfortunately, the 1993 study does not
provide useful data for understanding the causes of traffic con-
gestion at Fort Myers Beach.
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Traffic volumes collected for the entire county are tabulated and
published each year by Lee County DOT in a Traffic Count Re-
port.  (These traffic volumes are often used to select the “adjust-
ment factors” for special studies.)  The Traffic Count Report is
also used to determine the LOS of all major roads in Lee County,
which are published in another annual Lee County report enti-
tled Concurrency Management Inventory and Projections. 

These annual LOS tabulations illustrate some of the inherent
problems with assigning service levels to every major road in a
county.  Even with Lee County’s customized capacity levels for
various types of roads, the LOS calculations vary widely (see a
summary in Table 7-B-4).  Causes include quirks in the annual
counting process; the many conversions required to obtain peak-
hour traffic counts; and changes in methodology.  Between 1992
and 1996, Estero Boulevard north of School Street was rated
first at LOS E, then B, then A, then F.  For the first three years,
the traffic volumes (after conversion to presumed peak-hour
counts) were below the rated capacity of a two-lane arterial road
in a beach area.  In 1995, the capacity was reduced dramatically,
resulting in LOS F conditions.  Actual travel conditions on Estero
Boulevard bore no similarity to the corresponding LOS descrip-
tions in Table 7-B-11 until the capacity was reduced in 1995.

Table 7-B-11 — Summary of Concurrency Analysis
for Estero Boulevard Between School and Center

Streets

Year:
Estimated

Traffic Volume
Stated

Road Capacity v/c ratio
Level of
Service

1992 1,850 1,880 0.98 E
1993 1,588 1,880 0.84 B
1994 1,441 1,880 0.77 A
1995 1,826 1,316 1.39 F
1996 1,952 1,316 1.48 F

Source: Lee County Concurrency Management -- Inventory and Projections
(annual reports by the Lee County Department of Community Development)

In response to the obvious inadequacy of these computations for
Estero Boulevard, Lee County DOT commissioned a more thor-
ough examination.  Additional traffic counts made during March
1995 at Pescadora, Donora, Crescent, and at the Sky Bridge. 
These counts were compared to special DOT counts in January
1995 at Pescadora and Donora and to the ongoing DOT count
program; all of the counts showed a consistent pattern of in-
creasing volumes from Pescadora to the Sky Bridge.

Before converting the traffic volumes to LOS, the 1995 study
made two adjustments.  The first was the required step of con-
verting the daily trip total into a peak-hour estimate.  The sec-
ond was to determine the actual the “capacity” of Estero Boule-
vard.  The capacity of a typical two-lane undivided arterial road
is about 2,000 cars per hour (total in both directions).  Lee
County has determined that the typical two-lane undivided
arterial in beach areas has a capacity of 1,780 vehicles per hour
(and 1,880 vehicles per hour for a divided arterial, which this
study used for Estero Boulevard from Crescent Street north). 
However, the actual capacity of Estero Boulevard is restricted by
many special factors as discussed early (such as parking and
intersections).  The study concluded that the Lee County capaci-
ties should be adjusted to 80% and 70% of those typical levels,
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respectively.  Table 7-B-12 reports this data and the resulting
volume-to-capacity ratios.  (Volume-to-capacity ratios of 1.02
and 1.39 were again reported as LOS E rather than F, without
explanation.)

The most recent special study of Estero Boulevard was con-
ducted by Lee County DOT during the recent debate over a
potential swap of public and private lands.  New traffic data was
collected along Estero Boulevard during the first week of April
1997.  The morning traffic peak occurred between 9:00 and
10:00 A.M. that week.  The study reported: 

During the afternoon hours, traffic flow breaks down to a forced
flow condition.  The demand for use of Estero Boulevard may be
higher during the afternoon; however, there is no excess capac-
ity.  During the morning, there are fewer interruptions to traffic,
such as pedestrian crossings and parking maneuvers, so the
capacity of Estero Boulevard is higher.

The 1997 study assigned a capacity of 1,240 vehicles per hour to
Estero Boulevard.  The traffic volumes and LOS calculations are
summarized in Table 7-B-13.

Table 7-B-12 — Summary of Special LOS Analysis for Estero Boulevard,
1995

Location
1995 Peak-Hour
Traffic Volume

Lee County
Road Capacity

Adjustment
Factor

Estero Blvd.
Capacity v/c ratio

N. of Pescadora 1,213 1,780 80% 1,424 0.85
S. of Donora 1,451 1,780 80% 1,424 1.02
S. of Crescent 1,824 1,880 70% 1,316 1.39
Source: Estero Boulevard Corridor Study, prepared by Florida Transportation Engineering Inc., as revised
through July 1995

Table 7-B-13 — Summary of Traffic Volume Data Collected in April 1997

Location
Daily

Volume
Peak

Direction
Directional

Split
Peak-hour

Volume
Generalized

Capacity
v/c

ratio
Level of
Service

N. of Donora 19,000 north 55% 1,400 1,240 1.13 F
N. of Virginia 23,100 even 55% 1,550 1,240 1.25 F
S. of Crescent 26,600 even 50% 1,650 1,240 1.33 F
N. of San Carlos 5,400 east 50% 360 1,240 0.29 C
S. of Bowditch 1,700 west 55% 150 1,240 0.12 C
Matanzas Bridge - - - 2,000 2,610 0.77 B
Notes: “LOS C is best level of service available for a two lane undivided street”

“Estero Boulevard is treated as a 2 lane undivided collector due to large number of road side
activities such as parking and side street intersections.”

Source: Virginia Avenue Beach -- Bowditch Point Traffic Impact Comparison, Lee County DOT, April 1997
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The counts used in this study are the most up-to-date available
around Times Square following the completion of the CRA
improvements there.  However, the counts were taken for only
one week, and after the end of the locally observed periods of
heaviest congestion.  Although the counts were adjusted in
accordance with standard practice, they may not accurately
reflect conditions at various times during the peak season.

An excellent source of data for analyzing actual travel conditions
on Estero Boulevard is available from the new permanent count
station near Donora Boulevard.  Although these counts are just
outside the area of heaviest congestion, they provide detailed
counts taken every hour of every day during the year, in both
directions.  Thus no adjustments are required to convert “aver-
age daily” counts into the more useful peak-hour counts.  Some
hourly data from this station was reported in the most recent
Traffic Count Report (as shown earlier in Figure 9).  Additional
hourly data was obtained from Lee County DOT and is reported
below in a similar format (see Figure 12).  This graph shows
hourly travel patterns by month from October 1995 through
September 1996.  Although the actual volumes near Crescent
Street might be about 25% to 30% higher (based on the DOT
study cited above), the hourly and monthly patterns would be
very similar.

September had the least traffic, averaging 950 vehicles per hour
during the day (10:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.).  The busiest months
were January through April, which averaged 1285 vehicles per
hour during the same period.

The months of February and March deserve particular attention
because that is when traffic flow breaks down on an almost daily
basis.  The actual number of cars traveling through the con-
gested portion of Estero Boulevard is about the same as for
January and April; but actual conditions on the road can be
dramatically different.

Travel patterns in February and March 1996 differed in that
more cars traveled during the peak hour than any other months,
and this peak hour occurred slightly earlier (before 10:00 A.M.). 
Flows during these peak hours reached 1,390 vehicles in 1996. 
When traffic flows reached these levels at Donora Boulevard,
continuous vehicular travel became impossible due to congestion
along Estero Boulevard between Times Square and the public
library.  “Forced flow” conditions then allowed less traffic to
flow; lines of cars back up because more motorists wish to travel
on Estero Boulevard than the road can handle.  

It is not clear whether the number of cars wishing to use Estero
Boulevard is simply higher in February and March, or whether
the road’s capacity is lower during those months because of
exceptionally high levels of pedestrian activity, or motorists
searching for parking, or some combination of reasons.  Of
interest, though, is that this level is close to the maximum peak
hour traffic that Estero Boulevard could handle without exces-
sive congestion according to the most recent Lee County DOT
studies (1,316 or 1,424 vehicles per hour from Table 7-B-12, or
1,240 vehicles per hour from Table 7-B-13).

Complete traffic counts are not yet available for the 1996/97
season, but the comparable data is shown in Figure 13 (through
July 1997).  The patterns are quite similar to the previous year,
with winter traffic volumes peaking around 10:00 A.M.  However,
in February 1997, traffic volumes fell considerably after that
hour, with Estero Boulevard actually carrying less traffic
throughout the day than it easily handles during the summer. 
Road work for the Times Square improvements was underway
intermittently throughout the winter season, which may account
for this poor performance.  Further research into the conditions
that cause the breakdown of traffic flow would help in assessing
measures that might maintain reasonable flow, or in providing
alternate mobility options. 
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Figure 14, Direction of evacuation

ADEQUACY OF EVACUATION ROUTES

The Town of Fort Myers Beach has serious evacuation problems,
being densely developed and located entirely on a bridged
barrier island.  Estero Island can be easily overtopped by tropical
storm wash and by passing Gulf hurricanes.  The last time the
town was directly struck by a hurricane was in 1960 (Hurricane
Donna).  But even common tropical storms, such as Tropical
Storm Keith in 1988, can block the flow of traffic on parts of Fort
Myers Beach. 

Southwest Florida is considered to be the second most hurricane
vulnerable region in the country.  This vulnerability results in
part from the shallow off-shore waters which will allow ex-
tremely high tidal surges to develop under certain conditions. 
These surges can inundate the entire island and block evacuation
routes.  The Coastal Management Element of this plan examines
the threat of hurricanes in more detail, including the location of
emergency shelters and the problems created by so many other
people trying to use the few available evacuation routes.  The
following discussion highlights the likely evacuation impacts on
Estero Boulevard.

The expected population on Fort Myers Beach during the hurri-
cane season is estimated to be about 10,100 people now, and
11,600 people at full build-out.  Both totals include overnight
guests in motels.  Assuming that each two people evacuate in
one vehicle, an evacuation would involve 5,050 cars (or 5,800 at
build-out).

All evacuating vehicles must use Estero Boulevard.  The
Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council estimates its
capacity during an evacuation at 943 vehicles per hour in the
primary direction, or 1,660 per hour for both lanes with two-way
traffic (830 per lane).  Evacuating traffic can go south (exiting
via Bonita Beach Road) or north to the mainland across San

Carlos Island.  At present, evacuation signs at Washington Ave-
nue direct drivers to the south, and signs at Donora Boulevard
direct drivers to the north.  Figure 14 shows these points and the
expected direction of evacuating traffic.

Once residents are ready to go, the quickest time to evacuate the
island can be estimated by dividing the number of vehicles by
the road capacity.  For a one-way evacuation, the result would
be 5.4 hours (5,050 / 943 = 5.4 hours).  Using the two-way
option, the time could drop as low as 3.1 hours.  

The recent widening of San Carlos Boulevard to five lanes has
improved that route for evacuation purposes.  The widening of
Bonita Beach Road that is nearing completion will also aid in an
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evacuation.  Unfortunately, evacuation problems get even worse
off the island because there will be significant traffic from other
low-lying areas added to traffic from Fort Myers Beach.  (See the
Coastal Management Element for details.)

There are other evacuation problems that are unrelated to the
theoretical capacity of the roads themselves.  One is low-lying
areas, especially in the south end of the island and along Hickory
Boulevard, where early flooding may create “choke points” that
would prematurely end an evacuation in that direction.  This
could be caused by inadequate drainage, where early rains
would flood the road and make it impassable.  Or it could be
caused by the road being overtopped by an early storm surge. 
Roadway elevations and configurations should be evaluated, and
remedial measures taken, to offset these threats.  Remedial
measures could include simple drainage improvements, or
increasing the height of the road surface, depending on the
problem and the location of nearby buildings.  A detailed engi-
neering analysis would be required to determine the complexity
and cost of such improvements, since elevating the road surface
even a small amount may require extensive changes to the swale
system.

Several low points on evacuation routes have been identified
from elevation contour maps for the barrier islands and from
design drawings for the recent improvements to Bonita Beach
Road.  Estero Boulevard is low the entire distance from Lynn
Hall Park to Bowditch Point, and also low at the following
points: from the curve at Times Square to Crescent Street; be-
tween Mandalay Road and Gulf Island Drive; between Madera
Road and Glenview Manor Drive; and between Albatross and
Flamingo Streets.  In each of these areas, the road surface ap-
pears to be less than 5 feet above sea level.

After Estero Boulevard crosses Big Carlos Pass to the south, there
are no points where the road is less than 5 feet above sea level. 
Most of Hickory Boulevard is at least 6 feet high, although a few

points are as low as 5.2 feet (near the entrance to Carl Johnson
Park, and one point on Bonita Beach).  Bonita Beach Road itself,
after the recent reconstruction, rises slightly, with its lowest
points at 6.25 feet.  It rises rapidly beyond Imperial Shores
Boulevard, with any flooding beyond that point more likely to be
caused by heavy rainfall rather than a storm surge.

The elevation of San Carlos Boulevard cannot be determined
from the elevation contour maps because of its recent total
reconstruction.  The Florida DOT has agreed to provide plans for
the reconstruction which will allow a precise determination of its
low points.
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SCHOOL BUSES
In addition to Lee Tran trolleys and buses, Lee County School
District buses also operate along Estero Boulevard.  Despite their
limited hours of operation, school buses can have a substantial
impact on traffic flow on Estero Boulevard when they create a
barrier to traffic flow in both directions at every school bus stop. 
(Florida law requires traffic in the opposite direction to also
come to a full stop unless there is a 5-foot-wide median strip.)

Existing School Bus Patterns

School buses pick up and drop off students from kindergarten
through 12th grade in three different shifts: 9th through 12th
first, K through 5th next, and 6th through 8th graders last (see
Table 7-B-14 for details).   Fort Myers Beach Elementary School
accommodates most K through 5th graders (presently 115 stu-
dents); middle and high school students are transported off the
island for classes.  There is a total of 256 students (K-12) living
at Fort Myers Beach and attending public schools.

The school system operates six buses, in pairs, to pick up stu-
dents at all grade levels.  These buses operate in the morning
between 6:33 A.M. and 9:04 A.M., which does not coincide with
high traffic volumes in the off-season (only 100 to 800 trips per
hour, as shown earlier in Figure 9).  During peak season, how-
ever, the late morning buses coincide with fairly heavy traffic
(800 to 1,200 trips per hour between 8:00 A.M. and 9:00 A.M.). 

Each afternoon, the same buses operate between 2:15 P.M. to
4:26 P.M.  This period unfortunately conflicts with some of the
heaviest traffic during and after the peak season (ranging from
900 to 1200 vehicles per hour during the earliest drop-offs and
1,000 to 1,300 toward the end).

Table 7-B-14 — School Trips, 1996/1997 School Year

Grade
Number of
Students

Bus
Riders

Other
Transportation Bus Time

K to 5: 125 99 26 7:26 - 7:45 A.M.

51 74 2:15 - 2:33 P.M.

6 to 8: 60 35 25 8:43 - 9:04 A.M.

29 31 4:10 - 4:26 P.M. 

9 to 12: 71 68 3 6:33 - 6:50 A.M.

0 71 2:29 - 2:39 P.M.
Source: Lee County School District, Transportation Department

The students’ mode of transportation, as well as their pickup and
drop-off time and location, contributes to transportation issues
in the island.  Currently there are 30 different school bus stops,
each served by two buses on each route (illustrated in Figure
15).  Although some of the school bus stops serve more than one
grade level at different time of the day, there is only one location
that is a pickup and drop-off point for all three grades (Estero
Boulevard at Dakota Avenue).  There are seven common stops
between elementary school and high school buses, and six
common stops between middle school and high school buses.
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Figure 15, School bus stops

Transportation Impacts of School Buses

From a traffic standpoint, students traveling considerable dis-
tances to school are better accommodated in school buses than
in their parents’ car (or their own).  But some negative effects of
school buses on traffic flow come from two sources:

# During pick-ups or drop-offs, school buses serve as mov-
ing traffic lights, hampering the flow of traffic.  The
current pattern is to have very frequent bus stops, rather
than widely spaced stops, which worsens the problem.

# The Beach Elementary School is located in the area of
highest traffic congestion.  More than 80% of school
children within a two-mile radius of this school ride
school buses or their parents’ car, rather than walking or
bicycling to school.  Traffic congestion is worsened by
frequent bus stops along Estero Boulevard to pick up

children who live this close.  By making sidewalks and
bike paths safer and more inviting, the number of extra
stops can be reduced.

Similarly, parent-initiated car pools to off-island middle and high
schools would be preferred over individual trips to and from
school.  There may also be some opportunity for a water shuttle
system to transport some students.  The only local precedent for
water transportation is for students who live on Useppa Island,
who use private boats plus a short walk to reach a school bus
that takes them to Pine Island Elementary School.
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HOW RESIDENTS TRAVEL TO WORK
Some data on how island residents travel to work is available
from the 1990 Census.  This data is called the “modal split,”
which is simply the division of trips based on the means of
transportation chosen by island residents to their work destina-
tion.  This data, based on a sample of every sixth household, is
presented in Table 7-B-15.

Table 7-B-15 indicates that public transit was not used for work
trips in 1990.  With the trolley service now in place, some work
trips are certainly being made by public transit, which will
increase the “capture rate” in future surveys.  Capture rate is a
measure to assess how many single-occupant-vehicle (SOV) auto
trips have been “captured” by public transit, reducing congestion
or freeing up road capacity for another vehicle.  Lee Tran has
had substantial success in accommodating non-resident trips to
Fort Myers Beach, and may be able to serve many work trips
originating on Fort Myers Beach as well.

Only 30% of the island’s permanent residents were reported as
part of the work force in 1990, reflecting the sizable retiree
population.  The travel patterns of non-working residents and of
non-residents contribute to the extreme seasonal fluctuations in
traffic, as the make-up of the population at any given month
affects the transportation choices that are made.  Due to the
importance of tourism in the economy and the impact of their
means of transportation on the road network, the following
section presents tourism data from in-depth surveys of visitors to
Lee County.

Table 7-B-15 — Residents’ Means of Getting to Work, 1990
Census
Tract Description

Single-Occupant
Vehicle

Car
Pool

Public
Transit Walk Other

601 San Carlos Island
& Estero Is. NW
of Bayview Ave-
nue

898 244 0 173 64

602 Estero Is. SE of
Bayview Avenue

843 104 0 70 69

Source: 1990 U.S. Census, STF-3A Table P49



TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT, APPENDIX B                                                  JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                      PAGE 7-B-26

TRAFFIC CRASHES
Table 7-B-16 summarizes traffic crash data reported to LCDOT
for the past three years.  In 1996 Estero Boulevard was one of
the top ten corridors in the county with the highest number of
crashes per 1,000,000 vehicle miles traveled.  Moped crash
reports are listed separately beginning in 1996 to monitor their
operation and safety on Estero Boulevard.  The data indicates an
increase in the number of injuries and fatalities compared to the
previous years, with a noticeable decrease in the number of
crashes involving bicycles.

Additional information is available in which traffic crash is
referenced to a nearby intersection.  This information is general
due to the manner by which the data is compiled and entered
into the County’s database.  Table 7-B-17 reports the locations
with the highest number of reported crashes for comparison to
previous years.  These locations are mapped in Figure 16. 

In-depth study would be required to investigate specific trends or
patterns of crashes at these locations (such as type of vehicle
involved, or type and severity of crash).  This listing of problem-
atic intersections emphasizes the importance of safety as a
prerequisite for mobility and cost-efficient use of the transporta-
tion network.

Table 7-B-16 — Estero Boulevard Crash Data, 1994 to 1996
Year Auto Bike Pedestrian Moped Total Injuries Deaths
1994 150 12 7 N/A 169 54 3
1995 107 6 6 N/A 119 33 6
1996 136 5 6 1 151 87 7

 Source: LCDOT Crash Summaries

Table 7-B-17 — Estero Boulevard
High Crash Locations, 1994 to 1996

Location 1994 1995 1996
Crescent/Estero 16 5 4
Palermo/Estero 10 2 9
Carolina/Estero 5 8 5
Mango/Estero 2 3 4
 Source: LCDOT Crash Summaries
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INTRODUCTION
The Town of Fort Myers Beach is a retail provider of drinking
water but does not provide other direct utility services.  Three
major utility services are provided by others:

# Bulk water is provided by Lee County Utilities, a
branch of Lee County government;

# Sewer service is provided directly to town residents
and businesses by Lee County Utilities; and

# Solid waste, with pickup by investor-owned
companies operating under a franchise from the Lee
County government.  Lee County also handles the
ultimate disposal of trash from its various contracted
trash haulers.

This comprehensive plan examines each of these services and
assesses future expansion needs to accommodate growth.  This
plan also establishes “minimum levels of service” that must be
met at all times in order for growth to continue.  

Even though some of these services are actually provided by
others, the town must ensure that proper provisions are being
made for continued high-quality service into the future.  The
town may also wish to play a greater role in utilities in the
future, for example by directly franchising its trash hauler rather
than being included in one of Lee County’s larger contracts. 
Other alternatives for the town are discussed in this element. 

PURPOSE OF THIS ELEMENT
The Utilities Element analyzes the availability of public facilities
to meet the existing and future needs of the town.  This analysis
of potable water, sanitary sewer, and solid waste disposal service
is mandated by Florida’s growth management legislation.  Rule
9J-5.001 of the Florida Administrative Code
requires that water, sewer, and solid waste
services be provided in accordance with
future land use projections, and it identifies
a basic framework for inventories of existing
infrastructure and services.  It also provides
the basis for the goals, objectives, and
policies to be adopted in this comprehensive
plan.

If proper water, sewer, and solid waste facilities are not
available, the timing and location of development can be
affected, as occurred during sewer moratoriums at Fort Myers
Beach in the 1980s.  Planning for these services is an integral
part of any comprehensive plan.

WATER SUPPLY
Florida Cities Water Company, a private company, provided
potable (drinking) water to the Town of Fort Myers Beach and
surrounding areas until 2001, when the company was acquired
by Lee County Utilities, a branch of Lee County government. Lee
County then resold the water distribution system on Estero
Island to the Town of Fort Myers Beach.

UTILITIES ELEMENT
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Figure 1, Former Florida Cities’ south franchise boundaries
& location of facilities

Figure 1 identifies the former Florida Cities’ South Fort Myers
certificated potable water supply area, which included the Town
of Fort Myers Beach and nearby portions of mainland Lee
County.

Lee County Utilities in 2001 acquired Florida Cities’ two water
treatment plants in the South Fort Myers area, which had sup-
plied the following data about their operation.  The Green Mead-
ows Water Treatment Plant and College Parkway Treatment
Plan, and their accompanying well fields, served this area.  These
plants had permitted and plant design capacities of 9,000,000
gallons per day (Green Meadows) and 1,500,000 gallons per day
(College Parkway).  These plants served approximately 16,000
water customers and an estimated population of about 56,000
(at an average of 3½ persons per connection).  Land uses served
are primarily residential and some commercial.  Florida Cities

estimated that 3,000 of these customers and 10,500 of the
population were located within the town’s limits.  (The number
of customers is less than the total number of dwelling units
because a majority of dwellings within the town are multi-family
units, which share a water meter and are considered as “one
customer.”)  

Florida Cities had a number of other facilities that served this
area.  These include:

# South Beach booster station and 1,000,000-gallon
ground storage tank;

# North Beach booster station and 500,000-gallon
ground storage tank;

# Marina in-line booster station;
# Miners Corner pumping station and 2,000,000-gallon

ground storage tank; and
# Alico Road booster station and 1,000,000-gallon

ground storage tank.

These facilities are also delineated on Figure 1.  Figure 2 displays
the potable water lines within the Town of Fort Myers Beach,
indicating that potable water service is available throughout the
town.

The average annual daily water demand within the South Fort
Myers area averaged 5,757,000 gallons per day in 1997.  The
peak monthly demand was 7,306,000 gallons per day in 1997;
the peak daily demand was 7,781,000 gallons on March 23,
1997.

Florida Cities did not have a meter at Matanzas Pass that
measured total water consumption in the Town of Fort Myers
Beach.  In place of this data, a “proportional capacity” can be
calculated to estimate the percentage of actual water
consumption and of water treatment capacity used by the town,
relative to the entire service area on the mainland.  This capacity
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Figure 2, Potable water lines on Estero Island

is based on the peak number of customers within each location,
compared to the peak month’s average daily water demand and
the total design capacity of the treatment plant. These figures are
shown in Table 8-1.  (Proportional capacity figures can be
somewhat misleading since demand may be greater in one
location one day and less on another day.)

The “level of service” currently being provided can be estimated
using various methods.  Residential levels of service are
expressed here in “gallons per person per day.”  This calculation
uses the peak month’s average daily demand, which is then
divided by the estimated peak population for the entire service
area, yielding a figure of about 130 gallons per person per day,
as shown in Table 8-2.  (Note that this calculation does not
apportion water consumption to commercial or industrial uses.) 
This computation is based on the entire service area rather than
just the town because the actual peak population of the town
greatly exceeds the population estimates used by Florida Cities.

Table 8-1 — Proportionate Capacity of
Potable Water Treatment Facilities, 1995/96

Customers/
Water Consumption

Town of 
Fort Myers

Beach

Remainder of
Lee County

certificated area
Approximate number

of customers 3,000 13,000

Estimated peak
population served 10,500 45,500

Estimated share of
consumption using peak

month water demand (gpd)
1,369,875 5,936,125

Estimated share of total plant
design capacity (gpd) 1,968,750 8,531,250

Source: Population and total gpd figures from Florida Cities Water Company

Table 8-2
Current Levels of Service for Potable Water

Peak Month Average
Daily Water Demand

(gpd):

Estimated Peak
Population

Served:

Gallons 
Per Person
Per Day:

7,306,000 56,000 130.46

Existing and Projected Water Facility Needs

Florida Cities used fixed gallon-per-day rates when designing its
facilities.  Single-family dwelling units are assumed to use up to
300 gallons per day, which constitutes one equivalent residential
connection (ERC), and 240 gallons per day for multifamily units. 
Those standards have also been established in the Lee County
Comprehensive Plan which has jurisdiction until the town’s own
plan is adopted.  Lee County also established minimum
standards for mobile homes and recreational vehicles at 187.5
and 150 gallons per day respectively.  The state has established a
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minimum water pressure standard of 20 pounds per square inch. 
An average pressure of 55 to 60 pound per square inch is
maintained throughout the Fort Myers Beach distribution
system.

For comprehensive planning purposes, the Town of Fort Myers
Beach need not adopt these same standards.  However, it would
be best to use a standard based on dwelling units rather than
people, since new housing is approved one dwelling unit at a
time.  By further defining this standard on an “ERC” basis, it can
also be applied to new commercial development, which at Fort
Myers Beach usually does not depend primarily on island
residents for its customers.  A simple and uniform standard
would be 260 gallons per ERC (based on 130 gallons per person
per day, times 2 people per typical unit).  Since no further
mobile home or recreational vehicle developments are expected,
separate standards are not needed for them.

The 1990 U.S. Census reported 7,420 dwelling units within the
town’s limits in April of that year.  An additional 472 units were
later constructed for a 1996 total of 7,710.  As noted in the
Future Land Use Element, housing units are forecasted to
increase to 8,738 at buildout before the year 2020.  An
additional 175 dwelling units built after 2008 are forecasted to
require an additional 45,500 gallons per day of potable water. 
Table 8-3 summarizes these forecasts.  These additional
demands are a minute portion (0.1%) of the supply increases
being planned by Lee County Utilities by 2030 (source: Lee
County’s Water Supply Facilities Work Plan, as updated in July
2008).

Table 8-3 — Forecasted Water Demand
for the Town of Fort Myers Beach

Year
Permanent
Population

Peak-Season
Population

Total Number of
Dwelling Units

Total
Daily Water

Demand
(at 260g/DU)

Forecasted
Number of New
Dwelling Units

after 2008

Additional 
Forecasted

Water Demand
after 2008

1996 6,039 15,680 7,710 2,004,600 — —
2003 6,792 17,635 8,157 2,120,820 — —
2008 7,100 18,435 8,527 2,217,020 — —
2013 7,240 18,800 8,696 2,260,960 140 36,400
2018 7,275 18,890 8,738 2,271,880 175 45,500
2023 7,275 18,890 8,738 2,271,880 175 45,500

Source: See Future Land Use Element and Evaluation/Appraisal Report (2007) for details on forecasts
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Bulk Water Agreement with Lee County

In August 2001, the Town of Fort Myers Beach entered into a
binding contract with Lee County concerning the source of
potable water that would be supplied to customers within town
boundaries.

The county agreed to be fully responsible for providing a bulk
supply of water to the town, which the town would then resell to
its retail customers. The county confirmed that its water
production and treatment facilities met all state and federal
standards (and would meet all future standards), and that the
county has and would continue to have the ability to provide
sufficient water to the town for the duration of the agreement (a
period of 25 years). 

The town agreed not to purchase water from any other source,
not to resell this bulk water to any other wholesale customer,
and not to construct its own water production and/or treatment
facilities.

This contract did not quantify future water demand within the
town, inasmuch as the town was nearing buildout and little
additional demand was anticipated. Continued planning by Lee
County Utilities merely assumes that water customers within the
town will require water at the same rates and with the same
seasonal patterns as other nearby county water customers. This
same approach is reflected in Lee County’s July 2008 “Water
Supply Facilities Work Plan,” which is being incorporated into
this plan by Policy 8-A-4.

Traditional and Alternative Water Supply
Sources

The South Florida Water Management District updated its Lower
West Coast Water Supply Plan in July 2006. The focus of this
update was the development of "alternative" water sources, such
as wells drilled into deeper aquifers, desalination, re-use of
wastewater for irrigation, water conservation measures, and
"aquifer storage and recovery" (ASR) where excess water during
the rainy season is stored underground for later recovery during
the dry season.

Lee County Utilities is committed to developing alternative water
sources, including:

# Tapping the Lower Hawthorne aquifer at four wellfields.
# Expanding ASR wells from the two current wellfields to

two additional wellfields, and expanding its use further
in the future to include reclaimed water.

Essentially all future water supply development by Lee County
Utilities will use alternative water supply sources, although
traditional sources such as shallow wells will continue in use and
will be spread out onto larger wellfields to reduce adverse
impacts on wetlands.
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Work Plan for Constructing
New Water Supply Facilities

In July 2008, a Water Supply Facilities Work Plan was published
jointly by Lee County Utilities and Lee County Planning. This
plan was first mandated state law in 2002 to coordinate water
supply planning between local, regional, and state agencies. The
objectives were to:

# Identify population and water demands for a planning
period from 2007 to 2030 with focus on the planning
period from 2007 to 2017.

# Identify existing and planned potable and reclaimed
water facilities that will be utilized to meet the projected
demand to 2017.

# Identify sources of raw water required to meet the
projected demand.

# Identify planned potable water supply and reclaimed
water projects required to meet projected demands and
specify when they must be developed and how they will
be funded.

# Demonstrate that the proposed water supply
development projects are feasible with respect to facility
capacity and consumptive use permitting.

# Describe Lee County Utilities’ efforts in developing
alternative water supplies.

Table 6 of the Water Supply Facilities Work Plan (last updated in
July 2008) presents a ten-year expansion program for Lee
County Utilities (see Policy 8-A-4). Existing and proposed uses of
traditional and alternative water supply sources are detailed
there in conformance with SFWMD’s 2005–2006 Lower West
Coast Water Supply Plan Update (approved on July 12, 2006).

Lee County has adopted Table 6 into its Comprehensive Plan
potable water sub-element exactly as reprinted below. At present
none of these improvements are needed to meet the potable
water level of service at Fort Myers Beach; if any are needed
during any upcoming five-year period, they will need to be
included in the five-year schedule of capital improvements
(Table 11-7) in the Capital Improvements Element.
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Water Conservation

With an ever-increasing population and a limited potable water
supply, water conservation programs become increasingly
important.  Citizens of Fort Myer Beach must do their part to
conserve this resource.  The South Florida Water Management
District developed a water conservation program in 1990 which
identified six measures specifically for urban areas.  These
measures identified in the District Water Management Plan
(April 1995) include:

# limiting lawn irrigation to the hours between 5:00
P.M. and 9:00 P.M.;

# requiring the adoption of xeriscape landscape
ordinances;

# requiring the installation of ultra-low-volume
plumbing fixtures in all new construction;

# requiring the adoption of conservation-oriented rate
structure by utilities;

# requiring the implementation of leak detection
programs by utilities with unaccounted water losses
greater than 10%; and

# requiring implementation of water conservation
public education programs.

Active water conservation activities as of 2008 are summarized
here (also see Policy 8-A-5):

# Permanent Irrigation Ordinance:  Lee County has imposed
an ordinance restricting landscape irrigation to the hours
of 5:00 PM to 9:00 AM two days per week (Ordinance
No. 05-10). This ordinance is more restrictive than rules
of the South Florida Water Management District.

# Rain Sensors Required:  The Land Development Code
requires rain sensors on new irrigation systems
(§ 10-154(7)m).

# Xeriscape Requirements:  The Land Development Code
requires xeriscape principles for all required landscaping
(§ 10-421(b). Xeriscape principles conserve water

through drought-tolerant landscaping, the use of
appropriate plant material, mulching, and the reduction
of turf areas.

# Leak Detection Program:   Lee County Utilities has an
unaccounted-for water and leak detection program. The
latest available data indicate that “unaccounted for”
water losses are only 6.22% (calendar year 2006).

# Water Conservation Education:  Lee County TV airs daily
information on water conservation, addressing many
ways that water customers can conserve. The Lee County
Utilities web site contains several pages devoted to water
conservation (start at www.lee-county.com/utilities/).
The annual Consumer Confidence Report directs
customers to the web site for conservation information.
Water conservation posters and pamphlets are placed in
schools, libraries, and county offices. About 20 water
conservation presentations are made to third-grade
students each year, and 4-5 water conservation
presentations are made to civic organization throughout
Lee County.

As the Town of Fort Myers Beach develops and maintains its
public facilities, water conservation measures such as these
should be followed, both to reduce consumption and to lessen
costs for water supply.  The town should take the lead by
example (for instance by installing ultra-low-volume plumbing
fixtures in new government facilities) and also by adopting
ordinances requiring sound water conservation practices.  The
town should consider implementing a strong “conservation rate
structure” where large water users pay a higher rate per gallon
than is charged to frugal users.  This approach could discourage
excessive lawn irrigation while maintaining low rates for frugal
users.
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Fort Myers Beach Wastewater Plant


Lee County Utilities
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Miles
Fort Myers Beach/Iona-McGregor Sewer Area

Figure 3, Sewer service area and wastewater plant

SEWER SERVICE
Lee County Utilities, a branch of Lee County government,
provides sewer (wastewater) service to the Town of Fort Myers
Beach.  One of its service areas, known as the Fort Myers
Beach/Iona-McGregor Service Area, includes Estero Island, San
Carlos Island, and the Iona-McGregor district.  This service is
known as “sanitary sewer service” to distinguish it from “storm
sewers” that collect excess rainwater.  

Wastewater collected within the service area is transferred to the
Fort Myers Beach Wastewater Treatment Plant where it is
treated.  A portion of the resulting effluent (after thorough
treatment) is redistributed for irrigation purposes.  Sewer bills
are based on water usage, with charges billed by Florida Cities
and then remitted to Lee County Utilities.

Figure 3 shows the boundaries of the Fort Myers Beach/Iona-
McGregor sewer service area and the location of the wastewater
treatment plant.  Figure 4 shows the sanitary sewer lines within

the Town of Fort Myers Beach.

The original design capacity of the wastewater treatment plant
in 1978 was 2,700,000 gallons per day.  In 1989 it was
expanded to its current design and permitted capacity of
6,000,000 gallons per day.  As of September 1995, the plant
served 7,015 residential and commercial customers.  Land uses
served are primarily residential (6,519 customers) with some
commercial (496 customers).

The permanent and peak season populations within its service
area are estimated to be 26,138 and 39,207 persons respectively. 
Lee County Utilities does not distinguish between the number of
customers located within the separate districts of the service
area.  There are no legal on-site treatment and disposal systems
remaining (package treatment plants or septic systems) on
Estero Island, and the vast majority if not all structures are
connected to the central sewer system in accordance with a
mandatory connection policy.  Therefore, the number of sanitary
sewer customers within the Town of Fort Myers Beach can
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Figure 4, Sanitary sewer lines on Estero Island

be assumed to be the same 3,000 potable water customers
reported by Florida Cities. 

The average annual daily sewer demand within the South Fort
Myers franchise area was 2,840,000 gallons per day between
October 1994 and September 1995.  The peak monthly demand
was 3,436,000 gallons per day in February 1995.  This type of
data is reported every month by all utilities to the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection.

As with potable water supply, a proportional capacity can be
calculated to reflect the town’s share of the larger service area of
Lee County Utilities.  This capacity identifies the percentage of
actual wastewater flows and of wastewater treatment plant
capacity used by the town and by the remainder of the service
area.  It is based on the peak number of customers within each

location, compared to the peak month’s average daily sewer
demand and the total capacity of the treatment plant.  (As with
potable water, the proportional capacity may be somewhat
misleading since demand may be greater in one location one day
and less on another day.)  Table 8-4 reports the proportional
capacity available to Fort Myers Beach.

Table 8-4 — Proportionate Capacity of
Wastewater Treatment Facilities, 1995/96

Customers/
Sewage Plant Consumption

Town of 
Fort Myers

Beach

Remainder of
Lee County
service area

Approximate number
of customers 3,000 4,015

Estimated peak
population served 10,500 28,707

Estimated share of
consumption using peak
month sewer flows (gpd)

1,469,423 1,966,577

Estimated share of total plant
design capacity (gpd) 2,565,930 3,434,070

Source: Population from Florida Cities; gpd figures from Lee County Utilities

In the same manner as for potable water, the level of service
currently being provided for sanitary sewer is expressed here in
“gallons per person per day.”  This calculation uses the peak
month’s average daily flow, which is then divided by the
estimated peak population for the entire Lee County Utilities
sewer service area, yielding a figure of about 87½ gallons per
person per day, as shown in Table 8-5.  This is substantially less
than the 130 gallons of water used per day, reflecting water
consumption such as lawn irrigation that never flows into the
sewer system.  (Note that this calculation does not apportion
sewer usage to commercial or industrial uses.)  



UTILITIES ELEMENT                                                                                       JANUARY 1, 1999 PAGE 8 – 8

Table 8-5
Current Levels of Service for Sewer Service

Peak Month
Average Daily

Sewage Flows (gpd):

Estimated
Peak Population

Served:

Gallons 
Per Person
Per Day:

3,436,000 39,207 87.64

Existing and Forecasted Sewer Service Needs

Lee County Utilities uses minimum level of service standards
which have been established within the Lee County
Comprehensive Plan.  Those standards state that county sewage
treatment plants will have the capacity to treat and dispose of
200 gallons per day per “Equivalent Residential Connection”
(ERC) during the peak month.  For mobile homes, the minimum
level of service standard is 150 gallons per day and for
recreational vehicles it is 120 gallons per day.

The town’s new comprehensive plan should use sewer standards
comparable to those used for potable water, based in the same
manner on observed usage rates adjusted “per ERC” rather than
per person.  A simple and uniform standard would be 175
gallons per day per ERC (based on 87½ gallons per person per
day, times 2 people per typical unit).  Since no further mobile
home or recreational vehicle developments are expected,
separate standards are not needed for them.

Table 8-6 displays the forecasted sanitary sewer demand for the
Town of Fort Myers Beach for the two planning periods of this
comprehensive plan.  Assuming a growth of 411 dwelling units
by the end of the first five-year planning timeframe in 2003,
additional forecasted sanitary sewerage demand will be
approximately 71,925 gallons per day using the 175-gallons-per-
day standard.  At buildout, an additional 617 dwelling units are
forecasted to require an additional 107,975 gallons per day of

sanitary sewerage treatment capacity.  These additional demands
are only a small portion of the available capacity of the waste-
water treatment plant (6,000,000 gallons available minus
3,436,000 gallons used during the busiest period).

Table 8-6 — Forecasted Sanitary Sewer Demand for
the Town of Fort Myers Beach

Year
Total Number of
Dwelling Units

Forecasted
Number of New
Dwelling Units

Additional 
Forecasted

Sewer Demand

1996
7,710 (based on
actual building

permits)
2003 (first
planning

timeframe)
8,121

(forecasted) 411 71,925 gpd

2020 (second
planning

timeframe)
8,738

(forecasted) 617 107,975 gpd

Source: See Future Land Use Element for permit forecasts

Performance of Existing Facilities

The Fort Myers Beach Wastewater Treatment Plant has been in
operation since 1979.  It is in good condition, with sufficient
treatment capacity but inadequate effluent disposal capacity
during extended rainy periods.  The utility provides monthly
monitoring reports to the Department of Environmental
Protection which regulates the operations of the treatment plant. 
In the past, the plant has made improper discharges into a
drainage ditch that is connected to Estero Bay.  The Department
of Environmental Protection found that this action violated state
requirements, and Lee County was required to halt the illegal
discharges.  A $20,000 fine was levied, and Lee County Utilities
was forced to increase the effluent disposal capacity during peak
periods.
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Solid Waste Disposal Franchise Area
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Figure 5, Solid waste disposal franchise area

Expansion Needs

Lee County Utilities reported no major problems specific to the
town regarding facility replacement, expansion, or siting of new
facilities.  The treatment plant was recently upgraded with the
addition of two chlorine contact tanks, which increase
disinfection retention time.  Private developers are installing a
new sewage force main across Big Carlos Pass in order to replace
a failing on-site sewer plant at the Grandview Resort and to
serve two new buildings being constructed nearby on Black
Island.

Lee County is installing a $2.7 million deep-well injection system
to increase disposal capacity during periods when demand for
irrigation water is insufficient.  Deep-well injection of sewage
effluent appears to be environmentally sound but it is very
expensive and is a waste of valuable irrigation water; it should
be used only to avoid overflows into surface waters.  

The Town of Fort Myers Beach contains many of the major users
of this sewer service and it lies directly downstream of any
effluent discharges into tidal waters.  Both of these roles justify
the town government’s involvement in policy matters concerning
sewer service.  Although the town does not directly franchise or
control this service, its long-range goal should be a significant
role in its operation.

SOLID WASTE
The Lee County government uses a public-private partnership for
collection and disposal of solid wastes throughout the county. 
All of the household garbage that is collected is taken by private
contractors to the Lee County Resource Recovery Plant.  There it
is burned to reduce its volume and produce electricity; the ash
residue is then transported to the county landfill.  This ash
product takes up 90% less room by volume in the landfill than

the unburned garbage would, greatly extending the life of the
landfill.

Solid Waste Collection at Fort Myers Beach

Kimmins Recycling, Inc. is the primary solid waste collector for
the Town of Fort Myers Beach.  Its franchised service area
includes the town as well as other locations within Lee County. 
Figure 5 delineates Kimmins Recycling, Inc.’s entire service area.

Prior to the expiration of Lee County’s existing contract with
Kimmins, the town should research the alternative of seeking its
own competitive bids from solid waste haulers rather than
staying with the county’s larger contract.  The town may be able
to obtain service better suited to its own needs, or may be able to
reduce costs by eliminating superfluous county contracting
requirements or using a smaller hauling company.  Conversely,
separate contracting might increase costs due to losses of
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economies of scale.  Nonetheless, the alternative of separate
competitive bids should be explored prior to expiration of the
existing contract. 

Lee County has adopted a minimum level of service standard for
solid waste disposal of 7 pounds per person per day for proper
collection, disposal, and management.  The Town of Fort Myers
Beach can simply adopt that same standard.

Landfill Operations

The Town of Fort Myers Beach does not need to own or operate
a landfill because it has full use of Lee County’s modern waste
disposal facilities.  Lee County’s landfill is the Gulf Coast Landfill
located on SR 82 south of Colonial Blvd., operated by Waste
Management, Inc. of Florida.  The remaining lifespan of the Gulf
Coast Landfill filled to its permitted height of 100 feet above sea
level, is estimated to be the years 2000 to 2004, assuming
renewal of its DEP operating permit.

The Lee/Hendry Landfill is a Lee County-owned landfill that is
currently under construction.  Phase I is scheduled for com-
pletion in 1997.  The estimated ultimate capacity of the
Lee/Hendry Landfill to receive solid waste is 40 years, assuming
continued renewal of necessary permits and construction of
additional phases at the landfill.  However, no additional phases
are currently planned.

Because of the high water table found throughout southwest
Florida, landfills are created by depositing layers of waste and
other fill material on top of the existing ground surface.  In Lee
County’s case, ash from the Resource Recovery Plant is now the
primary waste product which is deposited.  The ash accumulates
over time and is formed into a mound.  Upon reaching a
designated height, the landfilled waste receives a final cover of
soil and vegetation.  Landfill closures are governed by Rule 62-
701 of the Florida Administrative Code.

Resource Recovery Plant

The Resource Recovery Plant is also known as a waste-to-energy
plant because it produces electricity from burning trash.  The
plant receives, on average, 900 TPD (330,000 tons per year),
and produces up to 39.7 megawatts of power, which is enough
electricity for about 25,000 homes (more than all of the homes
in Bonita Springs and Lehigh Acres combined).  The resource
recovery plant is forecasted to reach its current capacity of 1,200
TPD within the next 10 years.  Additional disposal capacity is
available for approximately 100 TPD of construction debris at
the Gulf Coast Landfill.   

The resource recovery plant has a forecasted operating lifespan
of 30 years, with sufficient capacity to serve all of Lee County
until 2027.  The projection of plant life is based on engineering
design, operational techniques, forecasted population, and
average per capita solid waste generation. 

The resource recovery plant is equipped with extensive air
pollution control systems.  It is the first operational plant in the
United States to be built with a permanent activated carbon
injection system for controlling mercury emissions.  The
environmental control systems were designed with the new,
more stringent Clean Air Act standards in mind, and emissions
have met the proposed standards without any modification.  It
was the only waste-to-energy facility in the world to win the
Power Engineering and Power Engineering International
magazine’s 1995 Project of the Year Award. 
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Figure 6, Annual residential solid waste rates FY 1996-97
(source, Lee County Solid Waste Rates: FY 96/97, 1996)

Recycling Program

The State of Florida mandated a thirty-percent
reduction in municipal solid waste deposited at
landfills beginning in 1988. Fifteen percent of
this reduction was to come from glass,
aluminum, steel cans, plastic, and newspaper
recycling.  The other fifteen percent would come
from the recycling of yard trash, appliances,

construction and debris material, and automobile tires.  The
Town of Fort Myers Beach needs to continue in the successful
county-sponsored recycling program.

This voluntary program consists primarily of the residential
curbside collection of recyclables utilizing 90-gallon carts and
other suitable methods.  The town’s franchised solid waste
hauler, Kimmins Recycling, Inc., provides curbside collection of
paper, aluminum, metal, plastic, and glass products.  The hauler
sorts the recyclables at the curb each week and then transports
the recyclables to markets located in Fort Myers.  Lee County’s
current recycling rate is 33%, which exceeds state recycling
requirements.  The town should strongly encourage all of its
residents, visitors, and businesses to participate to the greatest
extent possible in the existing voluntary recycling program.

Residential wastes are collected using a 1-1-1 system with once-
per-week garbage, recycling, and yard waste collection. 
Commercial collection is mandatory for businesses and
institutions.  Commercial wastes are primarily generated by
retail stores, restaurants, and resorts. 

Fees

Residents of the Town of Fort Myers Beach pay for garbage
collection, recycling, and disposal through an annual assessment
(garbage bill) from the Lee County Tax Collector.  Other
residents (of condominiums and mobile home parks) and

businesses pay their hauling company directly for collection and
part of the disposal expenses.

The fixed operating expenses of the county-owned solid waste
disposal facilities are paid to the Lee County Tax Collector as a
special assessment (separate bill).  The fixed disposal facility
expenses are divided equally among all Lee County areas, and
each customer pays their share.  Figure 6 shows the proportion
of the solid waste fee used for different purposes.

Residents of the town received their first solid waste assessment
in 1995.  Property taxes were reduced when the assessment was
added.  Table 8-7 shows the unincorporated Lee County solid
waste rate summary for fiscal year 1996-97.  This table details
the fees, recycling rebates, and collection fees for unincorporated
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Lee County.  Table 8-8 compares household disposal costs from
property taxes versus the new special assessment.  The
assessment costs less than a property tax-based assessment
under the assumptions included in this table. 

Table 8-7 — Unincorporated Lee County
Solid Waste Rate Summary FY 96-97

Solid Waste Rate FY 96-97 % Increment

Disposal Tipping Fee $49.61/Ton
$50.60/HH

4%

Surcharges $12.90/Ton
$15.74/HH

(30%)

Recycling Grant Rebate $4.00/HH NA
Residential Collection Fees $73.91 -

91.05/HH
3%

Billing Costs  (Includes Late
Payment Allowance)

$10.22/HH 110%

Average Residential Bills $189.67/HH (5%)
HH = household
Source: “Lee County Solid Waste Rates, Fiscal Year 96/97,” 1996

Hazardous Waste

The Lee County Department of Solid Waste sponsors several
“household hazardous waste collection days” throughout the
year.  Many of these products can be harmful or fatal if
swallowed. These are items such as fluorescent tubes, paint,
paint thinner, drain cleaners, automobile oil, thermostats,
polishes, strippers, car/boat batteries, pool chemicals, pesticides,
float switches, or anything marked corrosive, toxic, flammable,
or reactive.  The town may be able to sponsor an occasional pick-
up day right on Estero Island for these products.

Existing and Forecasted Solid Waste Needs

There are no major problems of development or physical
deterioration which will adversely affect solid waste collection
within the town over the next two planning timeframes.  The
waste-to-energy facility is new and has very modern equipment,
and the new landfill for the safe disposal of the ash has capacity
until 2027.

Lee County has implemented a successful recycling program and
has plans to expand it.  By 1991, the county’s 115,000 single-
family homes were involved in the recycling program.  Currently,
all single-family homes as well as all multi-family complexes
(apartments, condominiums, and mobile home parks) have the
opportunity to participate in the recycling program.  However,
motels are not included.  In 1995, 33% of the county’s total
waste stream was recycled.  In comparison, only 5% was
recycled in 1989.  The county is working toward a voluntary
goal of 50% by the year 2000.  

The quantity of solid waste will grow with the town’s population. 
Table 8-9 and Figure 7 display population and solid waste
forecasts through the year 2020.  It is clear that the town’s
proportionate capacity of the Resource Recovery Plan and new
landfill are minuscule, and that adequate service will be
available for both planning timeframes.

These forecasts include solid wastes that will be recovered and
recycled.  In order to more accurately project the life expectancy
of the waste-to-energy facility, recycled wastes must be
accounted for because they will not be incinerated.  In 1995, the
Town of Fort Myers Beach achieved an adjusted recycling 
rate of 33 percent, based on Lee county’s results.  The adjusted
recycling rate places goals on specified categories of recyclables; 
therefore, actual recyclable percentages may exceed those
ceilings. 
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Figure 7, Tons of waste and population growth

Table 8-8 — Town of Fort Myers Beach
Comparison of Household Disposal Costs

Property Tax vs. MSBU Assessment

Collection Options
Property Tax

FY 95-96
MSBU

Assessment
FY 97-98

Disposal Facility Assessment
Rate/Ton

$27.29 $27.29

Total Revenue Required $7,835,000 $8,426,300

Payment Basis Property
Value

Disposal
Tonnage

Tonnage Disposed 6,180

Fort Myers Beach
Payment Share in %

5% 2%

Fort Myers Beach
Total Payments in $

$391,750 $168,652

Unincorporated Lee County
Payment Share in %

58% 65%

Unincorporated Lee County
Total Payments in  $

$4,544,300 $5,447,095

Average Household Tonnage 1.07 1.02

Estimated Tax Millage 0.405

Fort Myers Beach Household
Annual Facilities Payment in $

$192.38 $33.84

Tipping Fee, $/Ton
(Escalated)

$47.70 $51.10

Disposal Payment in $ $51.04 $52.12

Total Household Annual
Disposal Payment in $

$91.54 $85.96

Source: “Lee County Solid Waste Rates, Fiscal Year 96/97”
 and “Finding Sound Solutions -- Solid Waste Rages, FY 97-98”

“MSBU” means Municipal Services Benefit Unit.

Table 8-9 — Solid Waste Forecasts by Population:
Collection of Total Solid Waste, 1990 — 2020

Year

Total
Dwelling

Units
Effective

Population

Tons of Solid
Waste

Per Day

Tons of Solid
 Waste

Per Year
1990 7,420 8,826 30.9 11,279
1996 7,710 9,171 32.1 11,717
2003 8,121 9,660 33.8 12,337
2020 8,738 10,393 36.4 13,286
Sources:
— Dwelling units count for 1990: compilation of STF1A data for Census Tract
601, BG 3-7 plus Census Tract 602, BG 1-6
— Dwelling unit estimates for 1996, 2003, 2020: Future Land Use Element
— Effective population estimated as follows: Peak population = [ (total
dwelling units x 38.2% dwelling units occupied by permanent residents) +
(total dwelling units x 61.8% x .33 allowing for 4 months out of year 100%
dwelling units occupied)] x 2.03 persons per household
— Solid waste forecasts: based on standard of 7 pounds per person per day
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Expansion Needs

The preceding analysis shows that Lee County’s current system
of incineration and landfilling is adequate for a 30- to 40-year
period.  There are no apparent problems with this system.  Fort
Myers Beach may wish to separately franchise its trash hauler if,
after careful examination, there would be benefits to the town in
this course of action.

UTILITIES AND CONCURRENCY 

The Town of Fort Myers Beach must ensure that infrastructure
and services are provided in order to support new development.  
This process is implemented through a concurrency management
system, a requirement of Florida’s growth management
legislation.  A concurrency management system coordinates the
issuance of development orders/permits and certificates of
occupancy with continuing measurements of infrastructure and
services needed to support development (see the Capital
Improvements Element).  For potable water, sanitary sewer, and
solid waste disposal services, the town depends heavily upon
reports furnished by the utility providers to measure availability
according to the standards contained in this plan.

The inventory and analysis of utility providers indicates that
adequate services can be expected to be available to serve new
development through build-out of Fort Myers Beach.  Even
though there appears to be no problem with the provision of
these services, the town must still monitor continuing reports
through its concurrency system to ensure that no unexpected
problems are developing.
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES
Based on the analysis of utility services in this element, the following
goals, objectives, and policies are adopted into the Fort Myers Beach
Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 8: To improve the existing systems that
provide safe drinking water, irrigation
water, sewer service, and solid waste
disposal in order to reduce environmental
impacts on land and water while keeping
costs as economical as possible.

OBJECTIVE 8-A RELATIONS WITH UTILITIES — Increase
the town’s role in influencing utility
providers about service alternatives,
facility locations, and conservation of re-
sources.

POLICY 8-A-1 Mandatory customer connections to water and
sewer utilities shall continue to be the policy of
the Town of Fort Myers Beach.

POLICY 8-A-2 When considering improvements to utility
systems, utility companies should expect
involvement by the town in evaluating
alternatives and seeking the best interests of
utility customers and other people and resources
affected by those decisions.

POLICY 8-A-3 The town shall seek a significant role in policy
matters concerning Lee County Utilities’ sewer
service, based on the town’s dual roles as a major
user of this service and its location directly
downstream of any effluent discharges into tidal
waters.

POLICY 8-A-4 The town’s potable water supply distribution
system is supplied by Lee County Utilities under
terms set forth in a bulk water agreement
approved in August 2001. Lee County Utilities

has a long-term expansion plan that details
existing and proposed uses of traditional and
alternative water supply sources, in
accordance with SFWMD’s Lower West Coast
Water Supply Plan Update (July 2006). Lee
County Utilities’ expansion plan, the Water
Supply Facilities Work Plan, was last updated
in July 2008 and is incorporated herein by
reference.

POLICY 8-A-5 The town shares a common interest with Lee
County government in ensuring that potable
water supplies will be sufficient to meet future
demands. The town will coordinate with Lee
County on an ongoing basis on the following
matters:
1. Analyzing peak season demands and

providing sufficient allocations of water.
2. Using consistent population projections

and level-of-service standards.
3. Conserving water by adopting a

conservation rate structure (see Policy
8-C-6).

4. Implementing a leak detection program
and replacing obsolete portions of the
water supply system.
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OBJECTIVE 8-B LEVELS OF SERVICE — Maintain
minimum acceptable levels of service for
potable water, sanitary sewer, and solid
waste disposal.

POLICY 8-B-1 The minimum acceptable level of service stan-
dards for utility services within the Town of Fort
Myers Beach shall be:
i. for potable water service:

(a) available supply, treatment, and delivery
capacity of 260 gallons per day per
equivalent residential connection (ERC),
and delivery of potable water at a
minimum pressure of 20 pounds per
square inch (psi) at the meter anywhere
in the system.

(b) Prior to issuance of building permits, the
town must obtain assurances from Lee
County Utilities that an adequate bulk
water supply will be available to the
town’s water distribution system to serve
new development at these same rates.

ii. for sanitary sewer service:  available
capacity to collect, treat, and dispose of
wastewater of 175 gallons per day per equiv-
alent residential connection (ERC).

iii. for solid waste disposal service:  the
ability to collect and manage 7 pounds of
municipal solid waste per person per day.

An ERC is defined as the total number of meter
equivalents using the methodology of the Florida
Public Service Commission (and is synonymous
with their use of the term “equivalent residential
units”).  ERCs are used to convert commercial
and industrial water or sanitary sewer use into
standard units that are based on typical rates of
use in dwelling units.

POLICY 8-B-2 The town will enforce these levels of service
under the concurrency requirements of Florida
law by requiring one of the following before
issuance of development permits:
i. development orders or building permits

will be issued subject to the condition that,
at the time of the issuance of a certificate
of occupancy, the necessary facilities and
services must be in place and available to
serve the development being authorized;
or

ii. at the time development orders or building
permits are issued, the necessary facilities
and services are guaranteed to be in place
and available to serve the development at
the time of issuance of a certificate of
occupancy through an enforceable
development agreement pursuant to
Section 163.3220, Florida Statutes, or
through an agreement or development
order pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida
Statutes.

POLICY 8-B-3 The concurrency management system in the
town’s Land Development Code shall be
amended to requirement the assessment of
water supply capacity, in addition to treatment
plant capacity, when determining compliance
with the potable water level of service
specified in Policy 8-B-1.
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OBJECTIVE 8-C WATER CONSERVATION — Take all
reasonable steps to conserve potable
water supplies, aiming for a 10% per-
capita reduction in water use by 2005.

POLICY 8-C-1 The town shall, by resolution, encourage Lee
County Utilities to expand its facilities and agree-
ments for recycling treated wastewater for reuse
as irrigation water; deep-well injection of surplus
wastewater should be limited to emergency use
only.

POLICY 8-C-2 The town shall consult with the South Florida
Water Management District to obtain suggestions
on regulations to conserve water before adopting
such regulations.

POLICY 8-C-3 The town will use drought-tolerant vegetation,
xeriscape techniques, recycled water, or other
available methods for landscaping publicly
owned lands, and encourages private landowners
to do the same to reduce usage of potable water
for irrigation purposes.

POLICY 8-C-4 The town will continue to require, through its
building codes, the use of water-saving plumbing
fixtures in all new development and
redevelopment.

POLICY 8-C-5 The town will support public educational
programs that encourage water conservation
practices.

POLICY 8-C-6 The town should consider implementing a strong
conservation rate program where large water
users pay a higher rate per gallon than is charged
to frugal users.

OBJECTIVE 8-D SOLID WASTE — Add recycling pickup
at commercial enterprises, and
maintain an efficient solid waste
system that stresses recycling of
reusable materials plus safe and
efficient disposal of that which cannot
be recycled.

POLICY 8-D-1 The town will ensure the routine collection of
residential and commercial wastes; special
collections of bulky items; separate curbside
and bulk collection of recyclable materials;
and separate collection of yard wastes and
construction debris.

POLICY 8-D-2 The town will continue its participation in Lee
County’s program of recycling, incineration,
and disposal of solid wastes.

POLICY 8-D-3 The town will seek to expand the current
program to collect recyclables from motels and
other tourist lodgings, and to collect and
recycle additional materials.

POLICY 8-D-4 The town will consider an ordinance requiring
mandatory recycling of solid waste if voluntary
participation does not achieve standards set by
state or regional agencies.

POLICY 8-D-5 The town will evaluate methods of improving
the cost-effectiveness of solid waste collection,
and may consider franchising the collection
process independently of Lee County.

POLICY 8-D-6 The town will cooperate with Lee County in
implementing  programs to decrease the
volume of solid waste requiring landfilling
(e.g. source separation of material which can
be reused, recycled, or disposed of in another
manner).  The town shall also support and
assist in programs to reduce roadside litter and
illegal dumping, such as Keep Lee County
Beautiful’s annual coastal cleanups.



UTILITIES ELEMENT                                                    AS AMENDED BY ORDINANCE 09-03 [2008-11/12-TEXT]         PAGE 8 – 18 / as amended 11-25-2009

POLICY 8-D-7 The town will cooperate with the Lee County in
educating businesses and residents on the proper
management of hazardous wastes and the
provision of convenient disposal opportunities for
the benefit of the town’s citizens and visitors. 
This cooperation shall include distributing
written material prepared by Lee County and
publicizing their regular schedule of household
hazardous waste collection days.
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APPENDIX:  INFLUENCE OF LEGISLATION

The town’s utility providers must construct and operate potable
water and sanitary sewer facilities in accordance with all applicable
federal, state, and local regulations.  Most of the existing regulations
pertaining to water quality and sewage treatment are based on
federal guidelines mandated by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA).  Minimum drinking water standards are
defined under Public Law 93-423.  This law, also known as the “Safe
Drinking Water Act,” establishes federal water quality standards for
the protection of water for public uses, including operational
standards and quality controls for public water systems.

In order to comply with the federal regulations for water quality, the
State of Florida has adopted legislation pursuant to Chapter 403.850,
Florida Statutes.  The “Florida Safe Drinking Water Act” meets the
same federal primary and secondary water quality standards
required for public health and recommended for aesthetic quality. 
The State of Florida has also implemented specific laws for
classifying and regulating public drinking water systems under
Chapters 62-501 and 10D-4 of the Florida Administrative Code.

The federal regulations governing wastewater treatment are set forth
under Public Law 92-500 or the “Federal Water Pollution Control
Act.”  This law requires that wastewater treatment programs be
established to regulate water quality limits for effluent disposal and
to control “point source” pollution.  These provisions have been
implemented at the state level under Chapter 403.086, Florida
Statutes, and Chapter 62-600, Florida Administrative Code.  Separate
standards for on-site sewage treatment and disposal systems are
established in Chapter 10D-6, Florida Administrative Code.

State requirements pertaining to the management of water resources
and the regulation of consumptive water use have been adopted by
regional water management districts pursuant to Chapter 40D-2,
Florida Administrative Code.  The purpose of Chapter 40D-2 is to
implement the provisions of Part II of Chapter 373, Florida Statutes,

and the State of Florida Water Policy.  Additional rules relating to
water use are found in Chapter 40D-3, entitled “Regulation of
Wells”’  Chapter 40D-8, entitled  “Water Levels and Rates of
Flow”;  and, Chapter 40D-21, entitled “Water Shortage.”

Numerous federal, state, and local laws and rules regulate solid
waste disposal.  In addition to mandates, organizations such as the
Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council have guidelines and
policies with which Fort Myers Beach’s solid waste operations
must be consistent.  Among these rules and plans are chapters 187
and 403 F.S., the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, Rules 9J-5 and 62-701, the Florida Administrative Code, and
the Regional Strategic Policy Plan.

Chapter 403 (Part IV) of the Florida Statutes contains the 1988
Solid Waste Management Act.  This act greatly altered the
management of solid waste for all local governments, specifically
requiring all local governments to start recycling programs in
order to reduce the amount of waste being deposited into landfills
by thirty percent (30%).  In addition, counties are required to
recycle at least fifty percent (50%) of newspapers, aluminum cans,
glass, and plastic bottles.  The act also addresses the disposal of
various other wastes such as lead-acid batteries, used oil, and tires.

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) was adopted
by Congress in 1976 and serves as the Federal legislation which
regulates the disposal of municipal solid waste by setting
minimum standards for waste disposal facilities.  It also
established resource recovery as a national priority and mandated
that efforts to better utilize and manage the recycling of wastes
were needed.

Rule 9J-5, Florida Administrative Code, specifies the requirements
for local government comprehensive plans.  It requires the Town
of  Fort Myers Beach to include an infrastructure element with a
solid waste section and goals, objectives, and policies relating to
solid waste.  The Rule requires adoption of minimum level of
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service standards and concurrency requirements indicating that the
Town of Fort Myers Beach will not issue development orders or
building permits unless facilities and services are in place to manage
a development’s impact.

Chapter 62-701, Florida Administrative Code, outlines specific state
requirements regarding the operation and closure of landfills, solid
waste permits, and the handling of special wastes.  This rule also
regulates the disposal and classification of waste, and prohibits the
disposal of yard wastes in landfills with liners.  

The Town of Fort Myers Beach has currently adopted Lee County
regulations which govern solid waste in order to be consistent with
these state, federal, and regional guidelines.

The State of Florida’s comprehensive plan (Chapter 187, Florida
Statutes) seeks to ensure that sewer, water, and solid waste disposal
services are provided in accordance with the aforementioned
regulations.  The plan has several goals relating to utility services. 
Overall, the plan seeks to safeguard the environment from the effects
of pollution.  

Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes is known as the local
government comprehensive planning act.  It requires local
governments to adopt comprehensive plans which are reviewed and
approved by the state’s land planning agency, the Department of
Community Affairs.  This element is one of those required by Chapter
163.  

The Florida Department of Community Affairs also requires local
governments to incorporate a concurrency management system in
accordance with Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes.  For the Utility
Element, potable water and sanitary sewer facilities and solid waste
collection and disposal must be in place or available to serve new
development at the time a certificate of occupancy is issued by the
local government.

The Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council has a Strategic
Regional Policy Plan (SRPP) for this region.  This plan identifies
several issues and policy statements which have regional
significance.  These regional issues and policies cover “Surface
Water Management,” “Protection of Groundwater Resources,”
“Planning for Public Facilities,” and “Protection of Water Supply”
to name a few.  The goals, objectives, and policies of the Utility
Element should be consistent with these federal, state, and
regional laws and plans.  

According to the SRPP,  “Planning for Public Facilities” section,
sewer (facilities and service), water, and solid waste are
categorized as “primary” public facilities in the SRPP, which are
required by the public on a daily basis.  Region-wide, population
growth will continue to strain existing facilities and services. 
Seasonal populations make facility planning very difficult.  It is
hard to ensure that development utilizes existing unused service
capacities before resorting to the construction of new facilities.

The SRPP indicates that local governments within the region
should support and establish recycling and hazardous waste
disposal programs;  transportation of hazardous waste products is
regulated;  personnel working with hazardous wastes be trained
and properly protected;  and local governments properly collect
solid wastes and operate disposal facilities.  

Solid waste management programs in the Region consist of
landfills, transfer stations,  and yard trash compost sites.  An
SWFRPC study indicated limited effectiveness for a single six-
county solid waste disposal system.  As a result, alternatives such
as the Lee County Resource Recovery Facility and the currently
under construction - Lee/Hendry Landfill have come to fruition.
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 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ELEMENT

INTRODUCTION

Coastal communities like Fort Myers Beach must respond to
flooding that arises from two different sources.  One source is
unrelated to rainfall and stormwater; it occurs when the Gulf of
Mexico and Estero Bay rise to unusual heights due to strong on-
shore winds.  Often this type of flooding occurs without rainfall.  
In contrast to flooding caused by water flowing up onto the
island, flooding caused by stormwater (the second source)
results from a conveyance system which is inadequate to get
excess water off of the island and into the Gulf or Bay.  Most
barrier islands have intrinsically good drainage because their
narrow width provides short drainage pathways, and also have
highly pervious sandy soils.  However, the overall drainage
process can be stymied because of low relief and slope, with the
simple result that there is no place for the water to flow.  It is
also aggravated by development which has reduced the natural
drainage functions.  
 
Disregarding water quality concerns for the moment, typical
solutions to stormwater flooding attempt to move larger volumes
of stormwater runoff away from roads and buildings at a faster
rate, or to store it until a later time when the system can accept
flow without flooding.  For existing development, this is accom-
plished by increasing the size of drainage pipes, eliminating
obstructions, and cleaning or enlarging ditches. 

Unfortunately, these same improved stormwater conveyances
will also allow rising water in from the Gulf at a faster rate.  At
the community level, the only effective technical remedy to
rising flood water is to dike the island and install one-way valves
on the outfalls — an impractical solution for an island of this
size.  There are however, community activities which can remedy

some of the damage.  For example, adding dunes to the Gulf side
(with pedestrian walk-overs) would provide a form of energy
dissipation for onshore waves.  Rising water would still flood the
island from the Bay side, but wave damage would be reduced. 
Raising the roads and buildings would also reduce damage and
hazards when flooding does occur.

In some respects, stormwater quality issues stand in stark con-
trast to the causes and solutions to stormwater flooding.  Flood
control efforts are designed to prevent stormwater flooding from
abnormal storms, such as extreme rainfall that occurs only once
every 5, 10, or 25 years.  Because of the infrequent nature of
these storms, they are of little consequence in stormwater qual-
ity.  The water quality concern is about pollution carried in
numerous small storms.  Generally, the west coast of Florida
experiences about 100 “storm events” annually.  Of these, more

than 90 percent produce less than one
inch of rainfall.  Stormwater treatment
technology therefore is geared to treat
the runoff from up to a one-inch rainfall,
thus providing treatment for 90 percent
of the events. 

Whereas part of the solution to flooding is to move stormwater
as quickly as possible to the Gulf or Bay, several forms of storm-
water treatment rely on slowing the movement of water to allow
solids and metals to settle out, or storing it in depressions and
allowing it to soak into the ground.  For example, grassed swales
provide good treatment for small storms where the depth of
water in the swale is small and flow is slowed by vegetation. 
(After bigger storms, the swales fill up and vegetation becomes
less effective in slowing the flow of water.)
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The term Best Management Practices (BMP) is used to describe
techniques for stormwater management.  Structural BMPs are
physical devices intended to control the quantity and/or quality
of stormwater.  A stormwater pond is one example of a struc-
tural control.  Other BMPs are categorized as source controls,
which are designed to control the problem at the source and
minimize the need for structural controls.  For example, reducing
the amount of impervious area results in less runoff.  This results
in more room in the drainage system for the remaining runoff
and results in less water that needs to be treated.  Source con-
trols are often the only alternative for built-out communities
with little room to install structural controls. 

The susceptibility of a community to flooding or water quality
problems due to stormwater can be measured by assessing the
level of service (LOS) available.  For flooding issues, a LOS can
be expressed in terms of the degree of roadway flooding and/or
the extent of first floor flooding for a given hypothetical storm
event.  For example, for some communities, a “C” level of road-
way service is defined as no more than six inches of water on
evacuation routes during the largest one-day rain event expected
every 25 years.  A 25-year recurring storm means a storm has
1/25 of a chance of occurring during a given year.  The current
Lee County Comprehensive Plan stormwater management LOS is
that designated evacuation routes shall not be flooded for more
than 24 hours by rainfall from a “25-year, 3 day” storm, and . . .
new development (except widening of existing roads) shall hold
excess stormwater to match the predevelopment discharge rates for
a “25-year, 3-day storm.”  (Note that the definition applies only
to flooding which results from rainfall and not to flooding from
rising water.)

LOS definitions vary considerably by community.  In 1993, a task
force consisting of DEP and representatives from each of the
water management districts jointly published a recommended set
of criteria (Report to Plan Oversight Committee Stormwater Level
of Service Conventions Committee) for flooding LOS.  These

recommendations defined level “C” as standard flood protection,
which means evacuation routes and arterial roadways must be
passable during a 100-year flood event, and collector roadways
must be passable during a 25-year event.
 
The same task force also developed standards for water quality. 
Compared to a flooding LOS, the concept of a water quality LOS
is new in the state of Florida.  The water quality ranking system
promotes land use controls, followed by structural treatment
measures, and penalizes untreated discharge from urban areas.  

Although this comprehensive plan is not required to have a
water quality LOS that must be met to avoid building moratori-
ums, new stormwater discharges must meet standards to be
specified in this plan.  Available options include adopting the
state water quality standards in Chapter 62-25 FAC (formerly
17-25) or adopting those found in Chapter 62-40 (formerly 17-
40).  The latter standard is ill-defined but much broader, in
effect requiring that stormwater be “retained” on-site until it
seeps into the ground (instead of “detaining” stormwater for a
period and then discharging it in a controlled manner).  Storm-
water “retention” is highly desirable when sufficient land is
available, but it is very difficult to achieve when redeveloping.

REGULATORY ISSUES 
The stormwater management policies in the Fort Myers Beach
comprehensive plan will be influenced by a variety of federal,
state, and regional regulations.  For our immediate purposes, the
most direct involvement is through Chapter 163.3177(6)(c) of
the Florida Statutes and Rule 9J-5.011 of the Florida Administra-
tive Code.  These require that the local comprehensive plan have
an element establishing broad and long-term policy guidance for
implementing stormwater management throughout the town. 
Specific management techniques are not contained in these
regulations; but through the formal review process, state and
regional agencies will ensure that the policies are coordinated
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with surface water management policy contained in a variety of
other plans.  The Appendix contains a complete summary of
other federal, state, regional and local objectives for manage-
ment of stormwater and its potential impact on the town of Fort
Myers Beach, including the impending implementation of the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
process.

LOCAL STORMWATER PROBLEMS
While there appears to be very little water quality data collected
within the town’s corporate boundaries, the regional evaluations
for Charlotte Harbor (including Matlacha Pass) provided by
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) are
applicable.  DEP’s 1994 biennial report stated:   “The predomi-
nant pollution problems are associated with development: bacteria
from accelerated urban runoff through canals[,] and sediments
from construction . . . .”

Water quality in urban canals tends to be
poor for a variety of reasons.  First, ur-
banization introduces higher pollutant
loads from stormwater runoff.  Lawn care
adds nutrients, pesticides, herbicides and
fungicides to the land, some of which will
be broadcast directly into the canals dur-
ing application, or indirectly carried as
stormwater runoff.  Stormwater runoff also washes off roadway
pollution into the canal systems.  Roads collect oil, anti-freeze,
brake fluids, petroleum products, brake and tire dust, and com-
bustion products.  These residues contain high levels of toxic
metals and organic compounds, many of which are attached to
solids.  In the absence of a stormwater treatment facility for
settling and removal, these solids and attached pollutants are
washed directly into the Gulf and canal systems.  In other cases
where the drainage is routed through unvegetated areas such as

beaches, high rates of runoff will cause erosion which com-
pounds the problem. 

Other impacts from urbanization include direct and indirect
discharges of wastes, both domestic and industrial.  Septic tanks
drainfields contribute pollutants through groundwater seepage
into the canals.  Local contractors have reported that many
discharges still remain from Estero Island homes and businesses
despite central sewer service.  Because many of these canals are
dead-end, circulation is poor and pollutants tend to accumulate
in the water column and in the sediments, adversely affecting
the flora and fauna with the canal system.  Fish kills, increased
tissue levels of toxic compounds in fish and shellfish, and re-
duced productivity and diversity all result from degraded water
quality.  While there are regulations against causing pollution
through direct, or indirect discharges, there are no federal, state,
or regional requirements to sample the ambient waters for
pollution except when such monitoring is included as a permit
condition.  Sampling and monitoring of existing conditions must
generally be initiated at the local level.  In the future, however
some monitoring will be required of the town by the stormwater
NPDES permit.  

The major impediment to better flood control on Estero Island is
the lack of available land for structural improvements in the
older, northern third of the island where Estero Boulevard fre-
quently floods.  Improving flood control in this portion of the
island must consider solutions for both coastal flooding due to
rising water and for better control of stormwater runoff.  For
many areas, drainage simply flows overland to the beach, bay or
nearest canal.  The existing drainage system is largely undocu-
mented, and some facilities are partially buried or otherwise
poorly maintained.  In the absence of increased maintenance, the
performance of the remaining structures will diminish or cease
due to siltation.  The best opportunity for drainage improvement
may consist of identifying and maintaining the existing system,
coupled with land-use controls for redevelopment.  For improve-
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Figure 1, Residential swale/trench design  

ments to the stormwater quality, source controls should be
emphasized and structural controls incorporated wherever
possible during retrofits.  

Conditions improve to the south, where drainage facilities are
more abundant and better maintained.  Properly maintained,
these facilities have a life expectancy of 20-50 years.  The com-
mercial and multi-family residential developments constructed
after the mid 1980s were built to meet the SFWMD requirement
that the rate of runoff after development be no greater than
before development (for the highest 3-day rainfall total expected
every 25 years).  Thus, in cases where the development occurred
over undisturbed lands, the rate of runoff is equal to the natural
rate of runoff.  

PLANNING OPTIONS

Coastal Flooding — There are only a few options to
reduce the frequency and severity of road and structural flooding
resulting from rising water, and they are best addressed during
redevelopment.  Technical options include installation of flapper-
valves on discharge pipe outfalls located above high tide, raising
roadways and structures, berming, and flood-proofing structures. 
While berming is effective at keeping the rising water out, some
mechanism (usually pumps) would be required to remove water
from within the bermed enclave during heavy storms, and rais-
ing of roadways often trades dry evacuation routes for flooded
structures.  The most cost-effective strategy is to design, build,
and redevelop in a manner that will minimize the damage of
coastal flooding.   

Stormwater Flooding — The performance of the ne-
glected existing drainage facilities could be improved by routine
maintenance.  Pipes and outfalls should be located, and cleaned. 
Swales on private property provide some on-site storage and
reduce the amount of stormwater that must flow through the

conveyance system (see Figure 1).  Swales also provide water
quality treatment and can recharge the surficial aquifer as addi-
tional benefits.  In the north of the island, it is likely that many
pipes are undersized due to the need to drain increased impervi-
ous area which has been added over time.  The extent of im-
provement that can be achieved can be determined with map-
ping and master planning the drainage of the north end of the
island.



STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ELEMENT                                                JANUARY 1, 1999 PAGE 9 – 5

Figure 2, Schematic design of a porous pavement system

There are a variety of structural techniques for improving storm-
water management on small parcels.  One is the use of porous
pavement, where runoff from a building’s roof and heavily used
portions of a parking lots flows onto a porous asphalt layer in a
less-used portion of the parking lot.  The runoff flows through
the pores in the asphalt into an underground reservoir of small
stones, and then gradually infiltrates into the surrounding soil; it
never runs into roadside drainage swales or tidal waters.  Figure
2 shows a cross-section of a porous parking lot

Porous pavement is very effective in removing pollutants from
stormwater.  However, it is less effective when the water table is
close to the surface, and probably shouldn’t be used along the
beach where sand would be regularly blown onto the porous
pavement.

Porous pavement can be very cost-effective in commercial areas
where soil and other conditions are suitable.  While the asphalt
itself is more expensive than conventional pavement, porous
pavement eliminates the need for stormwater drainage, convey-
ance, and treatment.  

Regular maintenance of porous pavement is essential.  Vacuum
sweeping and/or jet hosing is needed quarterly to maintain
porosity.  Field data from actual installations indicate that this
routine maintenance is frequently not followed.  As a result, a
survey of porous pavement installations in Maryland showed
that 75% of the systems were partially or totally clogged within
five years.  The oldest operating porous pavement installations
were about ten years old.  (Similar failure rates were noted for
infiltration facilities, discussed later, that did not have adequate
pre-treatment of stormwater.)
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Figure 3, Schematic design of a water quality inlet

Further investigation of the feasibility of porous pavement at
Fort Myers Beach is warranted.  This would include assessing if
the high failure rates in Maryland can be alleviated by better
design, inspection, sediment control, and maintenance practices. 
Also, actual field tests at Fort Myers Beach, with follow-up
inspections, would be highly desirable.

Minimizing impervious area is always a good strategy for both
quantity and quality concerns.  Another strategy, raising road-
ways, may improve the roadway flooding LOS, but potentially at
the cost of additional off-road flooding of nearby buildings. 
Despite these limitations, strategies which can effectively mini-
mize impervious area and maximize infiltration will reduce the
flooding potential and water quality problems. 

Infiltration and exfiltration facilities are also popular in retrofit
conditions where useable space is limited.  Infiltration trenches
are rock-filled ditches which receive stormwater at the top. 
Exfiltration trenches are similar in design, but stormwater is
introduced into the interior of the trench via a pipe which runs
through the middle of the trench.  (The current improvements to
Estero Boulevard include several exfiltration trenches that were
installed below the road’s pavement between Times Square and
the Lani Kai.)  Both devices have limited life expectancies unless
some form of pretreatment is provided.  Application on Estero
Island may be further limited by a high water table, which is
reported to be at 1.0 foot above sea level with roadway eleva-
tions averaging about 3.0-5.0 ft above sea level.  For proper
operation of this type of facility, a minimum of 2 to 4 feet is
recommended below the bottom of the trench to seasonal high
water.  Since the road surface, road bed, and depth of the trench
all consume vertical space, exfiltration trenches may not be
effective in some locations along Estero Boulevard. 

Stormwater Quality — There are several other options
available to improve the quality of stormwater runoff:   

# Street sweeping or vacuuming is an effective source
control to remove sand and floatables (besides mak-
ing the streets look clean).

# Vegetated swales are also attractive and provide
treatment.

# Vegetated buffer strips work in a similar fashion by
slowing the rate of flow and allowing the solids to
settle.  However, being of fixed width, buffer strips
are more sensitive to the velocity of runoff and there-
fore are recommended only for small structures.

# Catch basins could be replaced with “water quality
inlets” (baffled concrete tanks for solids and oil sepa-
ration).  As with porous pavement, regular vacuum-
ing and maintenance must be provided to maintain
optimal removal rates.  A cross-section view of a
water quality inlet is provided in Figure 3.



STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ELEMENT                                                JANUARY 1, 1999 PAGE 9 – 7

Because of existing development on the
island, there are limited options for
large-scale water quality treatment facil-
ities.  There are however, numerous
other options available to improve water
quality including both structural and
source controls which can be evaluated
and potentially incorporated into rede-
velopment plans or master planning ef-
forts.  Other examples include:

# minimize or reduce use of lawn chemicals in swales
and along a buffer bordering the canals;

# establishing oil recycling facility to reduce illegal
dumping of used oil;

# establish a program to locate and eliminate other un-
wanted or illicit discharges;

# discourage or prohibit discarding of lawn clippings in
canals;

# institute a routine inspection/maintenance program
for any remaining septic tanks;

# institute leash laws and pet clean-up requirements,
# establish limits on impervious areas and encourage

permeable alternatives to impervious surfaces (e.g.,
wood decks instead of concrete patios etc.);

# encourage the use of slow-release fertilizers;
# encourage natural lawn care instead of chemical

control;
# sand filters / enhanced sand filters (similar in func-

tion to infiltration trenches, but shallower and with
greater surface area).

The advantages and disadvantages of various structural controls
are summarized in Table 9-1.  (The cross-section diagrams in
this element were taken from the same source as Table 9-1 or
from Controlling Urban Runoff: A Practical Manual for Planning
and Designing Urban BMPs, Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments, 1987.)

DESIRABLE COURSES OF ACTION
One task which should be completed by the Town of Fort Myers
Beach in the near future is mapping the existing drainage facili-
ties within the town.  The mapping should include a description
of relic systems (for example, filled swales) that are no longer
structurally intact or functioning.   The cost of this effort could
be reduced greatly with the assistance of knowledgeable volun-
teers to locate and map the structures and facilities.  Profes-
sional surveyors would then determine the exact height and
capacity of the system.

From the data gathered, an evaluation of the stormwater sys-
tem’s response to a design storm (either SFWMD or a locally
derived standard) should be completed under existing condi-
tions and under conditions of a fully maintained and operational
system.  Depending on the results, a limited-area stormwater
master plan should be considered to evaluate options available
to achieve the desired level of service for stormwater.

Through the master planning process, the feasibility of drainage
options can be evaluated, and the potential for increasing
groundwater recharge can be evaluated.  For example, it may be
that increasing pipe size will have little or no effect because
there is insufficient slope in certain areas, and pumps may be
the only alternative for improvements.  

The stormwater planning process could be phased to priority
areas of the island since such an effort is expensive.  A complete
master plan for the northern third of the island alone might cost
$100,000 to $200,000.

Planning for water quality improvements is cost-effectively
completed at the same time as the master planning process,
although many aspects of source control can be implemented in
the absence of the master plan.  For example, street sweeping,
minimizing herbicide/pesticide use near canals, and establish-



Table 9-1
Comparison of Stormwater Best Management Practices 

URBAN BMP OPTIONS Reliability for
Pollutant Removal Longevity* Applicability to

Most Developments Regional Concerns Environmental
Concerns Comparative Costs Special

Considerations

Extended
Dry Detention Ponds

Moderate, but not al-
ways reliable

20+ years, but
frequent clogging and

short
detention common

Widely applicable Very few
Possible stream

warming and habitat
destruction

Lowest cost alternative
in size range. 

Recommended with de-
sign improvements and
with the use of micro-
pools and wetlands.

Wet Detention Ponds Moderate to High 20+ years Widely applicable Arid and high
ET regions

Possible stream
warming, trophic

shifts, habitat destruc-
tion, safety hazards

Moderate to high com-
pared to conventional
stormwater detention

Recommended, with
careful site evaluation

Stormwater Wetlands Moderate to High 20+ years Space may be limiting
Arid and high
ET regions;

short growing season

Stream warming,
natural wetland

alteration

Marginally higher
than wet ponds Recommended

Multiple Pond Systems
Moderate to High;

Redundancy increases
reliability

20+ years Many pond options Arid regions

Selection of appropri-
ate pond option mini-
mizes overall environ-

mental impact. 

Most expensive
pond option Recommended

Infiltration Trenches Presumed moderate 50% failure rate
in 5 years

Highly restricted (soils,
groundwater, slope,

area, sediment input)

Arid and cold regions;
sole-source aquifers

Slight risk of
groundwater

contamination.

Cost-effective on
smaller. Rehab costs
can be considerable. 

Recommended with pre-
treatment and geotech-

nical evaluation.

Infiltration Basins Presumed moderate if
working

60-100% failure
in 5 years

Highly restricted
(see infiltration trench)

Arid and cold regions;
sole-source aquifers

Slight risk of
groundwater

contamination.

Construction cost
moderate, but

rehab costs high. 

Not widely recom-
mended until longevity

is improved. 

Porous Pavement High (if working) 75% failure
in 5 years

Extremely restricted
(traffic, soils, ground-

water, slope, area,
sediment input)

Cold climate;
wind erosion; sole--

source aquifers.

Possible ground water
impacts; uncontrolled

runoff. 

Cost-effective com-
pared to conventional
asphalt when working

properly

Recommended in highly
restricted applications

with careful construction
and effective
maintenance

Sand Filters Moderate to High 20+ years Applicable (for smaller
developments) Few restrictions Minor.

Comparatively high
construction costs and
frequent maintenance. 

Recommended, with lo-
cal demonstration

Grassed Swales Low to Moderate,
but unreliable 20+ years

Low density
development and

roads
Arid and cold regions Minor. Low compared to curb

and gutter. 

Recommended, with
checkdams, as one ele-
ment of a BMP system.

Vegetated Filter Strips Unreliable in Urban
Setting

Unknown,
but may be limited

Restricted to
low density areas Arid and cold regions Minor. Low.

Recommended as
one element of
a BMP system.

Water Quality Inlets Presumed low 20+ years
small (<2 acres),
highly impervious

catchments 
Few

Resuspension of hy-
drocarbon loadings. 
Disposal of hydrocar-
bon and toxic residu-

als. 

High, compared to
trenches and
sand filters. 

Not currently recom-
mended as a primary

BMP option. 

* Based on current designs and prevailing maintenance practices. 
Source:  A Current Assessment of Urban Best Management Practices, Techniques for Reducing Non-Point Source Pollution in the Coastal Zone.  Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, 1992. 
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ing a recycling facility on the island do not impact drainage
and can be done independently of a drainage master plan. 
However, if water quality inlets are used as a means to improve
stormwater quality, the flow catchment areas must be incorp-
orated into the placement of the inlets.  In most cases, this will
be more easily evaluated during a master planning process.  As
in the case of the drainage goals, all water quality goals should
acknowledge the existing constraints to large-scale or regional
solutions.  

The town should begin to develop a strategy for water quality
monitoring in accordance with the commitments made in the
NPDES Part 2 application.  Although most NPDES requirements
should be met through joint programs with Lee County, the
town could address its special problems by testing the metal
content in canal bottom sediments.  This is a cost-effective way
to screen for pollutant sources, particularly contaminated
urban runoff.  The monitoring program would also incorporate
visual inspections of exposed outfalls during dry weather when
flow is not anticipated.  Inexpensive field test kits can be used
to assess whether the unexpected flow (if found) is likely to be
a wastewater or commercial/industrial source.  The results,
when coupled with the drainage facilities mapping, can be used
to isolate potential sources.  Periodic re-testing should be
considered (e.g., 3-5 years).  A history of sediment results
could be used to assess the success of other water quality
management strategies. 

Grant funds are often available for innovative projects to im-
prove stormwater quality.  The town has begun to seek funding
for retrofit projects such as installing porous paving in parking
lots that are being redeveloped.  A request for a $120,000
federal grant is pending before the South Florida Ecosystem
Restoration Task Force.  Such grants often require a 50%
match; this match could be satisfied by the town’s stormwater
mapping or water quality monitoring programs as described
above, or might be met by those initiating the redevelopment

activity, or might be met by receiving credit for the previous
replacement of asphalt by pervious pavement at Times Square.

Some drainage problems can be addressed through regulatory
means.  For instance, swimming pools are sometimes emptied
directly onto the beach.  This can damage sea turtle nests (violat-
ing Chapter 370.12, F.S.) or cause serious erosion, and may even
violate a general prohibition against the discharge of toxic sub-
stances contained in Chapter 17-302.500 of the Florida Adminis-
trative Code because of high levels of chlorine and other chemicals
in pool water.  At the federal level, the discharge of swimming
pool water is recognized as a potential problem in the NPDES
permitting process; the presence of chlorine in a stormwater
discharge is considered an indicator of an “illicit connection” to
the drainage system.

If environmental agencies will not require such discharges to be
eliminated, the town could do so itself by ordinance.  In those
locations where roadside swales have the capacity to accept
swimming pool water, it could be discharged there instead of onto
the beach.  Alternatively, it could be discharged directly into the
sewer system, which has ample treatment capacity (although
some limits might be required during the peak season).

Funding for master planning, capital improvement projects, or
maintenance of existing stormwater facilities can be from general
revenue, or gas taxes in some cases, or through a dedicated source
such as a stormwater utility as discussed in the next section.

STORMWATER UTILITY
The establishment of the new town government provides certain
opportunities that are available to all independent municipalities. 
One such entity that the town may create is called a “stormwater
utility,” which provides a specific service, in some ways like a
utility that provides drinking water or sewer service.  Most of the
rain that falls should be treated through an organized drainage
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Figure 4, Enhanced grassed swale

system of ditches and pipes that collects, treats, and disposes
stormwater runoff.  To remain effective, this stormwater sys-
tem has to be maintained by someone.  

In most new developments, a homeowners’ association is
required to maintain whatever parts of the system are built by
the original developer (such as the lakes or shallow “detention”
areas).  The local government typically maintains other parts of
the system, such as ditches and underground pipes that run
along the public road system.

When this drainage system also provides drainage for the road
itself, this maintenance can be paid for with gasoline taxes. 
Unfortunately, funding for all other types of stormwater main-
tenance and improvements has to compete with all other
needed government services.  The unfortunate result is often
neglect.  Without a properly maintained drainage system, the
quality of stormwater goes down, resulting in higher levels of
pollution in the “receiving waters” such as Estero Bay.  When a
proper drainage system was never installed at all, as is the case
with many parts of Fort Myers Beach, pollutant levels in runoff
can be very high.  Many communities allow such conditions to
continue, either through lack of knowledge or a shortage of
funds to analyze and improve their situation.

As the problems created by improper stormwater management
have become better known, many communities are creating a
stormwater utility, a branch of city or county government
whose sole purpose is stormwater management.  Its funds
usually come from a separate fee that is charged to owners of
developed property, based on a share of the benefit each will
receive from the utility.  These fees cannot be used for any
other purposes.  The base fee is often around $3 per month for
a typical home.  A fee of this level covers stormwater planning,
routine maintenance, and minor improvements to the system. 
The fee is frequently listed on the water and sewer bill (which

is obviously more difficult at Fort Myers Beach since the town
doesn’t bill for either service).

Monthly billing avoids a large annual payment at tax bill time,
and ensures the prompt and regular payments that the public
gives to utility companies as a result of their blunt enforcement
method—the service shut-off.  (Other enforcement methods such
as liens can also be used, but their administrative costs are very
high relative to the small billing amount.)

The decision to create a stormwater utility can be made at any
time, but most often just after certain events have taken place. 
These include the community accepting that all water pollution
cannot be blamed on outsiders, and beginning to understand the
nature of their own sources of pollution and the range of potential
solutions.  Fort Myers Beach is a logical candidate for a storm-
water utility because there is a broad awareness of the increasing
levels of pollution in the canals and in Estero Bay, along with a
strong sentiment towards cleaning up pollution generally.  The
missing link for citizens to accept a stormwater utility fee is a full
understanding of how current practices on Estero Island are
contributing to a share of that pollution and what kinds of steps
can be taken to improve the quality of stormwater runoff.
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES
Based on the analysis of stormwater management problems
and solutions in this element, the following goals, objectives,
and policies are adopted into the Fort Myers Beach Compre-
hensive Plan:

GOAL 9: To provide optimal flood protec-
tion and improved stormwater
quality within the constraints im-
posed by location and existing
land-use patterns.

OBJECTIVE 9-A CONTAMINATION — Reduce the
level of contamination that occurs
as rainfall flows toward tidal wa-
ters.

POLICY 9-A-1 Establish, fund, and implement a program
to monitor the environmental impacts of
stormwater runoff.  This monitoring plan
shall be designed to ensure that data col-
lected will be useful in leading the town
toward pollution-reducing strategies.  If
appropriate, this program may incorporate
any monitoring requirements under the
National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System.

POLICY 9-A-2 Implement sound management practices to
reduce contaminant levels in stormwater,
such as:
i. storm drain stenciling to increase public

understanding of the water quality
impacts of careless drainage practices;

ii. cooperation with Lee County in provid-
ing recycling sites for used oil, batteries,

unwanted household hazardous wastes,
and other recyclable bulk materials;

iii. routine sweeping or vacuuming of streets
and parking lots; or

iv. improved litter control in public places.
POLICY 9-A-3 Seek available grant funding and other poten-

tial revenue sources to retrofit the existing
drainage pattern in redevelopment areas to
reduce stormwater contamination.

OBJECTIVE 9-B RECHARGE — Increase groundwater
recharge rates by reducing stormwater
runoff.

POLICY 9-B-1 Create land development regulations that re-
spond to the town’s situation where existing
development often was not designed to atten-
uate stormwater runoff.

POLICY 9-B-2 These regulations shall require improved han-
dling of stormwater when property undergoes
major redevelopment through techniques such
as:
i. limitations on impervious coverage to im-

prove existing conditions (and meet stan-
dards for new development where feasi-
ble); and

ii. encouragement of pervious pavement
techniques through partial credits against
impervious ratios (provided that ongoing
maintenance will ensure its continued ef-
fectiveness).

POLICY 9-B-3 These regulations shall provide appropriate
allowances where imposition of the highest
level of stormwater management would hin-
der other important public policies such as
maintaining the pedestrian character of public
places or the historic character of designated
districts.
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OBJECTIVE 9-C EROSION — Reduce erosion caused
by stormwater runoff.

POLICY 9-C-1 Reduce erosion from new discharges
through techniques such as:
i. discouraging or prohibiting construction

of swales that will not be vegetated;
ii. establishing maximum allowable dis-

charge velocities for design storm(s) for
new construction and redevelopment;
and

iii. prohibiting discharge of stormwater
onto beaches.

POLICY 9-C-2 Improve the management of existing con-
veyances through techniques such as:
i. prohibiting the use of herbicides in veg-

etated conveyances; and
ii. re-establishing vegetation in barren

conveyances.
POLICY 9-C-3 Establish the following priorities for the

discharge of swimming pool water, in order
to minimize erosion and protect the quality
of receiving waters and sea turtle nesting
habitat:
i. discharge to roadside swales;
ii. discharge into the public sewer system

(within any limits established by Lee
County Utilities); and

iii. discharge directly to tidal waters only
under extreme conditions and in
conformance with all federal, state, and
local regulations.

OBJECTIVE 9-D LEVELS OF SERVICE — Maintain
interim levels of service for flood
protection.

POLICY 9-D-1 Until replaced following the evaluation de-
scribed under Objective 9-F, interim levels of
service are hereby established for protection
from flooding to be provided by stormwater
and roadway facilities:
i. During a 3-day rainfall accumulation of

13.7 inches or less (3-day, 100-year storm
as defined by SFWMD), one lane of evacu-
ation routes should remain passable (de-
fined as less than 6 inches of standing wa-
ter over the crown).  Emergency shelters
and essential services should not be flood-
ed.

ii. During a 3-day rainfall accumulation of
11.7 inches or less (3-day, 25-year storm
as defined by SFWMD), all lanes of evac-
uation routes should remain passable. 
Emergency shelters and essential services
should not be flooded.  

iii. During coastal flooding of up to 4.0 feet
above mean sea level, all lanes of evacua-
tion routes should remain passable.  Emer-
gency shelters should not be flooded.

POLICY 9-D-2 The town will enforce these levels of service
under the concurrency requirements of Florida
law by requiring one of the following before
issuance of development permits:
i. development orders or building permits

will be issued subject to the condition that,
at the time of the issuance of a certificate
of occupancy, the necessary facilities and
services must be in place and available to
serve the development being authorized;
or

ii. at the time development orders or building
permits are issued, the necessary facilities
and services are guaranteed to be in
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place and available to serve the
development at the time of issuance of a
certificate of occupancy through an
enforceable development agreement pursu-
ant to Section 163.3220, Florida Statutes,
or through an agreement or development
order pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida
Statutes.

POLICY 9-D-3 Identify by 1999 any emergency shelters
and portions of evacuation routes subject to
flooding during coastal flooding of 4.0, 5.0,
and 6.0 feet above mean sea level.

POLICY 9-D-4 Identify options to improve flood-prone
emergency shelters and evacuation routes,
including but not limited to:
i. raising the elevation of low-lying roads;
ii. berming/diking/elevating shelter facili-

ties; and
iii. installing flap-valves on stormwater

discharges where appropriate.
POLICY 9-D-5 The quality of water to be discharged from

new surface water management systems is
and shall remain subject to state and re-
gional permitting programs that determine
compliance with state water quality stan-
dards.  Stormwater management systems in
new private and public developments (ex-
cluding improvements to existing roads)
shall be designed to SFWMD standards (to
detain or retain excess stormwater to match
the predevelopment discharge rate for the
25-year, 3-day storm).  Stormwater
discharges from development must meet
relevant water quality and surface water
management standards as set forth in
Chapters 17-3, 17-40, and 17-302, and rule
40E-4, F.A.C.  New developments shall be

designed to avoid increased flooding of sur-
rounding areas.

OBJECTIVE 9-E PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE STUDY —
Identify by 2009 all existing drainage
facilities and poorly drained areas.

POLICY 9-E-1 Undertake a thorough effort to map all exist-
ing drainage facilities, including modern
stormwater management systems, roadside
swales, and remnants of systems that may no
longer function.  Use citizen volunteers to
reduce the cost of this effort.

POLICY 9-E-2 Identify significant existing drainage problem
areas through logs of citizen complaints and a
public outreach effort. 

POLICY 9-E-3 Identify any existing facilities that need imme-
diate repair or replacement.

POLICY 9-E-4 Identify any partially submerged stormwater
outfalls that could be retrofitted with grates to
prevent manatees from entering the drainage
system.

OBJECTIVE 9-F STORMWATER MASTER PLAN — Eval-
uate by 2010 the need to improve pub-
lic stormwater management facilities.

POLICY 9-F-1 This evaluation shall determine the nature of
potential improvements to the existing storm-
water system to improve drainage and to re-
duce the level of contaminants running off
into tidal waters.  

POLICY 9-F-2 This evaluation shall include studies and/or
models as needed to determine the capacity of
existing facilities if they were fully maintained.

POLICY 9-F-3 This evaluation shall also be based on the ini-
tial results of the monitoring program, the
inventory of existing facilities, the potential
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for improving drainage and water quality,
the potential effects of future development,
and the potential cost of the improvements.

POLICY 9-F-4 This evaluation shall determine what kind
of improvements might better protect life
and property against flooding from extreme
tides and tropical storms.

POLICY 9-F-5 The interim levels of service shall be re-ex-
amined if any instances occur where they
cannot be maintained.

POLICY 9-F-6 The Town Council shall establish a funding
source within two additional years to begin
carrying out the selected stormwater im-
provements.  This funding source may in-
clude revenue from gas taxes, ad valorem
collections, stormwater utility fees, or other
recurring sources.
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT APPENDIX
FEDERAL, STATE, REGIONAL

& LOCAL OBJECTIVES

Federal - The major objectives for EPA related to stormwater
are included in the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act,
and promulgated as regulations in the November 16, 1990,
Federal Register.  EPA has issued a National Pollutant Dis-
charge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to Lee County and
its co-applicants, with common and separate requirements for
each municipality.  The major objectives of the stormwater
NPDES program pertinent to the Town of Fort Myers Beach
are:

# eliminate non-stormwater discharges to the storm
sewer system; and

# reduce pollutants discharged from municipal separate
storm sewer systems (MS4s) to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP). 

Non-stormwater discharges, referred to as illicit connections or
illegal dumping, are expressly prohibited from discharging to
the storm sewer system, and a condition of the stormwater
permit  addresses the detection and removal of illicit connec-
tions.

Reducing pollutants to the MEP standards is not defined in the
regulations.  The permit conditions, which incorporate parts of
the original application, completely define MEP.  These condi-
tions require the implementation of many different pollution
reduction programs rather than impose numeric discharge
limitations.  Program elements that have been identified for
municipalities include some or all of the following:

# Ordinances # Construction
# Toxic Materials Handling # Public Education
# Maintenance # Stenciling Inlets
# Litter Control # Solid Waste Programs
# Monitoring # Illicit Connection Removal
# Intergov. Agreements # Stormwater Planning
# Street Sweeping # Road Repair

One of the program elements which is required as a permit condi-
tion is some form of water quality monitoring.  The purposes of
the monitoring are varied: to provide more detailed seasonal
information for the estimation of pollutant loading from storm-
water outfalls; to provide ambient sampling to show water quality
improvements resulting from the implementation of the permit
programs; and to provide information on the performance of best
management practices. 

State - Although there are many state regulatory agencies, the
objectives of the State Water Resource Implementation Rule (Rule
62-40, F.A.C. ) are the most pertinent because of the linkage to the
development of local comprehensive plans.  The State Water
Policy is provided for the stated purpose of the management of
the waters of the state “to conserve and protect the natural re-
sources and scenic beauty” and to “realize the full beneficial use”
of these resources.  The intent of the Rule is to clarify the policies
of Chapters 187, 373 and 403, FS, and to provide guidance to the
Department of Environmental Protection and water management
districts in the development of programs, rules, and plans. 

First, §62-40.110, Declaration and Intent, requires that local
governments consider the State Water Resource Implementation
Rule in the development of comprehensive plans.  This means that
in the preparation of goals, objectives, and policies for the protec-
tion or enhancement of surface water quality, the provisions of
the State Water Resource Implementation Rule must be consid-
ered.  §62-40.432 provides specific surface water protec-
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tion and management goals and guidelines.  The first subsec-
tion defines five goals for surface water management: 

< protect, preserve and restore the quality, quantity and
environmental values of water resources;

< maintain the pre-development characteristics of a site;
reduce channel erosion, pollution, siltation, sedimen-
tation and flooding; reduce stormwater pollutant
loadings to preserve/restore beneficial uses; to reduce
freshwater losses by encouraging reuse; to improve
stormwater recharge; to maintain estuarine salinity;
and to address stormwater management on a water-
shed basis;

< eliminate the discharge of stormwater that has not
been adequately treated and to minimize adverse
impacts of such stormwater;

< reduce unacceptable pollutant loadings from older
stormwater management systems (constructed before
1982); and

< develop comprehensive watershed management plans
to prevent flooding and water quality problems as
well as to improve existing conditions.

§62-40-432(3) describes the roles of the state, water manage-
ment district, and local government in relationship to the State
Comprehensive Plan, the Local Government Comprehensive
Planning and Land Development Act, and the SWIM (Surface
Water Improvement and Management) program.  Issues which
are to be considered for the issuance of surface water permits
are identified in §62-40.432(4), and minimum stormwater
treatment performance standards are identified in §62-
40.432(5).  Of particular interest regarding performance stan-
dards, the rule states that stormwater management systems
must be designed to achieve at least 95 percent reduction of
the average annual load of pollutants in Outstanding Florida
Waters such as Estero Bay.  These minimum standards may be
modified based upon a basin-specific plan to achieve pollution
loading reduction goals set by the water management districts.

Regional - On a regional basis, the South Florida Water Manage-
ment District (SFWMD) is responsible for the protection and
preservation of the areas water resources.  Chapter 373, Florida
Statutes, provides the enabling legislation under which the Water
Management Districts operate.  Mandates from Chapter 373
related to water quality include:

< cooperate with DEP in the collection of data;
< establish minimum flows and levels for ground and

surface waters; and
< establish surface water improvement and management

plans and programs to protect and restore water quality,
habitat, recreation, and commercial uses of priority
water bodies; and provide assistance to local govern-
ments to establish programs to address water quality and
habitat issues.

All changes to surface water drainage within the Town of Fort
Myers Beach will be regulated on the regional level by SFWMD
regulations found in 40E-40 and 40E-41 FAC.

Local - In accordance with Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, Lee
County adopted a comprehensive plan in 1989 which has been
amended several times before becoming the interim comprehen-
sive plan for Fort Myers Beach.  The current plan has been exam-
ined for policies that should be retained in the new comprehen-
sive plan.
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Figure 1, Aerial view from the north end of Estero Island, with Bowditch
Point Regional Park in the foreground (photo courtesy Mohsen Salehi)

INTRODUCTION
The Recreation Element of this comprehensive plan sets the
direction for the recreation, open space, and cultural issues at
Fort Myers Beach.  This element evaluates public and private
recreational facilities that are now available and others that
could be provided, with the goal of ensuring that these facilities
are available to local residents and visitors.

Estero Island is part of a much larger natural system of barrier
islands and bays.  This system draws visitors from around the
world, and then retains as residents those who prize these ame-
nities.  The beaches and related ecosystems are fragile and in
need of conservation and preservation.  The town’s challenge is
to strike a balance among the sometimes competing needs of
people and the natural systems, and to develop strategies to
ensure that these precious resources can sustain their ecological
and recreational viability indefinitely. 

The policies in this element reinforce those of the Conservation
and Coastal Management Elements which promote a coordinated
effort among the public sector, citizen interest groups, and the
private sector to work toward that balance.  This element inte-
grates tourism with the town’s recreational amenities and pro-
motes responsible stewardship of those areas.

The vision for the future of the Town of Fort Myers Beach is a
result of the beautiful natural surroundings of beaches and
dunes, wildlife habitat, historic and archaeological sites, boating
opportunities, and places for people to come together for recre-
ation, visiting, dining, and shopping within the park-like setting
of the entire island.  The Community Design Element describes

how the town can ensure that the physical components of the
community (natural areas, open spaces, buildings, streets, paths)
can work together to achieve a coherent whole, reinforcing and
enhancing its small-town character and as a place where perma-
nent residents coexist comfortably with tourism.  Policies empha-
size walkability, promote streets as the neighborhood realm,
plan for interconnected foot paths throughout the island, and
improve linkages to the town’s natural resources and active
recreation areas.  These linkages and “people-gathering places”
become part of the town’s system of recreation, open space, and
cultural amenities.

An immediate challenge resulting from the town’s incorporation
is sorting out the responsibility (and cost) for operating and
maintaining the county-owned recreational facilities within the
town.  Strategies for coordinating limited resources and identify-
ing new funding sources are needed to address operational
needs, as well as for acquiring and/or developing additional
amenities.

RECREATION ELEMENT
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THE VISION FOR RECREATION, OPEN SPACE,
AND CULTURE
The overall vision for the future of Fort Myers Beach was pro-
vided in the introduction to this plan, describing how today’s
citizens would like Estero Island to look and function in the
future.  In this element, the vision, as it pertains to recreation
and cultural aspects, is refined from input from the two commu-
nity wide workshops: “Designing Our Town” held on January 31
and February 1, 1997 and “Enhancing our Resources” on March
22, 1997.  

In the following section, the vision is expanded to create a pic-
ture of how Fort Myers Beach could be as a result of concerted
efforts by all involved.  Specific observations of places and activi-
ties are followed by an expansive view of the park-like qualities
of living on a beautiful barrier island, where recreational re-
sources are integrated with daily life:

“The natural features at Fort Myers Beach remain its primary
yet most sensitive assets.  The degradation of water quality in
Estero Bay has finally been reversed.  The mooring area is well-
managed, clean, inviting to boating visitors, and now a wel-
come part of the community.  Clear and well-maintained chan-
nels, passes, and private canals allow the movement of a wide
range of recreational and commercial vessels, operating safely
in relation to one another and respecting the fragile nature of
the surrounding environment and marine life.  

“The beaches are clean and regularly replenished with sand,
and sand dunes have returned, all as a result of forward think-
ing programs which have established long term mechanisms for
funding and maintenance.  The remaining mangroves and wet-
lands are healthy, with disturbed areas now fully restored. 
Little Estero Island and the Matanzas Pass Preserve, through
careful management and planning, contribute to the ecological
integrity of the area, provide a rich experience for the visitor,

and are enjoyed by many residents on daily walks.  The Preserve
is accessible to children walking from their classrooms or neigh-
borhoods, by bicycle through an island-wide network of bicycle
paths, or by canoe or kayak.

“The Estero Island Historic Society continues to operate its His-
toric Cottage & Nature Center at the entrance to the Preserve. 
Guided interpretive walks and classroom and research experi-
ences are offered along the trails and boardwalks to the fishing
pier and observation deck.  Guided tours using canoes and kay-
aks have overtaken the popularity of noisy jet-skis.  

“Through a similar community effort, the town has refurbished
the Long Estate, one of the first homesteads on Estero Island,
built  in 1906 on a significant site of the Calusa Indians.  Now
known as the “Mound House,” it has become an anchor for tours
of Estero Bay’s ecological treasures and archaeological sites. 
Mound Key, considered the spiritual home of the Calusa empire,
has proven to be a rich resource for archaeological research;
town residents form a core of volunteers that allows for careful
study and documentation for the international archaeological
community.

“A carefully planned and interconnected system of pedestrian and
bicycle paths, tram shuttles from off-site parking areas, trolley
routes, and water taxi system, enables visitors, residents, and
school children to reach all the recreational destinations on
Estero Island and move easily from one to another.  Beach-going
residents and visitors select their preference of quiet beaches at
Bowditch Point or lively beaches near Lynn Hall Memorial Park. 
The lively pedestrian scene at Times Square is fueled by those
who have been swimming, strolling on the beach, or enjoying the
pier, and is especially popular just before sunset.  Just steps
away, they enjoy the outdoor cafes, shops, and special entertain-
ment events.
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“The short blocks to the north along Old San Carlos Boulevard
now have wide sidewalks, street trees, and mid-day shade
provided by overhangs from the new shops and restaurants.  At
the north end, folks reach Marina Plaza, another “people-
gathering place” that is the hub of activity for a fleet of excur-
sion boats, dinner cruises, charter fishing and party boats, and
water shuttles. 

“At the south end of Estero Island, residents enjoy additional
tennis courts, an oasis of green in the form of the Bay Beach
golf course, and a new “Central Green” plaza area that is the
focus of the renovated Villa Santini Plaza.  Trolley transfers
here link islanders to Carl Johnson Park and the Lover’s
Key/Carl Johnson State Recreation Area.

“The Town of Fort Myers Beach, through the dedicated efforts
of the community, has become a living park, existing for the
comfort, safety, and quality of life of its residents and the
peaceful enjoyment of its visitors:

< “An ecologically sensitive park where visitors have learned
to enjoy the unique natural amenities;

< “An archaeologically significant park where people come to
learn about the prehistoric natives of this area;

< “An historic and livable park where residents are proud of
the community’s heritage and place;

< “A family friendly park where parents and children are
equally nurtured;

< “A semitropical island beach park where all ages enjoy the
clean and safe waterfront;

< “A wildlife preserve park where recreation is educational;
< “A tranquil resort park where visitors relax in the warm

island ambiance and atmosphere;
< “A vital community park where retired and working citi-

zens share in a positive spirit of volunteerism;

< “A nature-awareness park which imparts a new conscious-
ness about our responsibility for protecting the natural
environment;

< “An economically sustainable park which protects and
promotes its commercial interests;

< “A precious and uniquely diverse park where citizens
work hard to assure that future generations will have the
opportunity to enjoy its magic and tranquillity; and

< “A progressive town park where a partnership with the
past provides the focus for the future.”

 
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES NEAR FORT
MYERS BEACH
The following sections provide a description of existing public
and private recreation sites and facilities, open spaces, and
cultural facilities available to the public.  Described first are
those areas immediately surrounding Estero Island which are not
within the jurisdiction of the Town of Fort Myers Beach.  These
include the parks on Lovers Key; Bunche Beach (located north
across San Carlos Bay); the San Carlos Island waterfront;
Matanzas Harbor; Mound Key State Archaeological Site; and the
Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve and Buffer Preserve.

Lover’s Key/Carl Johnson State Recreation Area

Carl Johnson Park is located just south of Estero Island, across
Big Carlos Pass.  It is a regional park developed by Lee County
on 278 acres of land, with 3,600 feet of Gulf beach.  Current
facilities include a two-lane boat ramp, parking spaces, rest-
rooms, and a tram that connects the parking lot to the beach
(see Figure 2).  This park is easily accessible via by trolley, car,
or boat.

Carl Johnson Park has been combined with the Lovers Key State
Recreation Area, with 434 acres and 8,000 feet of beach, to form
the Lover’s Key/Carl Johnson State Recreation Area.  Lee County
and the state are currently developing a 3-phase, $4 million
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  Figure 2, Carl Johnson Park

improvement program that links the two parks.  Phase 1 has just
been completed, providing a new entrance road, parking area,
and park manager’s residence.  Phase 2 is under construction in
1998 and is adding more parking, a pedestrian bridge to link the
park with the trolley stop, and an additional manager’s resi-
dence.  Phase 3 will provide the final parking improvements. 

Bunche Beach

At Bunche Beach, on the north side of San Carlos Bay directly
across from Bowditch Point, Lee County owns a small park site
with 300 feet of beach.  The surrounding land and beach is
privately owned, and is currently under consideration for pur-
chase by both Lee County and the state of Florida.  The Town of

Fort Myers Beach has supported the pur-
chase of additional beach and upland area
there as an alternate choice for day-visitor
beach goers when peak-season traffic ren-
ders Estero Island inaccessible.

San Carlos Island Waterfront

The San Carlos Island waterfront area, lo-
cated across Matanzas Harbor from Fort
Myers Beach, is a working waterfront with
an active shrimp industry and related indus-
trial uses.  The waterfront is the third larg-
est seafood landing in Florida and supports
a $55 million per year industry.  The San
Carlos Island CRA, a part of the Lee County
CRA, has been working to keep the industry
strong.  A local non-profit organization, the
Ostego Bay Foundation, conducts marine re-
search and public educational efforts, in-
cluding guided tours of the working water-
front.  Another recreational and educational
component of the San Carlos Island water-

front is the county-owned Trico Property (formerly known as the
Murphy Oil site) which is being developed as a waterfront park
and sites for the Florida Marine Institute and a future facility for
the Ostego Bay Foundation. 

The recreational potential of the San Carlos Island waterfront
can be realized through close coordination among the town, the
San Carlos Island CRA, Lee County, and local businesses.  An
important component would be a water transportation link
between San Carlos Island and related points of interest on
Estero Island.  These issues are discussed in the Transportation
and Coastal Management elements of this plan. 
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Matanzas Harbor

Matanzas Harbor is located between Estero Island and San
Carlos Island.  It is popular with recreational boaters because it
is safely protected from strong winds and has access to marinas,
restaurants, and other businesses on Estero Island.  The harbor
provides one of the few well-protected anchorages between Key
West and Tampa for overnight and live-aboard use; there are
often 40 to 70 vessels anchored there at a time.  Concerns associ-
ated with this anchorage are marine sanitation, derelict vessels,
and navigational conflicts.  Properly planned and managed, use
of this anchorage could be an asset to the recreational system
surrounding the town.  (The town’s municipal jurisdiction ex-
tends out 1,000 from Estero Island, encompassing this anchorage
but not reaching San Carlos Island.)

Recreational users of Matanzas Harbor often compete with the
industrial users based on San Carlos Island.  The advantages of a
coordinated master plan for Matanzas Harbor have been dis-
cussed in the Coastal Management Element of this plan.  In
cooperation with Lee County, the town has been pursuing grants
to develop a master plan.  Among the many issues to be ad-
dressed are the several recreational uses of the harbor including
pleasure boats, personal watercraft, and cruise ships, and the
untapped potential of the harbor for a water taxi system. 

A Southwest Florida Regional Harbor Board has been formed to
mediate some of the conflicts faced by those using public anchor-
ages.  The Town of Fort Myers Beach has signed a “memoran-
dum of agreement” that pledges to use anchorage standards
developed by the harbor board “while suspending contradictory
standards for the life of th[e] agreement.”  While the harbor
board’s standards address several operational issues and some
potential nuisances that may occur, they are not a substitute for
a coordinated master plan for Matanzas Harbor.

There are several other harbor issues with recreational impacts
on Fort Myers Beach.  Small cruise ships have operated out of

Matanzas Harbor, creating some conflicts with other boat traffic
using the channel and with the shrimp fleet which sometimes
anchors 4 to 5 vessels deep on the north side of the federal
channel.  High-speed use of personal watercraft in the harbor is
dangerous to users and other vessels.  The addition of municipal
docks could provide a land base for a water shuttle system that
could relieve some parking and traffic problems on Estero Boule-
vard and supplement the trolley system.

Mound Key State Archeological Site

Mound Key State Archeological Site is a state-owned park on
Mound Key, an island near the mouth of the Estero River.  The
park consists of 149 acres of Mound Key (not the entire island). 
Its most convenient access is by water from Fort Myers Beach. 
The indigenous people of southwest Florida, the Calusa Indians,
has a ceremonial center here at the time of arrival by Europeans
in the early 16th century.  The Calusa lived a hunter-fisher-
gatherer lifestyle and were skilled artisans and creators of highly
developed religious and ceremonial objects.  With further ar-
chaeological study, Mound Key will become better known to the
international archaeological and historical community and also
be a fascinating learning destination.  It is open to the public but
accessible only by boat, and should prove to be a valuable com-
ponent of a eco/heritage tourism experience.

Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve

The Town of Fort Myers Beach adjoins the Estero Bay Aquatic
Preserve, which includes submerged land and associated water
that consists of 9,834 acres from the Skybridge to Bonita Beach
Road (see Figure 3).  This preserve is “set aside forever... for the
benefit of future generations” (Section 258.36, FS).  The Florida
Department of Environmental Protection has jurisdiction over
the aquatic preserve and the adjoining buffer preserve.  With the
town’s boundaries extending 1,000 feet into the preserve, there
are opportunities to implement measures to meet the town’s
environmental and tourism objectives.



RECREATION ELEMENT                                                                               JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                                PAGE 10 – 6

Gulf of Mexico
Estero Bay

Bi
g 

Ca
rlo

s P
as

s

Matanzas Pass

0 1 2 3

Miles

.

State Buffer Preserve
Aquatic Preserve
Shoreline
Streets in Fort Myers Beach

Estero Bay
State Buffer Preserve

Aquatic Preserve

Figure 3, Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve and State Buffer Preserve

Visitor surveys verify that people come to this area because of
the clean environment, beautiful beaches, and nature-based
tourism opportunities.  Within the Aquatic Preserve are several
rookery islands that are of special interest for their environmen-
tal functions and for researchers and photographers, along with
Mound Key and great fishing opportunities.  The enduring chal-
lenge is providing opportunities for people to experience the
area’s treasures without damaging delicate natural systems.

Recreational use of the Aquatic Preserve (including the mooring
area, recreational boating, personal watercraft, and tour boats)
has the potential to damage these systems.  The town’s recently

adopted vessel control and water safety ordinance regulates

vessel speed to slow or idle in all waters within 500 feet of the
shoreline, 100 feet of the pier and bridges, and other locations
with posted signs.  However, there are many additional areas
within the Aquatic Preserve where boats cause continuing prob-
lems, such as damaging seagrass beds with propellers or chasing
birds from rookery islands.

Further education could advise boaters against these practices. 
Seminars and informational brochures could be provided to tour
boats operators and individual boat owners and renters to help
them understand and respect the regulations.  In the community
workshops held during the preparation of this plan, participants

suggested forming a task force to coordinate
and reconcile efforts of the numerous
citizen/volunteer organizations, provide edu-
cation, make recommendations to the town,
and formulate needed legislation.

Estero Bay State Buffer Preserve

The Estero Bay State Buffer Preserve currently
consists of 5,500 acres on the north side of
Estero Bay, beginning at San Carlos Boulevard
(south of Bayside Estates) and extending to
the east of Hendry Creek (see Figure 3).  The
preserve is part of a larger area being consid-
ered for state purchase, through the conserva-
tion and Recreational Lands Project (CARL)
for a total of 16,000 acres comprised of wet-
land and other natural communities that ad-
join Estero Bay, including mangrove swamps
and other saltwater marshes and salt flats.  

Bear footprints and a small archaeological site
have recently been discovered there.  Public
access to the preserve is from a cul-de-sac at
the end of Winkler Road, with access for hik-
ing and nature walks. 
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 Figure 4, Bowditch Point Regional Park   

Even though the areas described in the previous section are not
primarily within the jurisdiction of the town, they contribute to a
comprehensive system of recreational opportunities.  Planning
for the long term sustainability and appropriate use of the town’s
resource areas necessarily includes close coordination and coop-
eration with the entities responsible for the management of these
areas, particularly around issues of safety, accessibility, conserva-
tion, education, and enforcement.  These include Lee County,
the Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council, City of
Sanibel, South Florida Water Management District, Florida
Department of Environmental Protection, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (as pertains to the Charlotte Harbor Estuary
which flows into Estero Bay), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Florida Game and Fresh Water
Fish Commission, U.S. Coast Guard, and Lee County Port Au-
thority. 
 
One mechanism to achieve this coordination is through the new
Agency on Bay Management, a non-regulatory advisory body
consisting of representatives from a broad range of interest
groups, local governments, regulatory agencies and the private
sector.  As a more local supplement to this effort, the town has
established a Marine Resources Task Force consisting of com-
munity and agency representatives.  This Task Force will coordi-
nate information and make recommendations to the town on
environmental and recreational matters.

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES WITHIN FORT
MYERS BEACH
The following areas within the jurisdiction of the town provide
opportunities for outdoor recreation and education.  Future
proposed improvements are also discussed where applicable.

Bowditch Point Regional Park

Bowditch Point Park is located on about 17 acres at the north-
ernmost end of Estero Island (see Figure 4).  It is owned by Lee
County and operated as a regional park, with picnic facilities,
walking trails, changing facilities, and a trolley turnaround area. 
The park extends between the Bay and the Gulf beach and
includes 1,850 feet of sandy beach, plus dunes, coastal ham-
mock, and some upland areas.  The park offers a quieter, more
remote beach experience than the active Lynn Hall Memorial
Park near Times Square. 

Bowditch Point serves as an important stopping resting point for
migratory birds, a parallel location to Point Ybel on Sanibel
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Figure 5, Lynn Hall Memorial Park

which is one of the prime birding spots in southwest Florida. 
Removal of Australian pines at the north end of the park would
improve the habitat for migratory birds and provide better
opportunities for wildlife and environmental awareness.

Lee County is about to add 78 metered parking spaces at Bow-
ditch Point.  Until now, the few parking spaces there were re-
served for maintenance staffers and handicapped visitors.  This
has resulted in relatively low usage, as the planned off-site
parking lot was never constructed.  While the addition of on-site
parking will increase the accessibility of the park to visitors, it
does not address the fundamental problem of traffic congestion
during the peak season, which is the biggest barrier to peak-
season accessibility.  It is a priority of the town to encourage
peak-season visitors to leave their cars on the mainland, or park
once after arriving, and walk or use the trolley or other means to
reach their various destinations.  Improving the visitor experi-
ence not only improves the livability of the town but also pro-
vides tangible benefits to the county in terms of revenues from
tourism and sales.  In this context, the town and county should
increase their cooperative efforts to provide more frequent and
free trolley service and add water taxi or water shuttle service.

Providing public docks on the Bay side of Bowditch Point is a key
element to making this facility more easily available to the
public.  (At present, it is actually illegal for boaters to land on
the Bay side of this park.)  At the request of the town, the county
has prepared a preliminary design for a public dock on the Bay
side.

In the future the county may want to turn over operational
responsibility for the park to the town for internal budgetary
reasons.  The town needs to evaluate the costs and benefits of
such a transfer.  It is reasonable to assume that the county would
retain some authority over park access policies, since it is a
regional park that was purchased to serve visitors from the entire
county and beyond.

Lynn Hall Memorial Park and Fort Myers Beach Pier

Lynn Hall Memorial Park is located adjacent to Times Square
and the 584-foot fishing pier.  It consists of 5 acres of land
between Estero Boulevard and the Gulf, with 600 feet of beach. 
Lynn Hall Park is owned and operated by Lee County as a re-
gional park, and provides restrooms, changing areas, picnic
tables, and 120 metered parking spaces (see Figure 5).  The park
also houses a temporary sheriff’s substation.

The CRA’s Core Area Master Plan envisions the addition of beach
volleyball courts and performance pavilion, although parking is
so scarce that neither project has been implemented to date. 
Both would expand the town’s recreation and entertainment
resources and better link Lynn Hall Park with the newly revital-
ized Times Square pedestrian plaza.  The county has informally
agreed that if replacement parking were to be made available in
the immediate area, the Lynn Hall parking area could be re-
moved to create these recreation areas as well as to provide the
opportunity to re-establish the dune line and native plantings.
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Under the CRA plan, Lynn Hall Park would serve as the “anchor”
at the beach end of Old San Carlos Boulevard as a revitalized
pedestrian-oriented street, with a new “Marina Plaza” as the
anchor at the Bay side.  This concept expands the public space
from the bay to the beach and would physically link the town’s
most active recreation areas and public spaces.

The Community Design Element promotes implementation of the
Marina Plaza concept through a public/private partnership. 
Marina Plaza is proposed as a public gathering place near Snug
Harbor where cruise ships anchor and boaters use a popular
marina.  It would provide an additional downtown gathering
place and a close-by common area for downtown residents. 
Another opportunity for expanded public space is the town’s
right-of-way under the Skybridge, where there is a pier and
metered parking lot.  Incorporated into the Marina Plaza, it
would provide a key area for improvement including public
docks for water transportation, all close to the activities near
Times Square. 

Beach and Bay Access Points

Lynn Hall Park is popular with day visitors because of its supply
of parking and proximity to beach-oriented dining and shopping. 
But the real resource is the entire length of the Gulf beaches. 
Since most property on the island doesn’t have direct access to
the Gulf, the series of beach access points are important for all
other island residents and visitors.  There are 46 water access
points within the town, 36 of them leading directly to the beach. 
The other 10 provide access to the Bay side of the island.  How-
ever, the south end of the island has no public access whatever,
endangering the public’s enjoyment of Little Estero Island.  One
or more sites should be purchased to provide beach access and a
few parking spaces to serve the south end.  Figure 6 illustrates
the location of the water access points; more information on
their exact location is provided in the Coastal Management
Element.  Other than at the two parks, these access

points vary in size from 5 to 50 feet wide, making some suitable
for parking and others only for pedestrian or bicycle use.  A few
accesses are still blocked by encroachments or false “private
property” signs that the town needs to remove.

None of the Bay access points contain a fully equipped ramp for
launching boats.  However, public ramps are available at Lover’s
Key/Carl Johnson State Recreation Area Park and at Punta
Rassa.  The Coastal Management Element addresses boat ramps
more thoroughly.

Pending improvements to the Matanzas Pass Preserve will in-
clude a canoe/kayak landing area near the existing observation
area overlooking Estero Bay.  This would allow access by boat
into areas too sensitive for motor craft use and be an important
component of a nature trails system.  Two of the Bay access
points also have the potential for launching canoes or kayaks.
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Figure 7, Bay Oaks Park

As noted throughout the previous discussion, access to
the island from the water has significant potential but
is now limited to those owning private boats and able
to use private docks or the existing marinas.  A water
shuttle system or water taxis could provide another
means for people without boats to visit the island
and/or move from one destination to the other.  This
movement would be recreational in itself and would
not add to the traffic congestion on Estero Boulevard. 
The Transportation Element discusses this topic and
proposes public policy to make it possible.

Bay Oaks Recreation Center

Bay Oaks Recreation Center is at the heart of a com-
plex of civic activities that includes a library, school,
nature preserve, and soon a public swimming pool. 
Bay Oaks itself is a county-operated community park. 
It is located on 7 acres behind the Beach Elementary
School and contains 2 baseball fields, 2 tennis courts,
outdoor basketball courts, picnic tables, and play
equipment (see Figure 7).  It also has a large multipur-
pose gym with basketball courts, a large meeting room, and
smaller rooms.  Programs include a daily after-school program, a
teen program, open adult basketball and volleyball hours, adult
and children’s classes, as well as league basketball, softball, and
soccer.  There are also a variety of special event programs such
as summer camp, an annual Halloween party, and dances.

Bay Oaks Recreation Center is now 10 years old and houses one
of Lee County’s most successful recreational operations; it is
heavily used year-around.  Its staff and programs have created a
center that is a major asset to Fort Myers Beach.  Lee County,
however, does not wish to continue operating this type of facility
in an incorporated area, since its operational funds are now
generated mainly from taxes on the unincorporated area.  Re-
sponsibility for operation of the facility will be turned over to the
town.  However, because Bay Oaks serves more than just town

residents, the county and the town are negotiating an acceptable
funding formula.  For the 1997/98 fiscal year, they are each
paying one-half the cost.  A county-town citizens’ committee will
be evaluating who is using the facilities and recommending a
funding split for future years.  

Increased user fees are often mentioned as a source of additional
revenue to help offset operational costs; however, this is more
difficult than commonly assumed.  In 1993 Lee County estimated
their operations and maintenance costs for Bay Oaks at
$281,000; in that year, user fees amounted to less than 10% of
the costs ($10,000 from summer camp; $5,150 from recreation
classes; and $12,350 from the after-school program).  Even if
income from user fees were doubled, they would remain a small
portion of the total cost of operating a community park.
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Figure 8, Boardwalk at Matanzas Pass Preserve

Playworks

Between Bay Oaks Park and the elementary schools sits the
Playworks, a wood construction children’s play system with forts,
slides, climbing areas, and surrounding benches for adult super-
vision and visiting.  It was constructed by a “hands-on” volunteer
project of the entire community, sponsored by the PTA.  Play-
works provides an active play area for children that serves the
school and the entire community and stands as an example of
the energetic, cooperative spirit found at Fort Myers Beach. 

Fort Myers Beach Public Library

The Fort Myers Beach Public Library is another treasured facility
on the Island.  It is supported by its own library district and
operates independently from the county library
system.  The library is located in an attractive
new facility in the “heart of the island” civic area
and is actively used by all age groups.  It has
comprehensive collections and programs and is
open to the public. 

Matanzas Pass Preserve

The Matanzas Pass Preserve provides a signifi-
cant wildlife habitat on its 56 acres, and has one
of the few remaining mangrove fringes on Estero
Island.  The Preserve is located at the end of Bay
Road in the area where the Fort Myers Beach
Library, Bay Oaks Recreation Center, the future
site of the town’s new swimming pool, and Fort
Myers Beach Elementary School cluster to create
a “heart of the island” for community activities. 
The preserve contains boardwalks and paths for
public access (see Figure 8)  and areas for view-
ing Matanzas Pass and the Estero Bay Aquatic
Preserve.

The Matanzas Pass Preserve, originally a part of the Martha
Redd Estate, was purchased by John Dunning, a nature photog-
rapher and Beach resident, to save it from development.  Later
acquired by the Nature Conservancy through donation and sale,
the property was finally donated to Lee County in 1994.  Subse-
quently, an additional acre was acquired from the school board
to accommodate the location of the historic cottage, moved from
its original beachfront location on Mango Street and renovated
to become the town’s historic museum and an interpretive center
for the Matanzas Pass Preserve.  In 1997 the county improved
the end of Bay Road, adding a shell driveway, parking lot, and
drainage for the cottage and entrance to the preserve.
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Management and improvements to the site are being guided by
the Matanzas Pass Preserve Restoration Plan and implemented
as a partnership between the county and the non-profit support
organization, Friends of the Matanzas Pass Preserve.  Their first
priority was to remove the exotic vegetation and replenish the
site with native vegetation.  The next priority is to repair the
existing boardwalks, refurbish trails, build new boardwalks, and
continue implementing the vegetation restoration plan.  Future
plans include providing a canoe/kayak access point and adding a
fishing pier/observation deck.

The site is intended for passive recreation, education, research,
and wildlife relocation.  Programming is intended to educate
visitors and promote an understanding of Florida’s ecosystem. 
Recreational activities include walking, fishing, picnicking at the
existing neighboring facilities at Bay Oaks Recreation Center,
guided interpretive walks, and canoe/kayak “eco-tours” of the
Pass and Estero Bay.

The Preserve is owned and operated by Lee County as a part of
the community park system.  As in the case of Bay Oaks Recre-
ation Center, responsibility for its operation and maintenance
may become the shared responsibility of the town, the county,
and the all-volunteer Friends of the Matanzas Pass Preserve.

Little Estero Island Critical Wildlife Area

The Little Estero Island Critical Wildlife Area, located further
south on the Island across from the Villa Santini Plaza, is a
system of tidal passes and emerging islands.  This beautiful and
dynamic area extends for about a mile south of the Holiday Inn
and includes about 150 acres of dunes and lagoons that have
formed over time from the tidal accretion of sand.  It contains
rare coastal dune scrub habitat and is home to nesting and over-
wintering birds and a variety of flora.  

Because it originated as an island rather than accretion to upland
property, Little Estero Island is owned by the state and managed

by the Department of Environmental Protection.  The  Florida
Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission (FGFWFC) has desig-
nated Little Estero Island as a Critical Wildlife Area (CWA) for
the purpose of protecting wildlife from human disturbance
during critical periods.  Little Estero Island is becoming nation-
ally known for its pristine beauty and abundant wildlife and is
enjoyed by residents and visitors and attracts many nature
photographers.

The Conservation Element of this plan promotes the town’s
stewardship role for this area and proposes measures to enhance
the public enjoyment of this resource, including designation of
pedestrian trails and dune walkovers, adding information and
interpretive signage, producing brochures, and conducting
seminars to encourage proper use.  Key to these recommenda-
tions is the formation of a volunteer task force to promote and
oversee stewardship of the area.  Funding for implementation of
educational programs such as interpretive signage is available
from the FGFWFC.  Maintenance of the area has been shared
between Lee County and the FGFWFC. 

Bay Beach Golf Course and Tennis Club

The Bay Beach Golf Course, located at the south end of the
Island and a part of the Bay Beach development, is private but
open to the public.  Its exact configuration will be adjusted
through the years as certain portions are developed in accor-
dance with a master plan over which the town has little control. 
The portions that will never be developed will be shown on the
future land use map as a permanent recreation area.  

The Bay Beach Tennis Club, another part of the Bay Beach
development, is also private but has been open to the public.  Its
future is uncertain, however, as its location is also approved for
future development.  Whether this facility would be relocated
onto undevelopable land within Bay Beach is not known.  Many
users of this facility have encouraged the town to acquire this
property to preserve the tennis club for public use.  Unfortu-
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Fish Tale Marina

Mid Island Marina

Island Bay Marina

Moss Marine

0 .5 1 1.5
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.

Marinas

Figure 9, Existing marinasnately the cost to purchase the site may reflect its vested devel-
opment rights rather than the land’s normal market value.

Other Private Recreational Facilities

There are other private recreational facilities that are open to
the public.  There are three public marinas on the Island: Moss
Marine, Mid Island Marina, and Fish Tale Marina located to-
ward the south end of the Island.  A fourth, Island Bay Marina
at the end of Delmar Avenue, provides very limited services. 
See Figure 9 for their locations.

The beaches above the mean high tide line that are not in desig-
nated parks are actually private property, although almost no
development is allowed there and public use is a longstanding
practice.  Recreational vehicle camping is available on the beach
and Bay side at the Red Coconut RV Resort.  Considerable open
space, protected by law from future development, exists on the
island in the form of wetlands, dunes, and common open space
provided in private development.  Many private developments
provide recreational facilities for their residents and guests only,
such as swimming pools and tennis courts.

Recreational Boating

Every part of Fort Myers Beach is near the water.  The perimeter
of the island is 15 miles around, and there are 10 additional
miles of saltwater canals.  The Matanzas Pass channel is a major
recreational amenity that connects Bay side residents and the
canals to Estero Bay and the Gulf of Mexico.  The southerly part
of this channel is in the Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve; most of it is
not.

Boating is a major recreational activity for residents and visitors,
with great opportunities for off-shore and Bay fishing, diving,
water skiing, and nature watching.  The current manatee idle-
speed zones in Matanzas Pass are somewhat of an impediment to
boaters, but Fort Myers Beach residents still have much quicker
access to the most highly prized boating locations than the

majority of Lee County residents.  Boating issues are discussed
more thoroughly in the Coastal Management Element.

SUMMARY OF EXISTING RECREATIONAL FA-
CILITIES
Table 10-1 summarizes the town’s existing public recreation
sites, followed by Table 10-2 with a similar listing of private
recreation sites and open spaces that are available to the public. 
Each table lists the major usage and facilities that are available. 
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Table 10-2 — Major Private Recreational Facilities
That Are Open to the Public

Name of
Facility

Description

Bay Beach
Golf Course

18-hole golf course located in the Bay Beach develop-
ment at the south end of the Island, 
private but open to the public.

Bay Beach
Tennis Club

4 tennis courts located in the Bay Beach development at
the south end of the Island,
private but open to the public.

Moss
Marine

Active marina with 39 wet slips, 150 dry slips, 
located on the Bay side at the end of Old San Carlos in
the downtown area.

Mid Island
Marina

Active marina with 63 wet slips, 100 dry slips, located
mid-island on the Bay side.

Fish Tale
Marina

Active marina with 48 wet slips, 240 dry slips,
located on the Bay side at the south end of the Island,
immediately behind Villa Santini Plaza.

Beaches 
above mean
high tide line

(privately
owned but
commonly
used by the

public)

Private property beach extends the 7-mile length of the
Island above mean high tide line (except for that por-
tion noted above that is in a public park).

OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE FUTURE
From the previous discussion it is clear that Fort Myers Beach is
well endowed with recreational facilities.  However, many desir-
able facilities are lacking.  The following sections discuss some of
the additional facilities that are frequently discussed or proposed
here to stimulate community discussion.

Public Swimming Pool

After many years of effort, local residents have obtained a com-
mitment by Lee County to build a community swimming pool.  A
25-meter pool will be built on about 2 acres of land across Oak
Lane from Bay Oaks (between Gulf Beach Road and School
Street).  The county is in the process of acquiring the land from
multiple owners, at an estimated cost of $760,000.  Funds for
design and permitting of the pool ($200,000) are budgeted in
Fiscal Year 97/98, with construction valued at $1,295,000
expected the following year.  Some construction funds will be
borrowed against future impact fee collections (see later discus-
sion).

The county’s decision to build the pool was contingent on the
town’s agreement to operate and maintain it.  An interlocal
agreement to that effect was signed in late 1996 by both parties. 
The town’s volunteer “Build-a-Pool” Committee has committed
to the Town Council to be responsible for raising the funds for
the ongoing operation and maintenance of the pool.  Sources of
funds will be concessions, special events and fund raisers, and
user fees.

However, this will be a major undertaking.  Costs for operation,
maintenance, and staffing were estimated by the county several
years ago to be about $80,000 per year, not including repairs
and upkeep.  That figure assumed the use of entry-level staff or
contract employees who would not receive benefits typical of
regular municipal employees.  By contrast, the county now
reports an average annual cost of $125,000 for its five existing
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public swimming pools (including operation, maintenance, and
staff).  

In a 1993 analysis, the county reported is average annual cost
for the five pools at $165,000 each.  At that time only 6.5% of
expenses were being recovered by user fees; a staff analysis
suggested the maximum additional potential from user fees to be
only 3% more.  If the pool committee is unable to raise the
necessary funds each year, the town will have to subsidize its
operation.

The Long Estate

The town wishes to purchase the Long Estate or “Mound House,”
one of the first homesteads on Estero Island.  The home was
built in 1906 on a significant Calusa Indian site; it now sits on a
three-acre property at the end of Connecticut Street.  A
$1,030,000 grant has been obtained from the Florida Communi-
ties Trust for this purchase.  The Estero Island Historic Society is
working with the town to plan for this facility.  In its role as the
“Fort Myers Beach Cultural and Environmental Learning Center,”
the Mound House would be a center for the promotion of
“eco/heritage tourism” and could anchor a proposed “eco/archo
trail” linking important sites such as Mound Key and Matanzas
Pass Preserve with other cultural sites in the region such as
Demere Key in Pine Island Sound and the Koreshan State His-
toric Site on the Estero River.  A key element in this linkage
would be docks for a water shuttle and tour boats.

This facility would be managed by an independent foundation,
which would provide a museum, gardens, ecological tours, and
archaeological research.  It would also provide a historical teach-
ing facility and provide cultural events such as a Calusa Festival.  

Live Theater/Local Playhouse

Often noted as missing in the cultural life of the town is a live
theater or local playhouse.  Although in the past there was a
little theater group, one does not exist now.  Live theater is often
a well-loved community amenity and popular with visitors as
well.  Should such an effort be undertaken in the community, it
could be initiated at Bay Oaks or one of the churches with
stages.  This would allow a local theater company to grow with-
out a major expenditure for an auditorium.  Another alternative
would be for another amateur or professional company now
performing in Lee County to offer some productions at Fort
Myers Beach. 

“Postage Stamp” Neighborhood Spaces

Since most neighborhoods at Fort Myers Beach are fully devel-
oped, one way to create small neighborhood visiting spaces or
children’s play areas is through the “hidden paths” concept.  This
concept emerged from public workshops and is described in the
Community Design Element.  It would create a system of pedes-
trian and bicycle pathways throughout the island, parallel to but
on the Bay side of Estero Boulevard.  A local foundation or land
trust could identify and acquire existing vacant lots or easements
to gradually build the network.  These parcels could be trans-
ferred back to the town for long-term maintenance. 

As a part of this concept, occasional “postage stamp” size areas
could be created to function as resting areas for bicyclists or
walkers.  They may be no larger than a typical residential lot of
50' by 100', and as small as a wide place in the path network,
perhaps 20' by 20'.  This could be a project of an immediate
neighborhood, since some neighborhoods may find a small park
to be intrusive.  In the same manner as described in Objective
3-B of the Community Design Element, neighborhoods wishing
to improve their public spaces as civic projects could, upon their
request to the town, receive technical assistance and guidelines
for creating leisure or play spaces as well as for tree planting,
lighting, and maintenance.  The neighborhood, town, and local
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foundation could work together to identify and acquire an ap-
propriate site consistent with the hidden path network in that
area.  The town would provide technical assistance to the neigh-
borhood to plan and raise funds for appropriate improvements
and neighborhood stewardship of the leisure or play space.  The
town may be willing to assume long-term maintenance responsi-
bility for the space as a part of the hidden path network.

“Oasis” Parks

Members of the community have also suggested creating “oasis”
areas at strategic points along Estero Boulevard — at trolley
stops, selected beach access points, or other logical points of
intersection for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists.  Policy
1-A-3 of the Community Design Element provides for the devel-
opment of a sidewalk and streetscape plan for all of Estero
Boulevard, scaled to people rather than high speed traffic and
which, among other things, is intended to build upon the park-
like ambiance of the Island and particularly to improve the
pedestrian experience.  Some of the “oasis” parks could be as
simple as a shaded trolley stop with benches, landscaping, bike
racks, water fountain; others could be located in areas where it
is appropriate to have a mix of public improvements and small
commercial facilities such as a coffee shop or news stand.  The
sidewalk and streetscape plan proposed in the Community
Design Element could identify specific locations, size, design/use
criteria, and provide estimated costs and recommend phasing for
the creation of “oasis” parks.

Newton Estate

The town has an opportunity to purchase the homestead of
James and Eleanor Newton, located immediately southeast of
Strandview Avenue with 200 feet of frontage on Estero Boule-
vard and on the Gulf of Mexico.  This site has tremendous poten-
tial as an “oasis park” while also serving many complementary
functions at a single location:

# Public ownership would allow this property to serve as a
rest stop and interpretive facility accessible to those

walking on the beach. Although there are numerous beach
access points, at this part of the island none of them pro-
vide more than the most minimal public facilities (usually
just physical access, and in some case parking spaces).

# This property would also serve as a stopping point on the
“Great Calusa Blueway,” a paddling trail being developed
by Lee County. This trail will ultimately run 50 miles from
the Imperial River to Boca Grande and is expected to
become part of the statewide Florida Greenways and Trails
System. The Great Calusa Blueway runs along the bay side
of Fort Myers Beach through Matanzas Pass, which is only
1/4-mile from this site with easy access via Mid-Island
Marina. This paddling trail provides another link among
the environmental, cultural, and historical points of inter-
est that can be experienced by residents and visitors.

# As the Estero Boulevard streetscape plan is implemented
through the coming decade, more people will be walking
and bicycling the length of Estero Boulevard. This property
would serve as a rest stop and point of interest for those
traveling along the boulevard.

# This site would provide an additional beach park for the
town with simple facilities such as restrooms, picnic areas,
trails, and meeting rooms.

# Public ownership can guarantee the preservation of a
historic cottage on this site, avoid redevelopment of the
site for higher-intensity purposes, and provide a beachfront
habitat that will reduce the unacceptably high number of
failed sea turtle nesting attempts that have occurred in
recent years at this location.

Dog Walk Area

Most beach and preserve areas are off-limits to dogs (either on
or off-leash) to keep these areas clean and to avoid disturbing
beachgoers and wildlife.  Many residents, while supporting these
protective measures, have expressed a desire for the town to take
a positive approach to the current “no dogs allowed” policy by
designating safe places, away from traffic, where dogs are al-
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lowed on leash or under voice control.  Such areas would sup-
port enforcement of current restrictions against dogs by provid-
ing an appropriate alternative, while also providing a place for
pets and their owners to socialize.

Other Potential Facilities

Additional facilities or programs that have been suggested by
community members as being needed in the community include:

# More emphasis on inter-generational activities;
# Facilities for in-line skating and skateboarding;
# More community meeting rooms;
# Shuffleboard facilities; and
# Additional tennis courts.

PARK CLASSIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS
Current and Projected Future Recreation Needs

This section evaluates the adequacy of existing recreational
facilities, expected demand for enlargement, and the commu-
nity’s vision for additional facilities.  The resulting recreation
standards are tailored for Fort Myers Beach, with an emphasis on
improving recreational and cultural experiences of residents and
visitors.  Potential improvements to existing facilities have been
discussed in previous sections and are summarized in Table 10-
3, with recreational facilities classified by type.

In 1990, only 9% of the permanent residents were under 18
years of age, and 34% were over 65 years of age (see Figure 10). 
The permanent population of Fort Myers Beach is relatively
stable and is expected to grow by less than 15% at build-out,
adding only 805 more permanent residents (see forecasts in the
Future Land use Element).  With the strong array of recreational
facilities in place, the town has determined that the current level
of recreational facilities is adequate to serve the projected popu-
lation of 6,844 permanent residents.

By contrast, the number of visitors may increase.  Hotel and
motel construction is on the increase at Fort Myers Beach; they
will strain the overloaded transportation system, but can be
accommodated by the recreational system.  Efforts of the Tourist
Development Council are spurring summer tourism, allowing
more visitors to use the same number of motel rooms.  Likewise,
summer visitors can use the existing recreational facilities with-
out requiring any expansions.  The town is fortunate to have two
regional parks, two preserves, extensive beaches, plus a major
state park (just to the south).  While it is the responsibility of the
county to provide regional parks to serve this broader popula-
tion, the town is committed to stewardship of the regional parks
and ensuring that all the pieces form an integrated park system
that serves the permanent, seasonal, and tourist populations. 

New facilities proposed in this element would fill gaps in the
current system, either by park type or location, and are not
needed to maintain the numeric “level of service” defined in
Policy 10-D-3.

Figure 10, Age data on Fort Myers Beach permanent residents in 1990
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FUNDING ISSUES
Specific costs of recreational facilities have been provided previ-
ously when reliable figures were available.  The following sec-
tions address potential sources of funds.

Impact Fees

Even after incorporation, the Town of Fort Myers Beach remains
a part of Lee County’s park impact fee program.  In order to
obtain a building permit for a new home or motel room (but not
most other commercial uses), property owners must pay a share
of the cost of building parks to keep up with growth.  The cur-
rent rate for a single-family home is $619 for community parks
plus $253 for regional parks.

Proceeds from these impact fees may be used for capital im-
provements to parks, but can never be used to operate and
maintain parks.  (Additional funds for parks in tourist areas are
provided by the 3% tax on tourist lodgings; unlike impact fees,
those funds may be used for operations and maintenance as
well.  However, at present they are not being used to purchase
land for parks.)

Regional park impact fees are collected and spent without regard
to the location of the new home being permitted.  Regional parks
are by definition designed to serve the entire county, and their
sites are chosen based on the natural resources they possess.  For
this reason Fort Myers Beach, despite its small population, has
two regional parks (with a third just to the south on Black Is-
land).

Community park impacts fees, however, are spent within the
same district where they are collected.  Fort Myers Beach is part
of Lee County’s community park district #4, which extends
eastward to Interstate 75 between Fort Myers and Bonita
Springs.  The new swimming pool is being built with impact fees
from all of district #4, which effectively reduces that fund to
zero through the year 2001.  Clearly, no additional impact fee

funds will be available to the town for many years, given the
competition for these funds by all other communities in the
impact fee district.

Tourist Taxes

Lee County currently maintains the Gulf and Bay access points in
the same manner as Lynn Hall Park and Bowditch Point Park. 
Much of the maintenance is funded by tourist tax revenues,
which are distributed by the Tourist Development Council.  The
tourist tax is 3% of the rental fee for lodgings rented for period
of less than six months (charged in addition to the 6% state sales
tax).  One-third of the 3% fee is dedicated to a fund that is used
for beach and shoreline improvements and maintenance. 

Revenue from metered parking is considered by the county and
the TDC as a user fee that is used entirely for maintenance of
that facility.  The tourist tax is then used to pay any remaining
costs, based on the logic that tourists aren’t the only beach users
and shouldn’t pay for all maintenance.  This concept governs the
maintenance of Lynn Hall Park, Bowman’s Beach on Sanibel, and
potentially the new parking lot at Bowditch Point.

If the town were to accept responsibility for the operation and
maintenance of the beach parks and accesses, it may wish to
pursue a somewhat different approach to the user fee concept,
enabling meter revenues to be used for broader (but still related)
purposes, such as community recreation facilities or mass transit
that would act to relieve some of the peak season traffic conges-
tion caused by beach users.

Operations and Maintenance

Although the operating budget of the Lee County Division of
Parks and Recreation is supplemented by tourist taxes and user
fees, it is mainly funded through a special taxing district (MSTU)
that is paid only in the unincorporated area.  Consequently the
county does not wish to operate or maintain community parks in
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incorporated areas.  The county is currently negotiating the
transfer of operational responsibility for community recreational
facilities to Fort Myers Beach, consistent with its policy for other
incorporated areas.  To date this includes operation and mainte-
nance of Bay Oaks Recreation Center and the Fort Myers Beach
Swimming Pool (when completed).

There is also the potential for transferring responsibility for the
Matanzas Pass Preserve and the beach access points.  Although it
has not been formally proposed, it is conceivable that the county
would approach the town regarding management of Bowditch
Point and Lynn Hall Park.

Given this potential, as well as the park enhancements that have
been proposed by local residents, the town must actively explore
ways to pay to operate these facilities.  These include:

# User fees;
# Ad valorem taxes;
# Metered parking revenues;
# Concessions revenue;
# Additional tourist tax funds;
# Volunteer fund raising; and
# Management partnerships with non-profit corporations

or private businesses;

These methods can be used for land acquisition and site develop-
ment as well.  However, impact fees are generally preferred to
pay for the impacts of growth (although they cannot be used to
provide a higher level of service than is currently being pro-
vided).  Given the tourism benefits that Fort Myers Beach pro-
vides for all Lee County, additional revenues from the 3% tourist
tax should definitely be sought for park improvements.  Other
potential methods for acquisition and development include:

# Community-sponsored nonprofit land trusts
# 3% utility tax as a dedicated revenue source for land

acquisition
# Grants from federal, state, and private entities

While the natural resources and recreational areas of the town
are a treasured amenity for local residents, these resources and
the visitor-friendly ambiance the town is working to maintain
reinforces the county’s tourism program, one of its primary
economic development tools.  The county and the town should
approach the impacts and cultivation of tourism as a cost-sharing
endeavor.

Provision of Open Space During the Development
Process

The Lee County Land Development Code, under which the town
is currently regulating development, requires new developments
to provide open space (except for single-family detached or two-
family dwelling units on individual lots in smaller subdivisions). 
The Parks Impact Fee Ordinance encourages residential develop-
ments to provide community and regional recreational amenities
for their residents by granting up to a 50% credit on their impact
fees.  Given the small amount of undeveloped land at Fort Myers
Beach, this is unlikely to have a major effect.  However, major
redevelopment activities should be required to include adequate
private recreational facilities for their residents.
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of recreation issues in this element, the
following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted into
the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 10: To provide residents and visitors of
all ages a comprehensive, accessi-
ble system of parks, active recre-
ation areas, open spaces, beach
accesses, natural preserves, private
recreational facilities, and cultural
activities that provide a variety of
recreational opportunities and pro-
mote an understanding of our com-
munity’s environmental and cul-
tural heritage.

OBJECTIVE 10-A NATURAL RESOURCES — Assume a
leadership role with other agencies
to improve the viability of the natu-
ral areas around the town as an inte-
gral part of a comprehensive recre-
ational system.  Measures of success
may include public acquisition of
additional beachfront land; designa-
tion of canoe trails or water shuttle
service linking Fort Myers Beach to
surrounding natural resources; or
the successful implementation of a
plan for the coordinated use and
protection of  Matanzas Pass. 

POLICY 10-A-1 Expand the purview of the town’s Marine
Resources Task Force to include the sustain-
ability of recreational use of marine
resources along with the activities described
in Conservation Policy 6-A-4.

POLICY 10-A-2 Implement Coastal Management Policy
5-F-1 initiating a cooperative planning pro-
cess for Matanzas Pass and surrounding
waterways by 1998.

POLICY 10-A-3 Actively participate in the Agency on Bay
Management and the Southwest Florida
Regional Harbor Board.

POLICY 10-A-4 Promote the use of a water shuttle to link
the components of the town’s recreational
system without adding traffic on the roads.

POLICY 10-A-5 Support the following priorities for public
land acquisition outside the town’s bound-
aries:
i. Land that will contribute to the sustain-

ability and enhancement of the compre-
hensive recreation system;

ii. Land that can provide opportunities for
public appreciation of environmental
and archaeological resources;

iii. Land that will provide additional beach
access (such as Bunche Beach) for visi-
tors who cannot reach Fort Myers Beach
due to congested roads.

OBJECTIVE 10-B BOWDITCH POINT PARK — Enhance
the natural resources at Bowditch
Point Park while increasing its acces-
sibility for recreational purposes.

POLICY 10-B-1 Encourage Lee County to plant native shade
trees at Bowditch Point and control the
spread of invasive exotic vegetation such as
Australian pines to improve wildlife habitat
and enhance opportunities for bird watch-
ing.  If the Australian pines are destroyed by
high winds, the town encourages their re-
placement with native shade trees.  This
encouragement may be expressed by resolu-
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tion of the town council if requested by Lee
County.

POLICY 10-B-2 Actively promote alternate means of access
to Bowditch Point Park such as electric
trams and more frequent and free trolley
service, and especially the construction of
public docks on the Bay side for private
boats and a water taxis stop.  Actions to
support these activities shall include appro-
priate changes to the Land Development
Code, any required rezonings, and formal
requests for funding to Lee County, and may
also include further public transit subsidies
or financial support for dock construction.

POLICY 10-B-3 If requested by Lee County, consider the
costs and benefits of assuming management
responsibility for Bowditch Point Park while
ensuring its continued accessibility to visi-
tors from throughout the county and be-
yond.

POLICY 10-B-4 Encourage Lee County to provide on-site
parking for the general public at Bowditch
Point (in addition to the existing spaces for
the handicapped) by adopting an appropri-
ate resolution of support by the town coun-
cil and by granting the required zoning
changes.

OBJECTIVE 10-C DOWNTOWN AS A RECREATION HUB
— Make the Times Square area the
nucleus of the town’s comprehensive
recreational system.

POLICY 10-C-1 LYNN HALL MEMORIAL PARK:
i. Enhance Lynn Hall Park as

recommended in Community Design
Policy 3-D-12, including continuing
beach renourishment and the addition
of beach volleyball areas.  

ii. In cooperation with the town’s Main
Street Program, encourage entertain-
ment that appeals to residents and visi-
tors while reinforcing the downtown as
a recreation and entertainment destina-
tion.  These could include musical or
art-in-the-park events, community festi-
vals, and other family-oriented special
events.

iii. After at least one year of experience
with such events, consider the feasibility
of including a performance pavilion in
the southeast corner of Lynn Hall Park. 

iv. In cooperation with local environmental
and business interests, consider the fea-
sibility of constructing a boardwalk
along the beachfront to connect the
beach access near the Lani Kai to Lynn
Hall Park on the landward side of the
dune line (see Community Design Policy
3-D-4(iii)).

POLICY 10-C-2 PUBLIC PEDESTRIAN PLAZAS
i. TIMES SQUARE — Maintain Times

Square as a pedestrian mall and civic
plaza consistent with Community De-
sign Policy 3-D-5(ii).  Integrate the park
with the plaza by creating pedestrian
friendly pass-through areas in place of
the current fence.

ii. MARINA PLAZA — Work with the
private sector to establish a site for a
new public pedestrian plaza at the north
end of Old San Carlos to increase public
activity to the marina and cruise ship
docks, consistent with Community De-
sign Policy 3-D-4(v).  Investigate the
feasibility of improving the existing pier
within the town’s right-of-way under the
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Skybridge for public docking, and incor-
porating the pier and parking area into
the Marina Plaza concept.  This will pro-
vide a second focus for a “walking path”
around the core area and a close-by
neighborhood common area for local
residents; and will link the Times
Square area to the water taxi system
and dinghy dock.  The town can assist
in locating grant funding to develop this
amenity.

iii. CENTRAL GREEN — Promote the es-
tablishment of a third public pedestrian
plaza to serve the south end of the is-
land by implementing Community De-
sign Policies 3-C-1 and 3-C-2 regarding
the redevelopment of Villa Santini
Plaza.

OBJECTIVE 10-D COMMUNITY RECREATION —
Increase the already high level of
access to recreation facilities, and
maintain the required level of ser-
vice for community parks.

POLICY 10-D-1 Negotiate with Lee County to determine an
appropriate balance for operating Bay Oaks
Recreation Center without excluding non-
town residents, and establish an equitable
system of user fees to help fund its opera-
tion and enhancements.

POLICY 10-D-2 Support the efforts of the “Build-a-Pool
Committee” which has committed to the
Town Council to be responsible for raising
the funds for the ongoing operation and
maintenance of the new public swimming
pool.  Sources of funds will include user
fees, concessions, special events, business
sponsorships, and community fund raisers.

POLICY 10-D-3 The town adopts the following level-of-ser-
vice standard for community parks: for each
7,500 permanent residents, 1 centrally
located recreation complex that includes 2
ballfields, 2 tennis courts, outdoor basket-
balls courts, play equipment, an indoor
gymnasium, and community meeting
spaces.  Programming shall address all age
groups and encompass active recreation,
physical improvement, and social, educa-
tional, and cultural activities. The town also
will maintain a cultural and environmental
learning center at the historic Mound
House, and contingent on obtaining grant
funding for property acquisition, will pur-
chase the Newton estate to serve as an oasis
park with interpretive and rest facilities for
those traversing Lee County’s “Great Calusa
Blueway,” Estero Boulevard, and the walk-
ing trail provided by the public beachfront.

POLICY 10-D-4 To identify important gaps in the recreation
system, the town shall conduct a
community-wide survey to evaluate the ade-
quacy of facilities and programming and
measure willingness to pay fees or raise
taxes to provide additional services.  These
services may include the following items
that have been suggested in previous com-
munity workshops:
i. more emphasis on inter-generational

programs
ii. in-line skating and skateboarding facili-

ties
iii. dog walk areas
iv. little theater group
v. shuffleboard courts
vi. more tennis courts
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POLICY 10-D-5 If the survey indicates sufficient demand,
the town should investigate acquiring the
privately owned Bay Beach Tennis Club
which may be replaced by future phases of
development of Bay Beach.  A tennis club
could be the nucleus of a “satellite” recre-
ation center at the south end of the Island.

OBJECTIVE 10-E NATURAL PRESERVES — Enhance
public access to the town’s nature
preserve areas, while ensuring their
ecological sustainability and provid-
ing for their long term maintenance.

POLICY 10-E-1 MATANZAS PASS PRESERVE —  Pre-
pare for the transition of the long-term
maintenance responsibility of the Matanzas
Pass Preserve from Lee County in accor-
dance with Conservation Policy 6-B-3.

POLICY 10-E-2 LITTLE ESTERO ISLAND CRITICAL
WILDLIFE AREA — Enhance the public
enjoyment and protection of the area in
accordance with Conservation Policy 6-B-2.

POLICY 10-E-3 OTHER NATURAL PRESERVES — Estab-
lish a citizen task force to evaluate opportu-
nities to designate additional open spaces
and natural preserves, and to identify poten-
tial funding sources including grants and a
3% utility tax.

OBJECTIVE 10-F CULTURAL FACILITIES AND
PROGRAMS — Achieve a heightened
appreciation of the town’s recent
and ancient history and cultural life.

POLICY 10-F-1 Manage the Cultural and Environmental
Learning Center in the historic “Mound
House” (formerly known as the Long Es-
tate). Thoroughly analyze the archaeologi-
cal remains on this site. Link this facility to

other cultural and recreational points of
interest by providing appropriate dockage to
serve the Great Calusa Blueway paddling
trail and water taxis as well as links to bike
and pedestrian paths.

POLICY 10-F-2 Establish a task force on eco/heritage tour-
ism to develop and implement the town’s
“eco/heritage” program.  The task force
would work closely with the Marine
Resources Task Force to advise the town on
appropriate components of the statewide
plan of the Governor’s Advisory Committee
on Eco-Heritage Tourism when adopted.

POLICY 10-F-3 Acquire the beachfront estate of James and
Eleanor Newton and operate it as a small
community park with close links to the pad-
dling trail in Matanzas Pass, the pedestrian
and bicycle facilities on Estero Boulevard,
and the adjoining public beach.

OBJECTIVE 10-G PUBLIC ACCESS — Increase the num-
ber and quality of public access
points to the Gulf beaches and
Estero Bay.

POLICY 10-G-1 Maintain or improve existing levels of beach
and bay access pursuant to Coastal Manage-
ment Policies 5-E-1, 5-E-2, and 5-E-3 which
provide for the continued maintenance of
existing beach access points, and evaluate
the need for more parking.

POLICY 10-G-2 Support and participate in Lee County’s
“Great Calusa Blueway” paddling trail by
making convenient links between the trail
and the town’s environmental, cultural, and
historical points of interest.

POLICY 10-G-3 Acquire one or more beach access points at
the southern end of the island in addition to
acquiring the Newton estate (see Policy 10-
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F-3) for additional public access to the
beach and as a mid-island interpretative
facility and rest area for the “Great Calusa
Blueway” and the natural walking trail that
is provided by the continuous beachfront
along Estero Island.

OBJECTIVE 10-H NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS — Within
five years, begin providing small-
scale parks to serve individual
neighborhoods and pedestrians.

POLICY 10-H-1 Provide a mechanism for requesting neigh-
borhoods to create and manage a small chil-
dren’s play area or “visiting” area, as a part
of the “hidden paths” and/or “residential
streets” programs described in the Commu-
nity Design Policies 2-A-1 and 2-B-2.  De-
velop a program of guidelines and technical
assistance available to requesting neighbor-
hoods.  Evaluate the program within two
years of initiation and, based on actual de-
mand, and set standards if necessary to reg-
ulate the pace and equity of implementa-
tion.

POLICY 10-H-2 As provided for in Community Design Policy
2-A-1, facilitate the establishment of a local
foundation or community land trust which
among other responsibilities, would be re-
sponsible for planning and acquiring vacant
parcels or easements for the hidden path
and “postage stamp” park concept.

POLICY 10-H-3 Provide occasional “oasis” areas (resting
places for pedestrians and bicyclists) at se-
lected trolley stops and other strategic loca-
tions along Estero Boulevard as a part of the
Estero Boulevard Streetscape Plan described
in Community Design Policy 1-A-3(iv). The
first oasis area shall be the Newton estate at

Strandview Avenue (see Policy 10-F-3)
which shall be closely linked to the Great
Calusa Blueway paddling trail, the public
trolleys and sidewalks/bike paths along
Estero Boulevard, and to the public beach-
front.

OBJECTIVE 10-I IMPLEMENTATION — Provide a com-
prehensive and cost-effective recre-
ational system that meets the future
needs of Fort Myers Beach.

POLICY 10-I-1 Demonstrate through the annual budget and
five-year Capital Improvements Program
that the park and recreation standards of
this plan are being met.

POLICY 10-I-2 The town shall work with the county, sur-
rounding jurisdictions, state and federal
agencies, non-profit organizations, national,
state and local land trusts, private organiza-
tions and corporations, and other groups to
identify funding sources and mechanisms
and to structure partnerships to implement
the policies of this Recreation Element.

POLICY 10-I-3 Promote a cooperative effort among the
town, Lee County, city of Sanibel, and other
counties and regional agencies to develop
cost-sharing mechanisms for improvements
needed to improve the experience of visi-
tors.

POLICY 10-I-4 The town shall require through its develop-
ment regulations that major redevelopment
activities include adequate private recre-
ational facilities for their residents.
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INTRODUCTION
This Capital Improvements Element evaluates the public facilities
proposed in all other elements of this comprehensive plan. 
Specifically, this element:

# identifies various parties with fiscal responsibility for
proposed capital improvements;

# analyzes the town’s fiscal capability to carry out capital
improvements;

# establishes financial policies for capital improvements;
# presents a schedule for funding and construction that

balances concurrency requirements with other capital
improvement that are identified in this plan; and

# meets the additional financial feasibility requirements
adopted by the state legislature in 2005.

“Capital improvements” are projects to build or improve major
assets that have long-term value, such as buildings, roads, and
parks.1  This element identifies revenue sources that could be
used for capital improvements, and presents criteria for setting
priorities among the proposed projects.  (All projects to be
funded must be consistent with the comprehensive plan.)

This element provides the basis for creating a capital budget
every year during the town’s regular budget process. The capital
budget for each year is the first year of a revised five-year
Capital Improvements Program (CIP).

Like this element, the CIP will contain a balanced set of
revenues and capital expenditures for the next five years.  After
adoption each year, the five-year list of projects in the new CIP
will continue to be incorporated as an update to this element.
This element has been previously updated five times to revise
the five-year schedule of improvements:

Table 11-1 – Prior Updating of
Five-Year Schedule of Improvements

Application
Number:

Adopting
Ordinance:

Effective
Date:

2000-1-TEXT 00-15 11/21/2000
2001-1-TEXT 01-07 11/21/2001
2002-1-TEXT 02-07 11/15/2002
2003-1-TEXT 03-13 3/8/2004
2004-1-TEXT 04-13 5/3/2005

The process of preparing this element and the CIP allows the
community to be involved in implementing this comprehensive
plan.  Information is made available to everyone regarding when
and where public projects should be expected.  This process
results in a reasonable multi-year spending plan, with public
monitoring of whether adopted levels of service are being met
(through a concurrency management system, to be discussed
below).  This process forces priority-setting across the entire
spectrum of possible projects, allowing a realistic evaluation of
what the public wants and can afford.

1 “Capital improvement” means physical assets constructed or purchased
to provide, improve or replace a public facility and which are large scale and high
in cost. The cost of a capital improvement is generally nonrecurring and may
require multi-year financing. For the purposes of this rule, physical assets which
have been identified as existing or projected needs in the individual comprehensive
plan elements shall be considered capital improvements. [Rule 9J-5.003(12), FAC]
See Policy 11-A-6 of this plan.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT
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FINANCIAL ISSUES AT FORT MYERS BEACH

Twelve years after incorporation, many local policies are still
evolving.  Today’s financial policies mainly reflect the promise of
a “bare-bones” government that won the support of voters to
create the town in late 1995.  The intent was to increase local
control with a minimum of duplication.  The result has been a
small government with few employees, a limited budget, and
extensive “contracting out” of services to public and private
entities, although this approach continues to be evaluated.  The
town has thus far been successful in its efforts to incubate and
spin off initiatives rather than attempting to solve all problems
with its own resources.  The town’s charter requires this
enterprising approach because it severely limits public debt for
capital improvements.

Each refinement of a comprehensive plan allows an updated look
at the timing and location of future public investments.  Vacant
developable land makes up less than 3% of the town’s land area
(down from 8% at the time of incorporation), and even the few
vacant parcels have public services available.  Therefore, future
public investments will be providing additional services and
planning for the inevitable redevelopment of many first-
generation buildings as they deteriorate or become obsolete. 
Strategic public investments can guide and stimulate private
investment to help create the vision of the town’s future as
articulated in this comprehensive plan.

Public services at Fort Myers Beach are provided through a
unique mix of public, for-profit, and voluntary entities, as
discussed in the following sections.

Decentralized Service Providers

The town is served by several independent special districts, each
with an independent elected board with its own taxing authority. 
These include the Fort Myers Beach Library District, the Fort
Myers Beach Fire Control District, and the Fort Myers Beach

Mosquito Control District.  Solid waste collection is contracted
out by Lee County to a private firm.  Sanitary sewer is provided
directly by Lee County.  Police protection is provided by the Lee
County Sheriff.  Lee County issues building permits in
accordance with an interlocal agreement.  Animal control is also
contracted out.

These arrangements have proven generally satisfactory,
although there are many opportunities for fine-tuning or
alternatives.

Since incorporation, Lee County has been administering much of
the town’s land development code under contract to the town,
an arrangement that has been desirable to the town but which is
now being reconsidered by both parties.

Potential Turn-Over of Lee County Facilities

Lee County continues to maintain Estero Boulevard south of
Times Square.  This comprehensive plan and the subsequent
streetscape plan by WilsonMiller contain many suggestions for
improving the appearance and functioning of Estero Boulevard,
but many would require the consent of and considerable funding
from Lee County.  The Transportation Element identifies many
of the costs, benefits, and revenues that would be involved in a
transfer of maintenance responsibility.

The recreational facilities at Bay Oaks, which have been
operated by Lee County with cost-sharing by the town, are being
transferred to the town. The proposed effective date is October
1, 2009.
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POSSIBLE SOURCES OF ADDITIONAL REVENUE

In addition to the current revenue sources (which will be
described later in this element), the following revenue sources
could be used by the town for capital improvements.

Potential Changes to Impact Fees

The town now collects transportation impact fees from new
development. These fees are collected when building permits are
issued and are used for capacity-enhancing transportation
improvements.

Under the current fee schedule, replacing an existing building
does not trigger the payment of a new fee. Once the remaining
vacant property at Fort Myers Beach has been built upon, the
current transportation impact fee program will cease to be a
viable funding source for further transportation improvements
even though it is apparent that the current transportation system
is highly inadequate.

The proposed streetscape improvements to Estero Boulevard
would effectively add some capacity to Estero Boulevard, which
makes these improvements eligible for transportation impact
fees. If a program were devised to charge impacts fees for
redevelopment of property, not just for new development, this
could become a viable funding source for the streetscape
program.

Capacity is enhanced by streetscape improvements in many
ways: sidewalks and bike paths get pedestrians out of the
roadway and encourage alternate travel modes; drainage
improvements increase capacity during storm events; transit
pullouts and/or a dedicated transit lane would reduce vehicle
traffic by promoting an alternative mode; and underground
utilities are necessary to provide the space in a limited
right-of-way for the other improvements.

Because these capacity enhancements are difficult to quantify
using normal engineering methods, the existing methodology
would have to be updated. The model would be an
“improvements-driven” impact fee. Cost estimates for
capacity-enhancing elements of the streetscape program would
be divided by projected redevelopment activities to determine
the gross impact fee cost per unit of development.

For instance, if the town expects to get 50 new residential units
each year and another 50 older homes are replaced with much
larger units, that combined might be the equivalent of 100 new
residential units if the impact fees were based on dwelling size.
At an average per unit fee of $5,000, that would amount to
$500,000 annually. Add another $450,000 for nonresidential
redevelopment, and transportation impact fees might bring in
$950,000. These amounts can be compared to collections from
current impact fees, which are summarized in Figure 1.

The town could also consider other types of impact fees to pay
for capital improvements that are necessitated by additional
development or redevelopment.

Stormwater Utility Fees

A stormwater utility is a branch of municipal government whose
sole purpose is stormwater management.  Its funds usually come
from a separate fee that is charged to owners of developed
property, based on a share of the benefit each will receive from
the utility.  These fees cannot be used for any other purpose. 
The base fee is often around $3/month for a typical home.  A fee
of this level covers stormwater planning, routine maintenance,
and minor improvements to the system. Higher fees could
provide funding for the drainage portion of improvements to
Estero Boulevard.

The Stormwater Management Element discusses the benefits of
establishing a stormwater utility at Fort Myers Beach.  That
element suggests establishing a monitoring program, an
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inventory of drainage facilities, and an evaluation (in the form of
a stormwater master plan) that will determine the nature of
potential  improvements to the stormwater system.  Such
evaluation will provide guidance to the town in determining the
appropriate source of funds and mechanism, such as a
stormwater utility, to begin carrying out selected stormwater
improvements.

Utility (Public Service) Taxes

Utility taxes, also known as public services taxes, are paid by end
users of specific services.  These optional taxes may be levied by
a municipality at rates up to 10% of the cost of electricity and
water.  They may also apply to telecommunications, but the 10%
maximum applies to only a narrow range of these services; for
instance, telephone service is capped at 7%.

One of the greatest difficulties in moving existing power lines
underground is the difficulty in finding an equitable way to pay
for the substantial one-time cost. A temporary surcharge could be
placed on the sale of electricity within town limits, with these
funds dedicated to moving the power lines along Estero
Boulevard underground. This would be a logical funding source
because of the link between electricity usage and improvements
to the local electrical distribution system.

An FPL surcharge might bring in $600,000 annually. Residents of
unincorporated Lee County already pay such a surcharge. The
town could formally agree to sunset this surcharge after 10 to 12
years when sufficient funds have been collected to place all of the
Estero Boulevard power lines underground.

One characteristic of this method is that year-around residents
would pay a greater share of the cost than if the same dollar
amount was raised through ad valorem taxes (which are levied
on the value of property, whether or not the property is occupied

throughout the year). Unlike ad valorem taxes, the surcharge
would not be deductible on federal income tax returns.

The City of Fort Myers levies this tax at the maximum rate of
10% of the cost of electricity, water, and bottled gas and 7% for
telecommunications.  Proceeds are pledged to repay the city’s
revenue bonds.  The City of Cape Coral, Bonita Springs, and
Sanibel do not charge any public services taxes.

In 1997 the Town of Fort Myers Beach had proposed to
implement a public services tax (then referred to as a utility tax)
at a rate of 3% of the cost of electricity, and has an ordinance in
place (but set at 0%).  The Town Council placed the 3% rate
before the voters in a November 1997 referendum.  This tax,
which would have generated about $260,000 annually for land
acquisition, was defeated at the polls and has not been
reconsidered since that time; however, it still remains an option
for the town.
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Dedicated Ad Valorem Millage

For many years Lee County has collected separate ad valorem
millages that are dedicated solely to capital improvements. For
instance, since 2000 the county has collected ad valorem taxes
from all property owners at the following rates:

# FOR GENERAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS: 0.5124 per
$1,000 of taxable value of property.

# FOR CONSERVATION ACQUISITIONS ONLY: 0.5000 per
$1,000 of taxable value of property (for “Conservation
20/20”)

Since incorporation, the town has decreased its annual property
tax levels from 1.47 mills to 0.7093 mills. Rising property values
and fiscal prudence have made these decreases possible. By not
continuing to lower the tax rate as property values rise,
additional funds could be generated and dedicated to, for
example, improving Estero Boulevard. For instance, if the town
had not decreased its millage from 0.85 to 0.75 in 2005, an
additional $250,000 would have been generated that year alone.

The town has the same ability as Lee County to establish a
separate millage for capital improvements. A similar alternative
would be to dedicate a fixed portion of ad valorem taxes to a
specific project such as improvements to Estero Boulevard. In this
manner, that portion of the millage would have no reason to
exist once the specific improvements have been completed.

Franchise Fees

Franchise fees are very similar to utility (public service) taxes. 
Both ultimately appear on local customers’ utility bills.  Utility
tax rates can float each year by action of the town council,
whereas franchise fees are set at fixed rates for the duration of
the franchise period.

Franchise fees are charged to the service provider for the right to
provide certain services and use town rights-of-way.  Franchise

fees are negotiated with various private companies (as
authorized by Section 180.14 of the Florida Statutes) and are
based on a percentage of the service provider’s gross revenue.

In August of 1997 Lee County added a 3% franchise fee for
electric service which now yields $7.5 million annually for the
unincorporated area. The town has never entered into a similar
franchise agreement; electric bills within the town do not reflect
a franchise fee and the town receives no revenue from Florida
Power and Light. If the town were to charge the same 3%
franchise fee as Lee County, it would yield over $400,000 per
year; at 6%, it would yield over $800,000.

The Cities of Fort Myers, Cape Coral, and Sanibel charge
franchise fees for electricity and garbage hauling.  At present,
the only franchise fee charged by the town are for garbage
hauling, which yields about $80,000 per year.

Parking Fees

The town collects revenue from parking meters.  Revenue from
these meters during FY 07/08 is expected to be $380,000. These
meters serve to manage parking demand so that store employees
and beachgoers are directed to long-term parking spaces rather
than using the prime on-street parking that is reserved for
shorter-term use. The meters are also a minor source of revenue
after paying the substantial costs of administration and
enforcement, but their main purpose is parking management.
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Redevelopment Agency

Prior to incorporation, Estero Island was one of the designated
community redevelopment areas of the Lee County CRA.  The
CRA had a list of community capital projects to be funded by its
“tax-increment fund” (TIF).  Each year this fund received the
incremental increases in ad valorem revenue caused by increases
in the tax base since the CRA program began.  In all, $2,590,387
million from this source was used on Estero Island.  

After incorporation, TIF dollars were no longer set aside by the
county.  The Estero Island CRA had funds remaining in its budget
after completion of the Times Square project; the county later
agreed to transfer unused funds to the town. These funds were
used to complete the next phase of that project, the
improvements to Old San Carlos Boulevard.

In place of the county’s CRA program, the town decided to
establish a Downtown Redevelopment Agency (DRA) which
would encompass just the Times Square area down to the
Diamondhead Resort (rather than the entire island).  A
redevelopment plan was drafted around 1998 to initiate this
process, but the incremental increases in ad valorem revenue
have apparently never been set aside.

If the town still wishes to pursue a DRA, it would establish a new
tax-increment fund to capture the increases in tax revenues
generated after the new district is formed.  The town council
would create a Redevelopment Trust Fund by ordinance (which
must also must provide for funding the remainder of the
redevelopment plan).  However, a small DRA would generate
relatively little revenue, even with the funds diverted from Lee
County.  The town can set aside its own revenue through its
budgeting process, avoiding the administrative structure of a
DRA, if it is willing to forgo the funds that would be diverted
from Lee County and any other taxing authorities that are subject
to tax increment financing.

Special Assessments

The town council can establish a special assessment within a
defined area of the island to fund maintenance and/or capital
improvements there, analogous to a county Municipal Service
Benefit Unit.  A special assessment could fund continuing
maintenance of existing and future improvements, or could be
used to build specific capital improvements such as underground
utilities or sidewalks.  Special assessments are also ideal for
specialized projects such as maintenance dredging of private
canals.

There are two requirements for the imposition of a valid special
assessment. First, the property assessed must derive a special
benefit from the improvement or service provided; and second,
the assessment must be fairly and reasonably apportioned
among the properties that receive the special benefit.

Special assessments can take two forms, or be a combination of
the two. Taxing districts usually pay for on-going maintenance
with a levy based on the assessed value of property.  Benefit
districts usually pay for one-time capital improvements, based
on the acreage or front-footage of properties being benefitted by
the improvement.  The council can establish these assessments
without a referendum.

User Fees

User fees may be charged for miscellaneous services ranging
from recreational programs to photocopying.  Such fees are
intended to offset costs rather than provide revenue to support
other governmental functions.  User fees will pay for some of the
cost to operate the Bay Oaks Recreation Center and the new
swimming pool.  User fees rarely pay for capital improvements.
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Borrowing

The town charter greatly restricts borrowing.  It requires the
voters to approve, by referendum, the following types of
borrowing:

# entering into lease purchase contracts or any other
unfunded multi-year contracts for the purchase of real
property or the construction of any capital improvement,
the repayment of which extends in excess of thirty-six
months (unless mandated by state or federal governing
agencies); and

# the issuance of revenue bonds.

Revenue bonds are bonds financed by those directly benefitting
from the improvements (for example, a toll bridge or a metered
parking lot).  The debt is paid off through charges to users of the
public facilities built with bond proceeds.

A charter amendment on the November 1997 ballot would have
removed restrictions on the use of bonds for the purchase of land
or capital improvements, but the amendment was defeated.

In 2007, voters authorized refinancing of the town’s water utility
in accordance with charter requirements.

Lee County Transportation Funds 

Lee County still maintains Estero Boulevard from Times Square
to Big Carlos Pass and is very aware of its overcrowding and
general poor condition. The drainage portion of improvements to
Estero Boulevard is very considerable. A partnership with Lee
County is possible whereby Lee County would pay the costs of
drainage retrofits, road surfacing, and sidewalks/bike paths
while the town pays for other costs.

Resort Taxes

Some towns with substantial tourist economies are allowed to
tax visitor spending to pay for traveler-related services whose
costs would otherwise inundate the community.  For instance,
the State of Montana allows such local governments to levy a
3% tax on goods and services typically sold to tourists (if
approved in a local referendum); this tax applies to motels,
campsites, restaurants, fast-food stores, and bars, but not to
groceries.

Resort taxes are similar in some ways to tourist development
taxes, such as the 5% tax that Lee County charges on transient
rentals.  However, tourist development taxes can only be used
for statutorily defined purposes which do not include most local
services used by visitors.  Tourist development taxes are often
used for tourism promotion, convention centers, and beach-
related improvements.

Certain communities in Florida are allowed to levy a form of
resort tax.  For instance, Miami Beach charges 2% on retail sales
of food and beverages, although it may not spend these funds
for many of the purposes allowed in Montana.  The Town of
Fort Myers Beach cannot impose even this limited resort tax
without its own special act of the state legislature (or a narrowly
drawn general law such as used by Miami Beach, as found in
Chapter 67-930, Laws of Florida as amended).

EXISTING REVENUE SOURCES

A basic principal of capital budgeting is that revenues and 
expenditures must be balanced (even though initial revenues
may be obtained through borrowing).  Therefore, until such
time as any of the additional revenue-generating ideas suggested
above have been implemented, the five-year schedule of capital
projects is limited to that which can be paid for through existing
revenue sources.  This Capital Improvements Element will be
updated annually to reflect additional funding sources as they
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are implemented, and to reflect corresponding changes to the list
of expenditures. Major existing revenue sources and funding
mechanisms currently available to the town for capital
improvement financing are described below. These funds are
available for capital improvements only to the extent they are not
needed for annual operating expenses.

Ad Valorem Property Taxes

Ad valorem taxes are an annual tax on the value of real estate
(and some personal and business property).  Assessed values are
determined each year by the county property appraiser.  The rate
of taxation, or “millage rate,” is determined annually by each
governing body with taxing authority.  The millage rate is the
amount to be paid for each $1,000 of value (i.e. a millage rate of
1.0 would result in $1 for each $1,000 of assessed value). 

Cities are limited to 10 mills of ad valorem taxation
by Chapter 166.211 of the Florida Statutes.  Assessed
values are reduced by  any exemptions allowed by
law (such as the $25,000 homestead exemption and
the “Save Our Homes” exemption, and exemptions
for widows and widowers, disability, government-
owned, and non-profit owned property, including
churches).  This reduced value is known as the
taxable value, which is multiplied by each millage
rate levied by a local government to yield the total
ad valorem tax bill to each property owner.

The total taxable value of property in the town for
2008 is $3.4 billion.  The current millage rate is
0.7093, which yields about $2.4 million each year in
ad valorem taxes.

State law requires that revenues be budgeted at only
95% of the full amount, assuming that only 95% of
revenues may actually be collected during the year. 
About 44% of the town’s recurring revenues come

from ad valorem taxes.  Ad valorem taxes can be used to fund
both operating costs and capital projects.

Table 11-2a shows recent trends in assessed valuation for the
Town of Fort Myers Beach. Given the recent extreme volatility in
real estate values and tax-reform efforts by the state legislature,
no increase in ad valorem revenue should be assumed for future
years; further decreases are very possible.

The millage rate in recent years has been dropping at a rate
roughly corresponding to increases in taxable value, yielding
adequate funds to run the general governmental functions of the
town. In 2008, the opposite occurred; taxable values dropped
and the millage rate was increased. These minor annual
adjustments to the millage rate will never generate sufficient
funds for substantial capital improvements.

11-2a — Trends in Assessed Valuation
Fort Myers Beach, 1996 – 2008

----Millage----
Taxable
value

  Annual
increase in

taxable value 
(calculated)

Percent
annual
increase

(calcu-
lated)

Total
ad valorem

taxes
levied

Town
Street

Lighting
District

1996 1.0604 0.0357 $1,097,095,620 $1,163,360
1997 1.0961 — $1,149,535,220 $52,439,600 4.8% $1,260,006
1998 1.0961 — $1,192,180,910 $42,645,690 3.7% $1,306,750
1999 1.0961 — $1,289,215,850 $97,034,940 8.1% $1,413,109
2000 1.0961 — $1,387,116,900 $97,901,050 7.6% $1,520,419
2001 1.0400 — $1,616,283,120 $229,166,220 16.5% $1,680,934
2002 1.0400 — $1,888,027,310 $271,744,190 16.8% $1,963,548
2003 1.0000 — $2,291,140,270 $403,112,960 21.4% $2,291,140
2004 0.8500 — $2,656,675,540 $365,535,270 16.0% $2,257,324
2005 0.7498 — $3,063,418,220 $406,742,680 15.3% $2,296,951
2006 0.6096 — $3,780,475,940 $717,057,720 23.4% $2,304,578
2007 0.6053 — $3,910,189,400 $129,713,460 3.4% $2,366,838
2008 0.7093 — $3,443,135,660 ($467,053,740) -11.9% $2,442,216
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Impact Fees

The town requires the payment of impact fees before issuing
building permits.  Separate fees are paid to build community
parks, regional parks, fire and emergency medical services,
schools, and transportation facilities that are needed to keep up
with the demands of growth.  Table 11-2b shows the current
impact fee rates, and Figure 1 shows the total impact fees
collected by type and by year since Fiscal Year 00/01.

Although mainland roads do benefit town residents, the major
impacts are the reverse, with mainland traffic causing acute
congestion at Fort Myers Beach during the peak season.  Lee
County only allows its road impact fees to build new roads (and
occasionally bike paths); it will not allow other types of
transportation improvements such as mass transit. Since
incorporation, the town has modified its transportation impact
fee program in favor of a system that can better offset the
impacts of further growth, given the town’s intractable
transportation problems.  Instead of limiting expenditures to new
roads, the program now covers capital improvements such as
improved mass transit, better sidewalks, off-island parking areas,
and elevating roads to prevent flooding.  (However, no operating
costs can be paid with any impact fees.)

Fire impact fees are transferred directly to the independent fire
district.  School impact fees are being collected by Lee County
and are transferred directly to the school district.

Table 11-2b — Selected Impact Fee Rates
(as of September 18, 2006)

SF  MF Hotel  Retail Restaurant
home unit room   (per 1,000 sq.

ft.)
Transportation $2,971 $2,059 $2,237 $5,063 $6,504
Parks – regional $631 $518 $318 $0 $0
Parks – community $788 $591 $363 $0 $0
Fire protection $610 $478 $501 $476 $476
Schools $4,309 $1,704 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL: $9,309 $5,350 $3,419 $5,539 $6,980

Actual charges are slightly higher, reflecting 3% administrative charges

Impact Fee Collections, By Type of Fee
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State Revenue Sharing

The state collects certain revenues that are then shared with
municipalities and counties.  Local shares are distributed
according to various formulas found in state statutes.  The three
major state shared revenue programs are described below.

Municipal Revenue Sharing Program

This fund comes from 1.34% of the state sales and use tax
collections, plus the 1-cent municipal gas tax, plus 12.5% of the
state alternative fuel decal user fee.  The share for municipalities
is determined by a complex formula.  For the 08/09 fiscal year,
the forecasted amount for Fort Myers Beach will be $118,383. 
About 26.6% of this amount results from the municipal gas tax
and can be used only for transportation purposes (construction
or maintenance), including transportation-related public safety
activities.

Local Government Portion of Sales Tax

Revenue for this fund comes from 8.814% of the state sales tax,
which is shared by counties and cities and is distributed using a
complex formula.  Forecasted sales tax revenue for the town is
$516,079 for fiscal year 08/09.  These funds are to be used for
municipal-wide programs or for municipal utility tax relief (to
replace declining ad valorem revenues if applicable).  These
funds can also be pledged for bond repayment or used directly
for capital projects.

Communication Services Tax

The 2000 Florida Legislature restructured seven prior taxes on
communications services into a single program. The current tax
applies to cable television and telephone service (both cellular
and conventional phones).

Municipalities set the rate for a portion of this tax; the current
rate set by the town is the maximum allowable (5.22%). The
state Department of Revenue collects the taxes and remits the

relevant portion monthly. The yield to the Town of Fort Myers
Beach has been increasing each year, from $430,000 in FY
04/05 to an expected total of $665,029 in 08/09.

Municipal Financial Assistance Trust Fund

This fund generated approximately 2 cents per pack of cigarettes
(5.8% of the state tax on each pack of cigarettes) distributed to
the municipalities by a ratio of each city’s population (Cape
Coral, Fort Myers, Sanibel, and Fort Myers Beach) to their
combined population. These distributions were discontinued in
2000 when this fund was dissolved.

County Revenue Sharing

Local Option Gas Taxes

Lee County has a 6-cent local option tax on motor fuel which is
shared with the municipalities according to a negotiated
percentage specified in interlocal agreements.  These funds may
be used for general transportation purposes.  In addition, the
county has imposed a separate additional 5-cent tax on motor
fuel, which it distributes according to the same percentages. 
This portion of the gasoline tax may be used only for
transportation expenditures consistent with each municipality’s
adopted comprehensive plan.  The 1996 distribution among Lee
County’s cities was as follows:
# Town of Fort Myers Beach 2.3%
# City of Sanibel 5%
# City of Fort Myers 14%
# City of Cape Coral 23.3%
# Unincorporated Lee County 55.4%

After the incorporation of Bonita Springs, an agreement was
reached to share these revenues with the new city using a 50/50
split between population and centerline miles of roads. This
same formula was applied to Fort Myers Beach in 2002,
reducing the town’s percentage from 2.3% to 1.27%. The county
committed to using the differential (1.53%) to improve
transportation at Fort Myers Beach for at least four years,
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through FY 07/08. These funds are currently being used by Lee
County to pay for the first phase of analysis and design for Estero
Boulevard improvements under a contract awarded in December
2007 to McMahon Associates. The interlocal agreement that
established these shares expired on September 30, 2008 and is
being renegotiated.

The distributed amount to the town for F.Y. 07/08 was
$432,245.

Franchise Fees

The Town of Fort Myers Beach currently receives 5.5% of gross
receipts as a franchise fee for garbage hauling.  Budgeted
revenues for FY 08/09 are $80,000.

Interest Earnings

The town invests any surplus public funds in its control in any of
the several options for investment allowed by Chapter 166.261 of
the Florida Statutes.  For F.Y. 08/09, the town is budgeting
$150,000 in earnings from interest.

Grants

Since incorporation, the town has been successful in obtaining
numerous grants:

# Main Street Program — consists of a $10,000 grant and
technical assistance to establish a Main Street program in
the downtown area.

# Florida Communities Trust —  a grant of $1,031,100 to
acquire the Mound House on Connecticut Street. Over $2
million in additional grants have been obtained to restore
the house and landscape and to create a walk-in
archaeological exhibit.

# Approximately $60,000 in boater improvement funds
through WCIND for public docks at Bowditch, the Mound
House, and under the bridge; $16,000 for boating

enforcement; and $14,000 for a canoe/kayak landing at
the Mound House.

# About $200,000 of state tourism funds for the extension of
the Times Square streetscape project.

# Approximately $2,300,000 from the state and county to
acquire the beachfront property of James and Ellie Newton
and $500,000 from the TDC for improvements to create a
beach park.

Because of the uncertainty inherent in the grant process,
proposed grants, like tax increases that are subject to a
referendum, are not considered “committed funding sources.” If
a capital improvement is needed to maintain an adopted level of
service during the first three years, its funds must be
committed.2

If a proposed improvement is not needed to maintain a level of
service, or is not scheduled until the fourth or fifth year, it may
be funded by a “planned” funding source. Proposed grants or tax
increases that are subject to a referendum may be considered as
planned funding sources.3 Once the grant or tax increase is
approved, it then becomes a “committed funding source” and
can be used for required capital improvements in the first three
years. 

If a proposed capital improvement is not required to achieve or
maintain an adopted level of service, proposed grants or
proposed tax increases may be listed as the funding source.

Grant proceeds may also be included as revenue being carried
forward (“transfer from fund balance”) if a grant was awarded
in a prior year but has not yet been fully expended. Capital
improvements funded by such grants may be included anywhere
on the five-year schedule of improvements (provided the timing
is consistent with the terms of the grant).

2 9J-5.003(29), Florida Administrative Code

3 163.3177(3)(a)5., Florida Statutes
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Miscellaneous Revenues

In addition to the existing revenue sources described above, the
town also receives miscellaneous revenues from sources such as
these:

# Local business tax (occupational licenses)
# Mobile home licenses
# Alcoholic beverage licenses
# Permit fees
# Fees for zoning requests
# Assessments for capital projects
# Harborage user fees

Each miscellaneous revenue source is identified in the town’s
annual budget. For purposes of this capital improvements
element, they are totaled as “Miscellaneous Revenues” and
should be budgeted at 95% of the prior year’s actual
miscellaneous revenue.

PUBLIC FACILITIES PROPOSED IN THIS PLAN

This section summarizes public facility needs identified in other
elements of this comprehensive plan.  Public facility needs are
divided into two categories: those that are required to maintain
concurrency, and others that fulfill a policy requirement and/or
are recommended in other elements of this plan. At present,
there are no public facility needs related to concurrency.

The following section addresses concurrency requirements by:
# identifying public facilities needed to maintain concur-

rency;
# analyzing the general fiscal implications of existing

deficiencies and future needs;
# estimating the cost of capital improvements needed to

mitigate existing deficiencies, replacements, and needs
caused by new growth;

# discussing public educational and health care facilities, as
required by Rule 9J-5.016; and

# discussing the concurrency process.
 
After the concurrency discussion, optional capital improvements
that are suggested throughout this comprehensive plan will be
reviewed.

Public Facilities Required for Concurrency

State law requires all local governments to ensure that public
facilities and services will be available “concurrent” with the
impacts of new development.  This concurrency requirement has
been mandatory since its adoption in 1986 through the “Local
Government Comprehensive Planning and Land Development
Regulation Act” (Chapter 163, Part II, Sections 163.3167
through 163.3215).

To measure compliance, “level-of-service” standards are
established to ensure that adequate public facilities will be
available for existing and future development.  These standards
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indicate the acceptable capacity per unit of demand (typically per
person, or per dwelling unit).  In the respective elements of this
comprehensive plan, the following quantifiable levels of service
have been established:

Potable Water Level-of-Service Standard

POLICY 8-B-1:  “The minimum acceptable level-of-service standards
for utility services within the Town of Fort Myers Beach shall be:

for potable water service:  available supply, treatment, and
delivery capacity of 260 gallons per day per equivalent
residential connection (ERC), and delivery of potable water at a
minimum pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (psi) at the
meter anywhere in the system.

Initial Status:  The Utilities Element indicates that there is
adequate facility capacity for water supply and that adequate
services can be expected to be available to serve new
development through build-out of Fort Myers Beach.

Fiscal Implications and Estimated Cost of Capital Improvements: 
Expansion costs are charged directly to users by the service
providers; there are no additional costs that will become the
responsibility of the town.

Measurement Method:  “...available capacity is based on the
difference between the total permitted plant design capacity of
the [former] Florida Cities Water Company’s water system south
of the Caloosahatchee and the peak daily flow through this
system during the previous calendar year. This difference,
measured in gallons per day, is available to serve new
development in the service area.”  (LDC § 2-48(a)(1))

Status in 2008:  The Florida Cities water system in
unincorporated Lee County has been purchased by Lee County
and fully integrated into the Lee County Utilities system of five
major water production plants. The town acquired the water

distribution system on Estero Island and now purchases water in
bulk from Lee County Utilities.

The former Florida Cities water plant south of the
Caloosahatchee is known as the Green Meadows water plant
and has a design capacity of 10.5 million gallons per day
(MGD). Water production was 9.0 MGD in 2004, 9.6 MGD in
2005, 9.5 MGD in 2006, 7.4 MGD in 2007, and is projected to
be 7.5 MGD in 2008. Major capacity increases in three other Lee
County Utilities’ water plants are either under construction or
complete which will reduce or eliminate the need for Lee County
Utilities to purchase water from neighboring utilities to meet
peak demands anywhere in the system.  (SOURCE: Lee County
Concurrency Report, October 2008)

There have been no reports of water pressure falling below 20
psi except immediately following Hurricane Charley in August
2004.

Implications for Future Capital Improvements:  No capital
improvements are needed during the next five years to maintain
the adopted level of service for potable water. The town intends
to make significant upgrades to the aging water distribution
system in the coming years but these improvements are not
required to achieve or maintain the adopted level of service.
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Sanitary Sewer Level-of-Service Standard

POLICY 8-B-1:  “The minimum acceptable level-of-service standards
for utility services within the Town of Fort Myers Beach shall be:

for sanitary sewer service:  available capacity to collect, treat,
and dispose of wastewater of 175 gallons per day per equivalent
residential connection (ERC).

Initial Status:  The Utilities Element indicates that there is
adequate facility capacity for wastewater treatment and that
adequate services can be expected to be available to serve new
development through build-out of Fort Myers Beach.

Fiscal Implications and Estimated Cost of Capital Improvements:  
Expansion costs are charged directly to users by the service
providers; there are no additional costs that will become the
responsibility of the town.

Measurement Method:  “...available capacity is based on the
difference between the total permitted plant design capacity of
the Lee County Utilities’ Fort Myers Beach/Iona-McGregor service
area and the peak month’s flow during the previous calendar
year (divided by the number of days in that month). This
difference, measured in gallons per day, is available to serve new
development in the service area.”  (LDC § 2-48(a)(2))

Status in 2008:  The permitted design capacity of the Fort Myers
Beach sewer plant is an average of 6.0 MGD. It operates slightly
below capacity, currently at 5.8 MGD during the busiest day in
2007 and expected to rise about 0.1 MGD per year.  (SOURCE:
Lee County Concurrency Report, October 2008)

Implications for Future Capital Improvements:  Although flow
rates are high on the peak day due to infiltration of rainwater
into the sewer system, Lee County Utilities appears to have more
than adequate sewer capacity during the next five years to avoid
any need to expand its treatment plant.

Solid Waste Disposal Level-of-Service Standard

POLICY 8-B-1:  “The minimum acceptable level-of-service
standards for utility services within the Town of Fort Myers Beach
shall be:

for solid waste disposal service:  the ability to collect and manage
7 pounds of municipal solid waste per person per day.”

Initial Status:  The Utilities Element indicates that there is
adequate facility capacity for solid waste disposal and that
adequate services can be expected to be available to serve new
development through build-out of Fort Myers Beach.

Fiscal Implications and Estimated Cost of Capital Improvements:
Expansion costs are charged directly to users by the service
providers; there are no additional costs that will become the
responsibility of the town.

Measurement Method:  “...available capacity is based on the
difference between the current capacity of Lee County’s waste-
to-energy plant and current peak usage of that facility. This
difference, measured in tons per day, is available to serve new
development county-wide.”  (LDC § 2-48(a)(3))

Status in 2008:  Lee County’s waste-to-energy plant has been
operating at its guaranteed capacity since 1999. Construction on
a third combustion unit was completed in August 2007, which
has increased capacity dramatically. Recent countywide data
indicates that the average person generates 8 to 10 pounds of
sold waster per day, higher than the 7-pound figure that was
previously believed to be accurate and was used to set the level
of service for solid waste.  (SOURCE: Lee County Concurrency
Report, October 2008)

Implications for Future Capital Improvements:  No capital
improvements are needed during the next five years to maintain
the adopted level of service for solid waste disposal.
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Stormwater Level-of-Service Standards

POLICY 9-D-1:  “Until completion of the evaluation under Policies
6-A through 6-F, interim levels of service are hereby established for
protection from flooding to be provided by stormwater and roadway
facilities:

1) During a 3-day rainfall accumulation of 13.7 inches or less
(3-day, 100-year storm as defined by SFWMD), one lane of
evacuation routes should remain passable  (defined as less
than 6 inches of standing water over the crown). 
Emergency shelters and essential services should not be
flooded.

2) During a 3-day rainfall accumulation of 11.7 inches or less
(3-day, 25-year storm as defined by SFWMD), all lanes of
evacuation routes should remain passable.  Emergency
shelters and essential services should not be flooded.

3) During coastal flooding of up to 4.0 feet above mean sea
level, all lanes of evacuation routes should remain passable. 
Emergency shelters should not be flooded.”

Initial Status:  There is adequate capacity in the stormwater
system to meet these interim levels of service (which are
admittedly minimal).

Analysis:  The Stormwater Management Element suggests that
the town address flooding problems and water quality problems
resulting from inadequately treated run-off.  Flooding occurs
from two different sources: one that occurs when the Gulf of
Mexico and Estero Bay rise to unusual heights due to strong on-
shore winds; and flooding caused by stormwater resulting from a
conveyance system which is inadequate to get excess water off of
the island and into the Gulf or Bay. 

That element suggests a number of steps:
# an immediate program to monitor the environmental

impacts of stormwater runoff; 
# the use of sound management practices to reduce

contaminant levels in stormwater;

# modifying land development regulations to improve the
handling of stormwater;

# preparing an inventory of all existing drainage facilities
and poorly drained areas; and

# evaluating, by the year 2000, the nature of potential
improvements to the system and the adoption of better
levels of service.

Based on the outcome of this evaluation, the town could
establish a dedicated funding source to begin carrying out the
selected stormwater improvements.  This funding source may
include revenue from gas taxes, ad valorem collections,
stormwater utility fees, or other recurring sources. 

Fiscal Implications and Estimated Cost of Capital Improvements: 
No fiscal impact is required to meet the interim level-of-service
standards.  However, there will be significant costs to improve
the current conditions.  The costs for the monitoring program
and implementation of sound management practices can be
reduced through the use of knowledgeable volunteers and
potential grant funding for innovative projects.  The cost of a
stormwater master plan to evaluate the feasibility of drainage
options is budgeted in the five-year schedule of capital
improvements (see Table 11-7 below) and this master plan has
recently gotten under way.  The evaluation in a stormwater
master plan will determine costs associated with selected
improvements and provide guidance as to the appropriate
source(s) of funds to implement improvements.  If this should
result in the establishment of a stormwater utility, it may then
become a self-supporting enterprise.  

Measurement Method:  “...available capacity is based on the
reported depth that evacuation routes, emergency shelters, and
essential services were flooded during or after storms of varying
intensities. Depths of flooding shall be as reported by emergency
services personnel, town, or county officials, or other reliable
sources.”   (LDC § 2-48(a)(4))
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Status in 2008:  Rainfall from a 3-day, 25-year storm has not
occurred since this standard was adopted. Severe coastal
flooding occurred during Hurricane Charley in August 2004; it
significantly surpassed the 4.0-foot standard and made Estero
Boulevard impassable during the storm (and for several days
thereafter due to heavy accumulations of sand).

Implications for Future Capital Improvements:  No capital
improvements are needed during the next five years to maintain
the adopted level of service for stormwater. The town has been
and will continue to make significant upgrades to the town’s
drainage system in the coming years but these improvements are
not required to achieve or maintain the adopted level of service.

Recreation Level-of-Service Standard

POLICY 10-D-3:  “The town adopts the following standard for
community parks: for each 7,500 permanent residents, 1 centrally
located recreation complex that includes 2 ballfields, 2 tennis
courts, outdoor basketball courts, play equipment, an indoor
gymnasium, and community meeting spaces. Programming shall
address all age groups and encompass active recreation, physical
improvement, and social, educational, and cultural activities.”

Initial Status:  This level-of-service standard for community
recreational facilities has been met.  A major enhancement, an
outdoor swimming pool, was constructed by Lee County.  The
county acquired the land from multiple owners.  Design,
permitting, and construction were valued at $1,295,000.  These
facilities will serve the recreational needs of the community
through build-out.

Fiscal Implications and Estimated Cost of Capital Improvements: 
Fiscal impacts to the town are related to the long-term operation
and maintenance of the community recreation center and
swimming pool as those responsibilities are turned over to the
town from the county.  For many years, the town and the county

have divided the cost to operate the Bay Oaks Recreation
Center. Lee County wants the town to take over management of
this facility as early as October 1, 2009.

In an interlocal agreement with the county, the town agreed to
operate and maintain a public swimming pool.  The annual cost
to operate and maintain the pool (water, heat, chemicals, and
staff salaries) for FY 08/09 is expected to be $235,200, to be
offset by $70,000 in revenue.

Measurement Method:  Available capacity is based on the
existence of specified park facilities, including a recreation
complex, ballfields, tennis courts, basketball courts, play
equipment, gymnasium, community meeting spaces, and
programming of activities.   (LDC § 2-48(a)(5))

Status in 2008:  The adopted standard described the facilities in
existence in early 1998. All of those facilities and their
programming remain in place, plus the outdoor community
swimming pool next to Bay Oaks Park. In addition, the Mound
House has been acquired and is in operation at this time, and
Newton Park is expected to be in operation in the near future.

Implications for Future Capital Improvements:  No capital
improvements are needed during the next five years to maintain
the adopted level of service for recreation.
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Transportation Level-of-Service Standard

POLICY 7-I-2:   “The peak capacity of Estero Boulevard’s congested
segments is 1,300 vehicles per hour.  The minimum acceptable
level-of-service standard for Estero Boulevard shall be that average
monthly traffic flows from 10:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. during each
month do not exceed that level for more than four calendar months
in any continuous twelve-month period.  Measurements from the
permanent count station at Donora Boulevard shall be used for this
standard.”

Status:  This level-of-service standard is currently being met.  In
1996, the 1,300-vehicle average was exceeded only one month;
in 1997, during no months.

Fiscal Implications and Estimated Cost of Capital Improvements:
This plan’s capital improvements for transportation are directed
to sidewalks, bike paths, pedestrian crossovers, and shared
parking facilities.  Each of these will have some impacts on traffic
circulation, but no numerical correlation can be deduced.

Measurement Method:  “...available capacity is based on actual
traffic counts from Lee County’s permanent count station on
Estero Boulevard near Donora Boulevard. The total counts in
both directions for the seven hours between 10:00 A.M. and 5:00
P.M. shall be summed for all days in each month. These sums
shall be divided by seven and by the number of days in that
month, yielding an average traffic flow (measured in vehicles per
hour) during the peak period for that month. The amount that
each month’s average is below the level-of-service standard of
1,300 vehicles per hour is the amount of capacity available to
serve additional demand.”   (LDC § 2-48(a)(6))

Status in 2008:  Traffic counts on Estero Boulevard near Donora
Boulevard have not increased since the Comprehensive Plan was
adopted in late 1998. Between October 1995 and March 1998,
there had been only a single month when average hourly counts

exceeded 1,300 vehicles per hour between 10:00 A.M. to 5:00
P.M.  (SOURCE: Transportation Element, page 7–25)

Measurements of congestion are discussed at length in Appendix
B to the Transportation Element. As a supplement to that
analysis, Figure 2 shows average daily traffic data on Estero
Boulevard since 1996, based on official counts from Lee County
DOT. Traffic counts are taken on a quarterly basis at Avenida
Pescadora and Virginia Avenue and then extrapolated to annual
averages; those figures are highly dependent on the days chosen
for the actual counts because traffic levels vary considerably
based on tourism demands. Traffic counts have been taken every
hour of every day since 1996 at Donora Boulevard; the Donora
figures are the most reliable indicator of actual traffic on Estero
Boulevard and are shown with a thicker line in Figure 2.

Several cautions are in order when reviewing the Donora traffic
counts. First, they are annual averages rather than peak-season
traffic levels. Second, unlike typical traffic counts, they cannot
be used to assess the need to widen a road at the count location.
Traffic levels at Donora actually reflect the serious congestion
from Town Hall to the Sky Bridge; traffic toward the bridge
backs up this far during busy periods, and traffic from the bridge
cannot reach Donora without being slowed dramatically by the
same congestion.

Figure 2 indicates that traffic levels at Donora are essentially
unchanged since 1996. This has occurred despite modest
additional growth within the town from vested development
rights and from continued increases in tourism in the region.
The reason is that peak traffic levels on Estero Boulevard are not
controlled by traffic demand, but by the capacity of the busiest
portion of the road, with its frequent driveways and side streets,
shortage of available parking, and heavy pedestrian crossing
volumes. Increasing traffic demand at Fort Myers Beach causes
longer waiting periods for motorists rather than higher traffic
counts.
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Implications for Future Capital Improvements:  No capital
improvements are needed during the next five years to maintain
the adopted level of service for transportation. The numerous
transportation improvements in this element’s five-year schedule
of capital improvements will improve the quality of life at Fort
Myers Beach but are not required to achieve or maintain the
adopted level of service.

Public School Level-of-Service Standard

POLICY 16-B-1:  “The minimum acceptable level-of-service
standards for public schools within the Town of Fort Myers Beach
shall be:.
i. Elementary Schools:  100% of permanent capacity as adjusted

by the school district annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

ii. Middle Schools:  100% of permanent capacity as adjusted
by the school district annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

iii. High Schools:  100% of permanent capacity  as adjusted by
the school district annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

iv. Special Purpose Schools:  100% of permanent capacity as
adjusted by the school district annually to account for
measurable programmatic changes.

“Permanent capacity” of each of the four types of schools means
the combined capacity for all schools of that type that are
located in the school district’s South Student Assignment Zone,
as depicted in Figure 3 of this element. (Multi-zone magnet
schools and special centers are excluded.) Permanent capacity is
the capacity of permanent buildings as determined by the
Florida Inventory of School Houses, 2006 edition, published by
the Florida Department of Education's Office of Educational
Facilities. “Measurable programmatic change” means a change
to the operation of a school and measurable capacity impacts
including, but not limited to, double sessions, floating teachers,
year-round schools, and special educational programs.

Initial Status:  (see Public Schools Element for details)

Fiscal Implications and Estimated Cost of Capital Improvements:
The Public Schools Element demonstrates that the School
District has adequate funding to continue meeting this standard.

Measurement Method:  (as described in Policy 16-B-1)

Average Daily Traffic on Estero Boulevard, 1996 through 2007
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Status in 2008:  The Public Schools Element contains data
demonstrating that this standard is being met.

Implications for Future Capital Improvements:  The capital
improvements needed during the next five years to maintain the
adopted level of service for public schools are contained in the
School District’s Five-Year District Facilities Work Program, as
updated each September and as referenced in Policy 11-A-7 of
this element.

Concurrency Management System

Minimum levels of service as described above must be met at all
times in order for further building permits to be issued.  This
Capital Improvements Element must contain a policy requiring
the town to maintain the adopted level-of-service standards for
roads, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, potable water, and
parks, and provide a financially feasible plan which demonstrates
that the adopted standards will be maintained (Rule 9J-5.0055
FAC). A new requirement to adopt a similar standard for public
schools was added by the state in 2005.

To comply, this plan requires that development orders or
building permits be issued by the town subject to the condition
that, at the time of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the
necessary facilities and services must be in place and available to
serve the development being authorized, or are guaranteed to be
in place through an enforceable development agreement
pursuant to Section 163.320 FS or through an agreement or
development order pursuant to Chapter 380 FS. Certain
exceptions are described in Policy 11-B-5.

This plan’s concurrency management system is will be
implemented through § 2-48–2-49 of the land development
regulations which specifies monitoring procedures and links
them to the issuance of development orders and building
permits.

The town has never failed to meet any of its adopted levels of
service, and no shortfalls are anticipated during future planning
timeframes. Thus the town’s five-year schedule of capital
improvements contains only improvements that the town has
chosen to make to improve public services and quality of life.

Other Public Facilities Proposed in This Plan

When this plan was originally adopted in late 1998, the town
had already reached about 85% of its build-out population.
Additional development has been mostly in the form of infill on
the remaining vacant parcels or by replacing existing buildings,
plus the unanticipated final phases of Bay Beach which have
been constructed after the circuit court ruled against the town’s
contention that the final phases were inconsistent with this plan
and were not vested.

Only 112 of the additional 1,028 dwelling units forecasted in
1998 for by build-out remain to be constructed (see the Future 
Land Use Element and the 2007 Evaluation and Appraisal
Report).  Most other development activity within the town is the
voluntary replacement of existing structures which are often
aging, obsolete, or just an economic underutilization of valuable
land.

For instance, a single home built across two full-size lots can be
demolished and replaced by two homes. In other cases, a
single-story commercial building may be replaced by a two- or
three-story building with residential units on the upper floors.
The town’s strict density limitations for new construction and its
restrictions on locations for commercial buildings together limit
the number of additional units that can be created in this way. 

The remaining undeveloped land totals only about 28 acres of
vacant platted lots and is distributed fairly evenly throughout
the entire town. Most of these lots will accommodate only one
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single-family home, although a small number will accommodate
two or more dwellings. 

The entire town is within developed service areas, so there is no
ability to control the location or timing of growth through
providing or withholding public services. Therefore, the timing
and location of capital improvements will emphasize new
optional services and improving current service (such as
discussed above under stormwater and transportation).  

Capital investment by the public sector can be a strong catalyst
for private redevelopment to help achieve the town’s vision for
the future.  This comprehensive plan identifies several
redevelopment areas including Times Square, the entire length of
Estero Boulevard, the civic center surrounding Bay Oaks, the
south end near the Villa Santini Plaza, and an interconnected
system of pedestrian and bicycle pathways.  These and others are
discussed in their respective elements and summarized below,
referenced by policy number.  In addition, other elements of this
plan identify more direct measures to implement the town’s
vision.  Those measures which have a capital component as the
town’s responsibility are summarized and referenced by policy
number in Table 11-3 below. All of these measures are optional;
none are required to achieve or maintain levels of service that
have been adopted as part of this plan. 

To assist in planning for these projects, Table 11-3 also identifies
other entities that could help implement them and lists potential
sources of funds.  Many of these funding sources have not been
implemented (TIF, stormwater utility), and some would be
subject to referendum (utility tax); however, they are included in
Table 11-3 to indicate the type of projects that could use each
source of funds. 
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Table 11-3 — Potential Capital Improvements
Project Policy Entity Potential Funding

Sources
Alternative transportation modes to Bowditch Point Park (tram, trolley, public docks). Rec 10-B-2 Town and 

Lee County
Grant, General,
WCIND

Enhancements to Lynn Hall Park (beach renourishment, beach volleyball areas, etc. and a
pedestrian path) 

Design 3-D-12,
Rec 10-C-1 i

Town and 
Lee County

Grant, TDC, General

Pedestrian-friendly walkway from beach to bay Design 3-D-5 ii
Rec 10-C-2 i

Town Grant, TIF, General,
TDC

Implement Central Green and facilitate revitalization of Villa Santini Plaza Design 3-C-1, 2
Rec 10-C-2 iii

Partnership:
Town/business

General, Grant,
Private, Stormfee

Implementing Matanzas Pass restoration plan and planned future improvements. Rec 10-E-1,
Cons 6-B-3

Town, Lee Co.,
non-profit

Grant, TDC

Acquire additional sites for conservation and public appreciation of natural resources. Rec 10-E-3,
Cons 6-b-9

Town Utility, Impact, FCT,
20/20

Continue Mound House restoration and improvements, including dockage facilities. Rec 10-F-2 Town Grant, General
Acquire one or more beach access points at the southern end of the island. Rec 10-G-1,

Coastal 5-E-3
Town or
Lee County

Impact, Utility

Develop a sidewalk and streetscape plan for all of Estero Boulevard and upon completion,
establish a phased schedule of capital improvements to complete the network, including 
occasional “oasis” areas (resting places for pedestrians and bicyclists) at selected trolley
stops and other strategic locations along Estero Boulevard  

Design 1-A-3
Rec 10-H-3
Trans 7-E-4

Town Grant, General

Acquire parcels or easements as part of implementation of hidden paths network. Design 2-A-1 Town/com-
munity land trust

Utility, General,
Private

Create Estero Boulevard gateways or entry features Design 2-C-1 Town or civic
project

Grant, General

Develop a program for placing utilities underground that addresses both public and private
sector development.

Design 2-C-5 Town and
private sector

General, Private

Prepare a “heart of the island” plan and implement the streetscape plan for School Street
and environs.

Design 3-A-4 Town General

Replace rental space with a town hall if directed by the Town Council Design 3-A-3 Town General
Implement the pedestrian circulation plan along Estero Boulevard south of Times Square Design 3-D-4

Trans 7-E-1
Town TIF, General

Implement traffic circulation improvements in the downtown core area consistent with
policies in Community Design Element.  Capital costs would involve items such as a turn
lane and/or a traffic signal.

Design 3-D-5 Town TIF, General
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Implement trolley/transit improvements in the downtown core area consistent with policies
in the Transportation and Community Design Elements.  Capital costs would involve
providing trolley pull-off lanes on Old San Carlos and Lynn Hall Park, and cost of an open-
air electric tram.

Design 3-D-6 Town TIF, TDC, General,
Grant

Implement the streetscape improvements for Crescent Street, Center Street, and First
through Fifth street, including modifications to the roadway to provide on-street parking,
new sidewalks, place utilities underground,  landscape the public right-of-way, and
implement the stormwater management exfiltration system both by private sector (as each
property develops) and by public sector.

Design 3-D-4,5,6
Design 3-D-13
Trans 7-F-2

Town and 
private sector

Grant, Impact, TIF,
Stormfee, Private

Build a pedestrian overpass near Times Square Trans 7-H-1 Town and
private sector

Grant, General, TIF,
Private

Create pedestrian trails, interpretive signage (e.g. at Little Estero Island Critical Wildlife
Area)

Rec 10-E-2
Cons 6-B-2

Town, DEP,
FGFWFC

Grant, TDC

Participate in beach renourishment, dune creation, and construction of dune walkovers at
public beach accesses.

Coastal 5-D-1 Town or
Lee County

TDC, Grant, Private

Support the concept of a boardwalk along the beachfront as a private-sector effort Design 3-D-4 iii,
Rec 10-C-1 iv

Private sector Private

Enhancements to Newton Park Town TDC, General

Policy legend: Funding legend:
Trans: Transportation Element Grant: Grants
FLU: Future Land Use Element TIF: Tax Increment Financing
Design: Community Design Element Utility: Potential utility tax
Rec: Recreation Element Stormfee: Potential stormwater utility fee
Cons: Conservation Element Impact: Impact Fees
Coast: Coastal Management Element General: General Fund
Hous: Housing Element Private: Private Sector
Hist: Historic Preservation Element TDC: Tourist development tax (Lee County)
StmW: Stormwater Management Element WCIND: West Coast Inland Navigation District
Util: Utilities Element 20/20: Conservation 20/20 (Lee County)

FCT: Florida Communities Trust
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Education and Health Care Facilities

Comprehensive plans are now required to identify the location
and service area of the public education and public health
systems, and to analyze the impact of new or improved systems
on local infrastructure (Rule 9J-5.016 FAC).

There are no existing or planned public health care facilities in
the Town of Fort Myers Beach.  The only existing public
educational facility is the Fort Myers Beach Elementary School. 
The service area for the elementary school includes the entire
town (and beyond).  The school is adequately served by roads,
solid waste and wastewater disposal, potable water service,
drainage, and recreation.  There are no additional public
educational facilities planned or needed.

Although no new schools will be needed within Fort Myers
Beach or to serve students living at Fort Myers Beach, this plan
was amended in 2008 to meet new state requirements for a
public schools element and concurrency for schools.

Setting Priorities for Capital Improvements

The list of proposed capital projects would clearly cost far more
than the revenues now available to fund them over the next five
years.  In any case, it is often difficult for a community to agree
on which projects should be undertaken first (or at all).  To
provide a framework for decision-making, projects proposed to
be included in the Capital Improvements Program should be
evaluated annually in terms of their ability to further the
objectives of the comprehensive plan.

All projects should be evaluated for financial feasibility, their
impact on the town’s budget, and the town’s ability to operate
and maintain the facility.

Priority should be given (in the following order) to projects that: 
1. Remove a direct and immediate threat to the public health

or safety;
2. Are directed by a court order or otherwise by law;
3. Are essential for the maintenance of the town’s investment

in existing infrastructure;
4. Remove an existing capacity deficiency;
5. Will accommodate new development or redevelopment

anticipated by this plan.

For the purpose of further ranking projects that are otherwise
equal, the following should be considered:

1. Priorities found elsewhere in the comprehensive plan;
2. Whether the facility is needed to satisfy a mandatory level-

of-service standard in this comprehensive plan;
3. Whether the project competes with other facilities that

have been or could reasonably be provided by other
governmental entities or the private sector;

4. The revenue-generating potential of the project;
5. Whether the project leverages additional benefits to the

town, such as offers to donate land or services by the
private sector and/or other governmental entities.
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State statutes require the following analysis:
The financial feasibility of implementing the comprehensive plan and
of providing needed infrastructure to achieve and maintain adopted
level-of-service standards and sustain concurrency management
systems through the capital improvements element, as well as the
ability to address infrastructure backlogs and meet the demands of
growth on public services and facilities.4

The comprehensive plan contains many ideas that the town
cannot afford at this time; for instance, many of the streetscape
improvements for the length of Estero Boulevard. However, the
definition of “financial feasibility” in state statutes is limited to
the feasibility of constructing only those improvements that are
necessary to meet the adopted level-of-service standards:

“Financial feasibility” means that sufficient revenues are currently
available or will be available from committed funding sources for the
first 3 years, or will be available from committed or planned funding
sources for years 4 and 5, of a 5-year capital improvement schedule
for financing capital improvements, such as ad valorem taxes, bonds,
state and federal funds, tax revenues, impact fees, and developer
contributions, which are adequate to fund the projected costs of the
capital improvements identified in the comprehensive plan necessary
to ensure that adopted level-of-service standards are achieved and
maintained within the period covered by the 5-year schedule of capital
improvements. The requirement that level-of-service standards be
achieved and maintained shall not apply if the proportionate-share
process set forth in s. 163.3180(12) and (16) is used.5

ABILITY TO FINANCE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

This section provides an assessment of the town’s ability to
finance capital improvements based on anticipated population
and revenues.  This section demonstrates that sufficient revenue
is available to maintain all adopted levels of service and to pay
for additional desired improvements at the time they are
scheduled. The fiscal assessment process consists of estimating
revenues available for capital improvements and balancing these
revenues with anticipated expenditures for capital
improvements. 

Accounting System

Currently, town’s budget is prepared and presented on a line-
item and program basis, including:
# administrative costs,
# service cost centers,
# parks and recreation,
# capital improvements,
# Local Planning Agency costs,
# contractual services,
# committees,
# Main Street program, and
# reserves. 

In 1998, the town began annual preparation of a capital budget
and a five-year Capital Improvements Program which is separate
from but consistent with the town’s operating budget.  Capital
improvements have been funded by transfers from the general
fund and other revenue funds specifically for capital projects as
they have become available. No capital improvements have been
undertaken with borrowed funds.

4 F.S. 163.3191(2)(c)

5 F.S. 163.3164(32)
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The general fund is the principal fund which accounts for the
daily recurring activities of the town.  It is funded by ad valorem
revenues, intergovernmental transfers, and miscellaneous
revenues, as described earlier in this element.

In fiscal year 08/09, the general fund budgeted $3,028,337 for
non-transportation capital projects, including development of the
Newton Beach Park, improvements to the Mound House, land
acquisition, and start-up funds for beach renourishment.

$3,485,000 was budgeted in fiscal year 08/09 for transportation
capital projects as described in Table 11-7.

Forecasts of General Revenues and Expenditures

Revenue forecasts are required in capital budgeting for future
years. A conservative look at recent events suggests that historic
revenue increases should not be assumed to continue and that
future budgeting should be based on the same revenue shown in
the 2008/2009 annual budget.  Consistent with the town’s
governmental philosophy, forecasts of millage rates are likewise
kept constant at 0.7093 (see Table 11-2).  Table 11-4 provides
the forecasted ad valorem proceeds. 

Table 11-5 forecasts all anticipated revenues for FY 08/09
through 12/13, conservatively assuming no revenue increases in

future years. A similar assumption is made about future
expenditures.  To the extent that these revenues are not
budgeted for ongoing services and operations, funds may be
allocated from the general fund for capital improvements.

During the period since adoption of the comprehensive plan, 
the town has functioned without long-term debt and has
continued to build up a surplus of funds, as shown in Figure 3.

Table 11-4 — Ad Valorem Revenues, 2008/09 – 2012/13
FY 08/09

(Budgeted)
FY 09/10

(Projected)
FY 10/11

(Projected)
FY 11/12

(Projected)
FY 12/13

(Projected)

Assessed value of real property
(zero projected increase)

$3,443,135,660 $3,443,135,660 $3,443,135,660 $3,443,135,660 $3,443,135,660

Millage rate  (per $1,000 of value) 0.7093 0.7093 0.7093 0.7093 0.7093
Gross Tax Estimate $2,442,216 $2,442,216 $2,442,216 $2,442,216 $2,442,216
Less 5%  (budgeting requirement) $122,111 $122,111 $122,111 $122,111 $122,111
Estimated ad valorem revenue $2,320,105 $2,320,105 $2,320,105 $2,320,105 $2,320,105
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Table 11-5 — Revenue Projections, FY 08/09 to 12/13

FY
 0

8/
09

FY
 0

9/
10

FY
 1

0/
11

FY
 1

1/
12

FY
 1

2/
13

POTENTIAL REVENUE FOR TRANSPORTATION
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS:

Municipal revenue sharing program (26.6% share from state that is limited to transportation) . . $31,490 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000
Transportation impact fees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $85,000 $25,000 $20,000 $15,000 $10,000
Local option gas tax (based on 1.02% share of $0.11 county tax on motor fuel beginning 09-10) . . $250,156 $325,000 $325,000 $325,000 $325,000
Interest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Grants:

North Estero Rehabilitation (grant previously approved by SFWMD) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $350,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
North Estero Rehabilitation (grant anticipated from FEMA) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $954,400 $0 $0 $0 $0
Stormwater, Carolina to Tropical Shores  (hazard mitigation grant from FEMA) . . . . . . . . . $131,250 $131,250 $0 $0 $0

Special assessment from Laguna Shores (60% of dredging cost) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $190,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Miscellaneous transportation revenues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $242,139 $0 $0 $0 $0

Anticipated annual transportation revenue: $1,791,046 $380,000 $375,000 $370,000 $365,000
Less transportation revenue remaining in annual operating budget: $444,301 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000

Equals anticipated revenue available for transportation capital improvements: $1,346,745 $130,000 $125,000 $120,000 $115,000

POTENTIAL REVENUE FOR NON-TRANSPORTATION
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS:

Ad valorem property taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2,415,131 $2,415,131 $2,415,131 $2,415,131 $2,415,131
Community park impact fees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $17,000 $2,500 $2,500 $2,500 $2,500
Regional park impact fees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $15,500 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000
Accumulated park impact fees from prior years (to be used for Newton Park) . . . . . . . . . . . . $164,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Municipal revenue sharing program (73.4% share from state that is not limited to transportation) $86,893 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
Local government portion of sales tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $516,079 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000
Communication services tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $665,029 $665,029 $665,029 $665,029 $665,029
Franchise fee (on garbage hauling) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000
Interest earnings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $150,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Grants:

Newton Park (carryover of development grant from TDC) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $380,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Mound House restoration (carryover of prior TDE and state grants) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $520,932 $0 $0 $0 $0
Mound House landscape restoration phase II (grant from TDC) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $726,405 $0 $0 $0 $0

Miscellaneous non-transportation revenues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $589,521 $600,000 $600,000 $600,000 $600,000
Anticipated annual non-transportation revenue: $6,326,490 $4,414,660 $4,414,660 $4,414,660 $4,414,660

Less non-transportation revenue required for annual operating expenses: $3,297,653 $3,300,000 $3,300,000 $3,300,000 $3,300,000
Equals anticipated revenue available for non-transportation capital improvements: $3,028,837 $1,114,660 $1,114,660 $1,114,660 $1,114,660
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FIVE-YEAR SCHEDULE OF CAPITAL IMPROVE-
MENTS

Table 11-7 shows the most recent five-year schedule of capital
improvements, as amended through FY 2008/09 to 2012/13. 
Because this schedule must be balanced (expenditures cannot
exceed revenues), the number of projects to be implemented is
limited to existing revenue sources.  If future grants are obtained
for capital projects, they will also be added.  Because the town’s
charter currently prohibits most borrowing, no forecast of the
town’s debt capacity is provided. 
 
Additional projects can be added as additional revenue sources
are put in place, or if listed projects are modified or deleted. As a
practical matter, these updates to the Capital Improvements
Program this will be evaluated during the annual budget cycle
which is completed in late September of each year. Table 11-7 of
this Element will be revised annually by the town council to
reflect such decisions. Based on recent state legislation, the
annual update to this plan can now be adopted by ordinance
during the final budget hearing; the old rules, which required
advance transmittal of the proposed update, have been repealed.
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Table 11-7 — Revised Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements, FY 09/10 to 13/14
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Stormwater improvements  (HMPG 1609, Carolina to Tropical Shores) – – – – T $650,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Stormwater improvements  (small high-priority improvements). . . . . . . – – – – T $125,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
North Estero Blvd. improvements  (Times Square to Bowditch Point) – – – – T $4,159,556 $0 $0 $0 $0
Solid waste transfer station (end of Oak Street) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . – – – – T $42,900 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total of proposed annual expenditures: $4,977,456 $0 $0 $0 $0
Transportation reserves carried forward from prior year: $2,767,870 $0 $125,000 $245,000 $360,000

Anticipated annual transportation/related revenue for capital improvements: $2,209,586 $125,000 $120,000 $115,000 $110,000

Anticipated year-end transportation reserves after proposed expenditures: $0 $125,000 $245,000 $360,000 $470,000

NON-TRANSPORTATION
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS:

Beach nourishment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . – – – – T $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Newton Park . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . – – – – T $500,297 $0 $0 $0 $0
Mound House improvements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . – – – – T $1,163,398 $0 $0 $0 $0
Neighborhood landscaping  (matching funds for street trees) . . . . . . . . – – – – T $12,500 $0 $0 $0 $0
Beach access improvements  (restrooms) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . – – – – T $128,475 $0 $0 $0 $0
Capital repairs to potable water system . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . – – – – T $0 $0 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $0

Total of proposed annual expenditures: $2,804,670 $0 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $0
Non-transportation reserves carried forward from prior year: $1,000,000 $0 $1,114,660 ($770,680) ($2,656,020)

Anticipated annual revenue for non-transportation capital improvements: $1,804,670 $1,114,660 $1,114,660 $1,114,660 $1,114,660
Anticipated year-end non-transportation reserves after proposed expenditures: $0 $1,114,660 ($770,680) ($2,656,020) ($1,541,360)
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of capital improvements issues in this
element, the following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted
into the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 11: To provide major public improve-
ments that help create the safe and
beautiful community envisioned in
this comprehensive plan.

OBJECTIVE 11-A CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
PROGRAM — Adopt each year, as part of
the budget process, a capital
improvements program (CIP) that
implements this plan, ensures the
availability of services at adopted levels,
and carries out the fiscal policies in this
element.

POLICY 11-A-1 ROLE OF THE CIP — As a part of the
town’s annual budget process, the town
shall adopt a Capital Improvements
Program every year that identifies all
proposed capital expenditures for the
ensuing five-year period, identifies the
revenues to fund the expenditures, and
describes each project’s compliance with
the criteria in Policy 11-A-4 below.  The
proposed CIP shall be balanced, with the
proposed expenditures not greater than
the amount of revenues available to fund
the expenditures.  A list of projects that
are needed, but unfunded, may be
included as an attachment to the balanced
CIP.  Once adopted, the new five-year
schedule of capital improvements shall

annually be incorporated into the Capital
Improvements Element.

POLICY 11-A-2 CIP PROCESS — The Capital
Improvements Program shall be prepared,
adopted, and amended according to the
following process:
i. The proposed CIP shall be developed

by the Town Manager based on a
review of existing facilities, level-of-
service standards, current and
projected deficiencies, and the capital
needs as identified in this
comprehensive plan.

ii. The proposed CIP shall be reviewed by
the Local Planning Agency (LPA) which
shall consider the consistency of all
proposed CIP expenditures with this
comprehensive plan.

iii. After reviewing the report of the LPA,
the Town Council shall modify the CIP
as needed and adopt it by resolution in
conjunction with the annual budget.

iv. After its adoption, the CIP may be
amended by resolution of the Council. 
All changes to the CIP must be
consistent with this comprehensive
plan.

POLICY 11-A-3 CIP FISCAL POLICIES — All projects
included in the CIP should be evaluated for
financial feasibility, their impact on the
town’s budget, and the town’s ability to
operate the facility.  Operating costs
associated with public facilities and
services programmed in the CIP shall be
incorporated into the town’s operating
budget.  The capital portion of the annual
budget shall be consistent with the first
year of the adopted CIP.  Where an



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT                                AS AMENDED BY ORDINANCE 09-03 [2008-01-TEXT] PAGE 11 – 30 / as amended 11-25-2009

amendment to the CIP affects the first
year, the annual operating budget shall
also be amended to remain consistent
with the CIP.

POLICY 11-A-4 CIP PRIORITIES — The following
priorities shall be used in determining
which projects are included in the CIP:
i. Remove a direct and immediate threat

to the public health or safety;
ii. Are directed by a court order or

otherwise by law;
iii. Are essential for the maintenance of

existing infrastructure;
iv. Remove an existing capacity

deficiency;
v. Will accommodate new development

or redevelopment anticipated by this
plan.

POLICY 11-A-5 OTHER CIP CRITERIA — For the
purpose of further ranking projects that
are otherwise equal, the following should
be considered:
i. Priorities found elsewhere in the

comprehensive plan;
ii. Whether the facility is needed to

satisfy a level-of-service standard in
this plan;

iii. Whether the project competes with
other facilities that have been or could
reasonably be provided by other
governmental entities or the private
sector;

iv. The revenue-generating potential of
the project;

v. Whether the project leverages
additional benefits to the town, such
as offers to donate land or services by

the private sector and/or other
governmental entities.

POLICY 11-A-6 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT DEFINED
— A “capital improvement” is a project to
acquire, build or improve a major asset
that will have long-term value, such as
sidewalks, roads, landscaping, beach
renourishment, parks, and nature
preserves.  Capital improvements usually
have a value of at least $10,000 and may
include planning and design studies that
will lead to a physical improvement.

POLICY 11-A-7 SCHEDULE OF IMPROVEMENTS —
Table 11-7 of this element presents the
five-year schedule of capital improvements
to be undertaken by the Town of Fort
Myers Beach. This schedule will be
updated each year through an amendment
to this plan to correspond with revisions to
the capital improvements program made
by the town during its annual budget
process.
i. To comply with § 163.3180(13)(d),

F.S., the required five-year schedule of
capital improvements also includes the
capacity-enhancing school
improvements and summary of
estimated revenues as presented by the
Lee County School District through its
Five-Year District Facilities Work
Program, as updated each September.
For FY 2008/09 through 2012/13, the
specific capacity-enhancing school
improvements are listed in Table 16-7
of the Public Schools Element and the
formal demonstration that those
improvements meet all requirements of
state law is set forth in that element.
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ii. To comply with § 163.3177(3)(a)5,
F.S., any capital improvements that
Lee County Utilities needs to construct
to achieve or maintain the potable
water level of service in this plan
during the next five years will be
included in the town’s five-year
schedule of capital improvements.

OBJECTIVE 11-B LEVEL-OF-SERVICE STANDARDS —
Adopt and maintain a concurrency
management system that ensures
that public facilities are provided
in accordance with the adopted
level-of-service (LOS) standards for
potable water, sanitary sewer,
solid waste, stormwater,
recreation, and transportation.

POLICY 11-B-1 UTILITIES LOS STANDARDS
(Repeated from Policy 8-B-1 of the
Utilities Element):  The minimum
acceptable level-of-service standards for
utility services within the Town of Fort
Myers Beach shall be:
i. for potable water service: 

(a) Available supply, treatment, and
delivery capacity of 260 gallons
per day per equivalent residential
connection (ERC), and delivery of
potable water at a minimum
pressure of 20 pounds per square
inch (psi) at the meter anywhere
in the system.

(b) Prior to issuance of building
permits, the town must obtain
assurances from Lee County
Utilities that an adequate bulk
water supply will be available to

the town’s water distribution
system to serve new development
at these same rates.

ii. for sanitary sewer service:  available
capacity to collect, treat, and dispose of
wastewater of 175 gallons per day per
equivalent residential connection
(ERC).

iii. for solid waste disposal service:  the
ability to collect and manage 7 pounds
of municipal solid waste per person per
day.

POLICY 11-B-2 STORMWATER LOS STANDARDS    
(Repeated from Policy 9-D-1 of the Storm-
water Management Element):  Until
completion of the evaluation under
Stormwater Management Element Policy
9-F-1 to 6, interim levels of service are
hereby established for protection from
flooding to be provided by stormwater and
roadway facilities:
i. During a 3-day rainfall accumulation of

13.7 inches or less (3-day, 100-year
storm as defined by SFWMD), one lane
of evacuation routes should remain
passable (defined as less than 6 inches
of standing water over the crown). 
Emergency shelters and essential
services should not be flooded.

ii. During a 3-day rainfall accumulation of
11.7 inches or less (3-day, 25-year
storm as defined by SFWMD), all lanes
of evacuation routes should remain
passable.  Emergency shelters and
essential services should not be
flooded.

iii. During coastal flooding of up to 4.0
feet above mean sea level, all lanes of
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evacuation routes should remain passable.  Emergency shelters
should not be flooded.

POLICY 11-B-3 RECREATION LOS STANDARD
(Repeated from Policy 10-D-3 of the Rec-
reation Element):  The town adopts the
following standard for community parks:
for each 7,500 permanent residents, 1
centrally located recreation complex that
includes 2 ballfields, 2 tennis courts,
outdoor basketball courts, play equip-
ment, an indoor gymnasium, and
community meeting spaces.  Programming
shall address all age groups and
encompass active recreation, physical
improvement, and social, educational, and
cultural activities.

POLICY 11-B-4 TRANSPORTATION LOS STANDARD
(Repeated from Policy 7-I-2 of the
Transportation Element):  The peak
capacity of Estero Boulevard’s congested
segments is 1,300 vehicles per hour.  The
minimum acceptable level-of-service stan-
dard for Estero Boulevard shall be that
average monthly traffic flows from 10:00
A.M. to 5:00 P.M. during each month do not
exceed that level for more than four
calendar months in any continuous
twelve-month period.  Measurements from
the permanent count station at Donora
Boulevard shall be used for this standard.

       POLICY 11-B-4.5 PUBLIC SCHOOL LOS STANDARD
(Repeated from Policy 16-B-1 of the
Public Schools Element):  The minimum
acceptable level-of-service standards for
public schools within the Town of Fort
Myers Beach shall be:
i. Elementary Schools:  100% of

permanent capacity as adjusted by the

school district annually to account for
measurable programmatic changes.

ii. Middle Schools:  100% of permanent
capacity as adjusted by the school
district annually to account for
measurable programmatic changes.

iii. High Schools:  100% of permanent
capacity as adjusted by the school
district annually to account for
measurable programmatic changes.

iv. Special Purpose Schools:  100% of
permanent capacity as adjusted by the
school district annually to account for
measurable programmatic changes.

“Permanent capacity” of each of the four
types of schools means the combined
capacity for all schools of that type that are
located in the school district’s South
Student Assignment Zone, as depicted in
Figure 3 of the Public Schools element.
(Multi-zone magnet schools and special
centers are excluded.) Permanent capacity
is the capacity of permanent buildings as
determined by the Florida Inventory of
School Houses, 2006 edition, published by
the Florida Department of Education’s
Office of Educational Facilities.
“Measurable programmatic change” means
a change to the operation of a school and
measurable capacity impacts including, but
not limited to, double sessions, floating
teachers, year-round schools, and special
educational programs.
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POLICY 11-B-5 CONCURRENCY — The town will
enforce these levels of service under the
concurrency requirements of Florida law
by:
i. Withholding development orders or

building permits that might cause the
adopted levels of service to fall below
the minimum standards; or by

ii. Issuing development orders or
building permits subject to the
condition that, at the time of the
issuance of a certificate of occupancy,
the necessary facilities and services
must be in place and available to serve
the development being authorized (or
are guaranteed to be in place through
an enforceable development
agreement pursuant to Section
163.320 FS or through an agreement
or development order pursuant to
Chapter 380 FS).

However, for parks/recreation,
transportation, and public schools, the
following requirements will apply:
iii. For parks and recreation, the facilities

needed to serve new development
must be in place or under actual
construction within 1 year after
issuance of a certificate of occupancy;
any required acreage must meet the
requirements of 163.3180(2)(b),
Florida Statutes.

iv. For transportation, the facilities
needed to serve new development
must be in place when a building
permit is issued, or under actual
construction within 3 years after
issuance of a building permit that

results in traffic generation if the
required facility is listed in Table 11-7,
the Five-Year Schedule of Capital
Improvements.

v. For public schools, the facilities needed
to serve new development must be in
place when a final site plan is issued;
or under actual construction within 3
years after issuance if the required
facility is listed in Table 11-7, the
Five-Year Schedule of Capital
Improvements; or mitigation may be
accepted by the school district in
accordance with the Public Schools
Element of this plan.

POLICY 11-B-6 CONCURRENCY MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM — The town’s concurrency
management system shall comply with the
provisions of Rule 9J-5.0055 FAC to
include:
i. The town’s commitment to maintain

the adopted level-of-service standards
for potable water, sanitary sewer, solid
waster, stormwater, recreation, and
transportation.

ii. The town’s commitment that future
CIPs and amendments to this element
maintain this element’s financially
feasible plan to maintain these levels of
service.

iii. A system for monitoring and ensuring
adherence to the adopted level-of-
service standards, the schedule of
capital improvements, and the
availability of public facility capacity.

iv. Standards for interpreting and
applying level-of-service standards to
applications for development orders
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and building permits and specifying when the test for
concurrency must be met (which will be no later than issuance
of a development order or permit which contains a specific plan
for development, including densities and intensities).

v. The concurrency management system
shall be implemented through the
Land Development Code and ensure
that development orders and building
permits that are issued will not result
in a reduction in the levels of service
below the adopted levels of service.

POLICY 11-B-7 ANNUAL CONCURRENCY ASSESS-
MENT — The Town Manager shall
annually prepare a formal assessment of
the current status of the adopted level-of-
service standards, including:
i. existing usage of public facilities; 
ii. available capacity (committed or

uncommitted); and
iii. additional public facilities that are

being planned.
Based on this assessment, the Town
Council shall determine after a public
hearing whether there is cause to
withhold or condition building permits or
development orders during the following
year.  Such action, as updated periodically
by the Town Council, shall empower the
issuance of development permits where
this assessment reasonably demonstrates
that sufficient capacity will be available to
serve all development that is reasonably
expected to occur during the period of
time approved by the town council.  This
assessment and its conclusions shall be
published by the town at least annually.

POLICY 11-B-8 CONCURRENCY SHORTFALLS —
Should the annual concurrency

assessment indicate problems with
maintaining one or more of the adopted
level-of-service standards during the
coming year, the Town Council shall
immediately take one or more of the
following actions:
i. initiate a comprehensive plan

amendment to modify the adopted
level of service; or

ii. determine which types of development
permits will have significant impacts
on service levels, direct that such
permits shall not be granted or shall be
granted conditionally (with occupancy
dependent upon achievement of the
adopted level of service), and set a
schedule for the re-assessment of that
level of service; or

iii. immediately begin or accelerate capital
improvements or other measures to
offset any apparent deficiencies in
levels of service.  Examples would
include upgrading potable water lines
to improve water pressure; increasing
sewage disposal or solid waste
capacity; improving drainage or
elevating evacuation routes at problem
locations; adding recreational facilities;
or improving public transit service,
bicycle routes, and/or sidewalks to
improve non-vehicular mobility.

The third alternative just listed is the pre-
ferred response of the Town of Fort Myers
Beach to deficiencies in an adopted level of
service, provided that the minimum
concurrency requirements of this plan and
state law are still met.
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POLICY 11-B-9 CONCURRENCY DEFERRALS AND
EXEMPTIONS — The town’s concurren-
cy management system shall allow
deferrals and exemptions only as follows:
i. Some types of development

applications do not contain a specific
plan for development or authorize any
actual development.  Such
applications shall not approved for
concurrency compliance until a later
stage of approvals where such impacts
can be measured and then deducted
from available capacity.  The town
may, however, evaluate probable con-
currency impacts at these earlier
stages as one factor in determining
whether or not to approve such
activities.

ii. Development applications will be
exempted from the concurrency
management system only if they will
create zero or insignificant impacts on
public facilities; any such exemptions
shall be defined in the Land
Development Code.

POLICY 11-B-10 CONCURRENCY APPLICATION — The
town’s concurrency management system
shall be administered in accordance with
the remainder of the Land Development
Code.   The preparation of the annual
concurrency assessment shall be the
responsibility of the Town Manager, and
all decisions resulting from that
assessment shall be made directly by the
Town Council.

OBJECTIVE 11-C CAPITAL FINANCING POLICIES —
Manage the fiscal resources of the town to

ensure the equitable financing of needed
public facilities and services.

POLICY 11-C-1 EXISTING DEVELOPMENT — Existing
development shall be responsible for the
costs of repairing and replacing existing
public facilities and for capital improve-
ments needed to eliminate pre-1998
deficiencies.  This responsibility shall be
discharged through the payment of
property taxes, utility fees, gas taxes, sales
taxes, user fees, and taxes and fees.

POLICY 11-C-2 NEW DEVELOPMENT — New
development and redevelopment shall bear
a proportionate share of the cost of
providing new or expanded public facilities
and infrastructure required to maintain
service levels through payment of impact
fees, connection fees, site-related
developer dedications, developer
contributions, and other lawfully imposed
charges.

POLICY 11-C-3 IMPACT FEES — Impact fees for
designated public facilities shall be set to
capture a substantial proportion of the full
and real cost of the designated facility, and
shall be reviewed and updated regularly. 

POLICY 11-C-4 GENERAL FUND — The town will
develop specific policies as to the use of
general governmental revenues for capital
purposes, such as setting aside each year a
portion of ad valorem taxes or other
general  revenues (such as sales taxes, gas
taxes, or utility service taxes) for capital
improvements.



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT                                AS AMENDED BY ORDINANCE 09-03 [2008-01-TEXT] PAGE 11 – 36 / as amended 11-25-2009

POLICY 11-C-5 GRANTS — The town will actively seek
grants from federal, state, and other
sources where available and when
appropriate for capital facility
construction.  Consideration will be given
to limitations and restrictions involved in
such grants.

POLICY 11-C-6 INTERNAL CONSISTENCY —
Amendments and updates to the CIP and
this Capital Improvements Element shall
continue to support the Future Land Use
Element, be consistent with all other
elements of the comprehensive plan, and
where appropriate, be consistent with all
other state and regional plans.
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Figure 1, Early beachfront cottage
(photo courtesy Estero Island Historic Society)

INTRODUCTION

This Housing Element provides guidance to the town in under-
standing its housing needs and finding ways to meet them,
through both public and private efforts.  The goal is to keep a
wide variety of housing types available to people at all stages of
their lives. 

The concept of “affordability” runs throughout this element (and
many contemporary housing discussions).  “Affordability” de-
scribes the fit between the cost of housing in a specific area and
the income of its residents.  Thus, what is “affordable” in one
community may not be affordable in another.  This subject will
be discussed further below.

This element begins with an overview of housing issues at Fort
Myers Beach, followed by a brief numerical assessment of local
housing needs.  A summary of existing “affordable housing”
programs is then presented (including federal, state, and county
programs).  Looking to the future, housing opportunities and
strategies for the town are discussed, followed by goals, objec-
tives, and policies for the town to follow.

HOUSING AT FORT MYERS BEACH

Brief History of Housing Development

Housing has been emerging on Fort Myers Beach since the
earliest homesteaders settled on Estero Island in the late 1800s.  

By the 1920s and 30s many cottages were constructed as second
homes for winter visitors (see Figure 1).  During the 1940s and
50s the island grew rapidly as land was dredged for canals and
larger waterfront homes were constructed.  

The island was connected by a second bridge to Black Island and
the mainland to the south in 1965, and the Matanzas Pass sky
bridge replaced the old swing bridge at the north end in 1979. 
These connections opened the way for more intensive develop-

HOUSING ELEMENT
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Figure 2, Condominiums

ment, and during the 1980s, high-rise condominiums develop-
ment began to overwhelm the scale of the older cottages and
waterfront single-family homes (see Figure 2).

Fort Myers Beach is mostly built out, with only about 8% of its
land remaining for new development.  Most of that land is
governed by development agreements over which the town has
little or no control.  Height and density restrictions, as well as
coastal construction regulations, limit the number of new units
that can be redeveloped on existing built-up properties.  The
highly desirable beachfront location and limited land supply has
caused land to be expensive, driving up the price of housing.
 
Even so, a substantial stock of “affordable housing” has emerged
in the form of aging cottages converted to rentals, older single-
and multi-family residences in multi-family zoned areas near
downtown, and accessory apartments throughout the island
(many built without permits or zoning compliance).  The Red
Coconut and Gulf View trailer parks also provide affordable
living for both seasonal and permanent residents.

Housing on Barrier Islands — Special Issues

When local governments plan for housing, they normally com-
pare the existing population to the existing housing stock to
determine if “adequate” housing is available.  Then they forecast
the future population, determine how much additional housing
will be required, and assess whether the private market will be
able to provide the amount and type of housing that will be
needed.

This type of planning is based on several assumptions, including:
# there are no artificial constraints on population growth;
# the housing market is fairly self-contained; and
# housing can and should be provided in the same commu-

nity where demand is forecasted.

Different constraints exist in resort communities, especially in
resort communities on barrier islands.  Land costs rise very high
in successful resort communities, and there are strong state and
federal policies against continuing to concentrate housing on
barrier islands.  The typical transportation problems on barrier
islands add another complication to housing planning; it would
be better for service employees to live as close as possible to
reduce car travel, but high land costs often force lengthy com-
mutes for employees who cannot afford to live near the coast.

The attractiveness of Fort Myers Beach as a retirement as well as
a tourist destination exacerbates the problem.  These demands
continually bid up the cost of land and housing, with successive
waves of retirees choosing to live near the coast despite the
higher costs.  The limited land that is available for new develop-
ment is used for expensive housing, and redevelopment opportu-
nities are hampered by the high costs of purchasing and demol-
ishing existing buildings (plus complying with the state and
federal regulations that require expensive construction tech-
niques).
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Current employment patterns are expected to continue.  While
there are many service sector jobs available at Fort Myers Beach,
the wages paid to most service workers are too low to afford
average rents.  Workers tend to “double up” to afford the rents,
increasing the wear-and-tear on the older housing and often
aggravating the retirees sharing the neighborhood.  Landlords
have little incentive to maintain or renovate their properties
when such properties are in demand in their current condition. 
Other workers, drawn by seasonal employment activity or simply
the lure of working in a beach environment, are forced to live on
the mainland where they still often have to share lodging in
crowded and poorly maintained conditions.  They face the added
expense of a private car and often endure (and contribute to)
heavy traffic congestion on a daily basis.

The state rules governing local comprehensive plans acknowl-
edge that the housing needs of a community are not limited by
jurisdictional boundaries, that people often work in one commu-
nity and live in another, and that coastal communities face
unique circumstances.  To address this situation, Rule 9J-5.010 of
the Florida Administrative Code allows local governments to
address the affordable housing needs of their jurisdiction in
cooperation with nearby local governments.  This cooperation
can provide services more efficiently, or can share resources to
address housing needs on a broader scale. 

The cities of Sanibel, Punta Gorda, Longboat Key, and Naples
have entered into cooperative agreements with their respective
counties, as described later in this element.  Under a similar
agreement with Lee County, the Town of Fort Myers Beach could
provide an outreach, educational, and referral function for its
population.  The town could advise eligible persons seeking
services such as down-payment assistance or housing rehabilita-
tion financing on the best ways to use the broad range of services
available through Lee County’s existing programs.

The Town’s Vision for Housing

Despite the problems just discussed, there are many opportuni-
ties within the town’s boundaries to increase the supply of good
quality housing in the affordable range and in a variety of hous-
ing types.  These opportunities are consistent with the need to
revitalize the aging housing stock in older neighborhoods.  The
private sector will continue to own this housing and provide all
or most of the investment needed to improve it, but the town
can provide important assistance.  Some examples might be:

# offering incentives to encourage a range of unit sizes and
cost in new development and re-development;

# encouraging mixed-use structures in the downtown area
with apartments above commercial;

# encouraging renovation of historic cottages as residential
or live/work spaces; and

# enforcing compliance with the town’s new policy regard-
ing accessory apartments.

The following excerpt from the town’s vision for the future
describes how these opportunities might unfold:

“Crescent Street, now attractively linked to Old San Carlos Boule-
vard by the pedestrian plaza, provides in-town housing for per-
sons who wish to live or work here.  The redevelopment overlay
zone has been successful in encouraging compact development on
Crescent Street.  On-street parking and a sidewalk have been
added on the south side, with regularly spaced shade trees grow-
ing along the street.

 
“School Street provides the primary entry into the “Heart of the
Island,” the special place where the school, recreation center,
ballfields, swimming pool, playground, nature preserve, historic
cottage, and public library are all centered....   School Street has
become … a palm-lined showcase of restored and new cottages.... 
Existing and new infill development on School Street is in the
spirit and scale of the Beach’s classic cottages, which can be used
as homes or live-work spaces such as studios and galleries, or for
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Figure 3, Typical cottage design

small-scale retail uses consistent with the historic theme of the
street.

“The Red Coconut-Gulf View area at the southern end of the “Heart
of the Island” will continue its current use as a pleasant home for
visitors and long-term residents.  A vision for this area, if redevel-
oped at some point in the future, is as a complete traditional
neighborhood with an internal circulation system making it possi-
ble to walk or ride bikes to school, recreation areas, and shopping
without using Estero Boulevard.  An ideal plan would retain the
psychological connection and view both directions to the nature
preserve and the beach, and offer a variety of housing types and
opportunity for mixed uses … on the bay side of Estero Boulevard. 

“The older near-town neighborhoods across from San Carlos Island
have shed the blight that had begun to appear in the 1980’s.  Their
pleasantly varied housing types are just steps away from lively
Estero Boulevard.  Apartments for tourists and local employees mix
congenially with new
homes, many of which
contain quiet home-
offices.  A new urban
code has ensured that
renovations and new
homes mix gracefully
with the old in these now
highly desirable
neighborhoods.  Neigh-
borhoods have truly
achieved a higher ambi-
tion, becoming places
where the streets are
shady and public spaces
are friendly, unified in
design by trees, with
well-used front porches
and little traffic.”

Housing development at Fort Myers Beach has always been a
market-driven private sector activity.  To encourage the private
sector to implement the vision of revitalized neighborhoods and
mix of housing types described above, the town needs to seek
partnerships and blending of resources and develop an
incentive-driven regulatory framework.  

In addition, the town’s continued participation in the county’s
program would address housing needs that the town’s neighbor-
hood revitalization program may not reach, and provide access
to services that are more efficiently provided on a county-wide
basis.  The full range of federal, state, and local programs avail-
able through the county are summarized later in this element.

ASSESSMENT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
NEEDS

Despite the unusual conditions faced by resort communities on
barrier islands, the town is still required to assess its housing
needs according to a common methodology required by Rule 9J-
5.010 FAC.  The assessment inventories the existing housing
stock, identifies substandard housing conditions, provides cur-
rent and forecasted estimates of population and households, and
provides a forecast for the total housing demand and construc-
tion need for additional housing.  The assessment determines
the number of households which are paying greater than 30% of
income towards rent or paying more than 2.11 times income in
ownership housing costs. 

Lee County recently completed this assessment for the entire
county and also for Sanibel, Fort Myers, Cape Coral, and the
unincorporated area.  Fort Myers Beach was included in the
unincorporated area because the assessment is based on 1990
and 1995 data which pre-dated the town’s formation.  The
University of Florida’s Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing
created the base methodology for this assessment and intends to
modify it to assess newly incorporated cities, but has not yet
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been able to do so.  Until a methodology is developed, Lee
County’s assessment will be used, and is incorporated herein by
reference.

The assessment for the unincorporated area leads to the follow-
ing general findings:

# There is an existing shortage of rental and owner-occu-
pied housing that is considered “affordable” by today’s
standards.  This shortage is most severe for households
with annual incomes below $12,500.  (A fulltime worker
earning the minimum wage of $5.15 per hour earns
about $10,700 annually.)

# A shortage of rental housing reappears for households
with incomes over $30,000.

# This housing shortage will grow continuously through the
year 2010 for the same income categories (unless of
course sufficient additional housing for these income
categories is built to eliminate the deficit and meet the
increasing demand).

To illustrate the type of technical results produced by an afford-
able housing needs assessment, Table 12-1 below presents an
expanded version of Table 38 from Lee County’s assessment. 
Table 12-1 shows how the 1995 population of Lee County’s
unincorporated area “fits” with the existing housing stock.  This
comparison is strictly on the basis of household incomes and
housing costs.  Table 12-2 presents the same information for the
City of Sanibel, for comparison purposes.

For owner-occupants, this assessment assumes that a household
can afford a house with a value of no more than 2.11 greater
than its annual income.  The 2.11 number, calculated by the
Florida Housing Finance Agency based on experience with their
ownership programs, is designed to reflect the price of home a
household can afford consistent with their ability to make a
down payment, their other debts, and the interest rate and term

of a loan.  For renters, the affordability assumption is that a
household can pay no more than 30% of income toward rent.

Using these factors, households in each income range in Tables
12-1 and 12-2 are matched to the 1995 housing supply,
resulting in either a deficit or surplus of homes affordable to
households in each income range.  The deficits (shown as
negative numbers) constitute current unmet housing needs,
based of course on the affordability assumptions used in this
assessment.  Note that the sum of the 1995 columns is near
zero, since there is no absolute shortage of housing, only
shortages in certain price ranges. 

Succeeding columns in Tables 12-1 and 12-2 present the result
of the assessment’s forecasts for the future.  Additional
households will be looking for housing (because of both in-
migration and formation of new households as children leave
their parents’ homes).  If the housing supply were frozen as it
existed in 1995, these columns show how the deficits or
surpluses of affordable housing would change each five years.

Several statistical anomalies show up in these forecasts, but the
obvious trend is for all numbers to go down; in other words,
where there is a surplus of housing in 1995, population growth
will fill those units and begin a deficit.  Where deficits existed in
1995, the deficits get worse.  If no new housing were built,
nearly every income category would face a deficit of housing by
2010.

On Sanibel, all groups below $75,000 face a shortage of owner-
occupied housing they can afford, using the standard
affordability ratios.  This reflects the sacrifices many families
face to live on Sanibel, and also the non-income-producing
wealth held by many residents.
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Table 12-1 — Surplus and Deficit of Affordable Housing, Unincorporated Lee County, 1995 - 2010

Surplus/Deficit of Affordable Owner-Occupied Units Surplus/Deficit of Affordable Renter-Occupied Units
(units minus households, negative number 

indicates a deficit of affordable units)
(units minus households, negative number

indicates a deficit of affordable units)
Household Income 1995 2000 2005 2010 Household Income 1995 2000 2005 2010

$0 to $5,000 -2,676 -3,223 -3,763 -4,290 $0 to $5,000 -878 -1,003 -1,123 -1,244
$5,000 to $10,000 -4,500 -5,613 -6,669 -7,683 $5,000 to $10,000 -1,527 -1,856 -2,138 -2,384

$10,000 to $12,500 -2,361 -3,074 -3,750 -4,439 $10,000 to $12,500 -576 -788 -958 -1,093
$12,500 to $15,000 -484 -1,117 -1,741 -2,402 $12,500 to $15,000 243 61 -112 -264
$15,000 to $17,500 -201 -959 -1,679 -2,442 $15,000 to $17,500 1,386 1,187 1,030 901
$17,500 to $20,000 670 -6 -683 -1,449 $17,500 to $20,000 2,687 2,576 2,494 2,415
$20,000 to $22,500 1,180 387 -377 -1,183 $20,000 to $22,500 2,366 2,188 2,050 1,924
$22,500 to $25,000 661 -106 -881 -1,719 $22,500 to $25,000 1,716 1,618 1,541 1,459
$25,000 to $27,500 932 227 -448 -1,161 $25,000 to $27,500 475 309 203 118
$27,500 to $30,000 1,156 587 21 -597 $27,500 to $30,000 420 334 258 185
$30,000 to $32,500 375 -270 -844 -1,408 $30,000 to $32,500 -836 -967 -1,063 -1,137
$32,500 to $35,000 697 203 -283 -830 $32,500 to $35,000 -496 -590 -657 -715
$35,000 to $37,500 335 -171 -642 -1,160 $35,000 to $37,500 -500 -576 -615 -648
$37,500 to $40,000 463 63 -307 -707 $37,500 to $40,000 -281 -353 -401 -442
$40,000 to $42,500 -122 -525 -870 -1,240 $40,001+ -4,200 -4,764 -5,148 -5,465
$42,500 to $45,000 484 173 -128 -461 Total -1 -2,624 -4,639 -6,390
$45,000 to $47,500 129 -198 -465 -727
$47,500 to $50,000 330 52 -189 -450
$50,000 to $55,000 322 -200 -615 -1,024
$55,000 to $60,000 635 207 -180 -548
$60,000 to $75,000 904 26 -677 -1,282

$75,000 to $100,000 861 269 -218 -646
$100,000 to $125,000 112 -178 -448 -707
$125,000 to $150,000 286 148 41 -46

 $150,000+ -106 -409 -667 -908
Total 82 -13,707 -26,462 -39,509

Source: Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, from files ASUM_LEE.XLS, tabs AFOW-SUM & AFRN-SUM (1997)
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Table 12-2 — Surplus and Deficit of Affordable Housing, City of Sanibel, 1995 - 2010

Surplus/Deficit of Affordable Owner-occupied Units Surplus/Deficit of Affordable Renter-occupied Units
(units minus households, negative number

 indicates a deficit of affordable units)
(units minus households, negative number

indicates a deficit of affordable units)
Household Income 1995 2000 2005 2010 Household Income 1995 2000 2005 2010

$0 to $5,000 -29 -34 -39 -46 $0 to $5,000 -4 -4 -4 -5
$5,000 to $10,000 -66 -73 -79 -89 $5,000 to $10,000 -6 -7 -7 -8

$10,000 to $12,500 -45 -53 -58 -65 $10,000 to $12,500 -21 -24 -29 -37
$12,500 to $15,000 -39 -47 -53 -55 $12,500 to $15,000 6 8 9 9
$15,000 to $17,500 -73 -89 -98 -105 $15,000 to $17,500 -1 -1 -3 -1
$17,500 to $20,000 -48 -55 -61 -68 $17,500 to $20,000 24 24 23 23
$20,000 to $22,500 -24 -28 -30 -33 $20,000 to $22,500 10 10 8 5
$22,500 to $25,000 -51 -56 -63 -68 $22,500 to $25,000 -18 -14 -15 -18
$25,000 to $27,500 -66 -76 -81 -85 $25,000 to $27,500 -28 -45 -46 -44
$27,500 to $30,000 -60 -74 -76 -77 $27,500 to $30,000 8 7 5 6
$30,000 to $32,500 -11 -14 -16 -19 $30,000 to $32,500 -1 4 7 10
$32,500 to $35,000 -70 -83 -104 -128 $32,500 to $35,000 18 21 21 21
$35,000 to $37,500 -63 -79 -87 -92 $35,000 to $37,500 13 12 10 7
$37,500 to $40,000 -123 -142 -152 -158 $37,500 to $40,000 16 18 19 22
$40,000 to $42,500 -75 -89 -104 -119 $40,001+ -15 -19 -22 -22
$42,500 to $45,000 -50 -51 -58 -66 Total 1 -10 -24 -32
$45,000 to $47,500 -22 -21 -23 -24
$47,500 to $50,000 -39 -41 -46 -55
$50,000 to $55,000 -39 -52 -67 -85
$55,000 to $60,000 -3 -12 -21 -33
$60,000 to $75,000 -50 -79 -112 -154

$75,000 to $100,000 163 122 86 44
$100,000 to $125,000 261 235 212 184
$125,000 to $150,000 319 306 296 287

 $150,000+ 305 249 210 180
Total 2 -336 -624 -929

Source: Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, from files ASUM_LEE.XLS, tabs AFOW-SUM & AFRN-SUM (1997)
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Some 1990 census data has been obtained just for the town’s
boundaries.  A few comparisons are shown in Table 12-3 be-
tween Fort Myers Beach characteristics and all of Lee County.  At
Fort Myers Beach, permanent residents are older, live in smaller
households, are more likely to live in multifamily buildings, own
much more expensive homes or condos, but pay only 20% more
in rent.  Although seasonal rentals command premium rents, the
rental market for year-around units is not that much more ex-
pensive than Lee County as a whole.

A more complete set of population data is presented in Table 12-
4.  Note that population data from the U.S. Census is only for
permanent residents.  Housing data is presented in Table 12-5; it
accounts for all housing units, including those occupied by
permanent residents, those occupied by seasonal residents, and
completely vacant units (but not hotel or motel rooms).

Table 12-3 — Census Comparison Between
Fort Myers Beach and Lee County, 1990

Fort Myers
Beach

Lee
County

Median age 55.6 42.0

Persons per occupied household 2.03 2.35

Percentage of units in single-
family detached homes

30.3% 47.9%

Median value of owner-occupied
housing

$133,500 $84,300

Median value of rent $501 $417
Source: 1990 US Census, STF-1A

Table 12-4 — Fort Myers Beach Population Summary, 1990

TOTAL POPULATION (PERMANENT RESIDENTS ONLY) . 5,812
SEX
   Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,827
   Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,985
AGE
   Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 161
   5 to 17 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 355
   18 to 20 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101
   21 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 180
   25 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,355
   45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 681
   55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 425
   60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 590
   65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,213
   75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 615
   85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136
   Median age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55.6
Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 516
   Percent of total population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8.9%
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,964
   Percent of total population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33.8%
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE
Total households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,833
   Family households (families) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,857
      Married-couple families . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,657
         Percent of total households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58.5%
      Other family, male householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56
      Other family, female householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 144
   Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,253
         Percent of total households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44.2%
      Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 765
         Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 399
   Persons living in households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,756
   Persons per household . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2.03

Source: Compiled from 1990 US Census, block group data from File STF-1A
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Table 12-5 — Fort Myers Beach Housing Summary, 1990

TOTAL HOUSING UNITS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,420
OCCUPANCY AND TENURE
   Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,833
      Owner occupied . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,094
         Percent owner occupied . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73.9%
      Renter occupied . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 739
   Vacant housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,587
      For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use . . . . . . .  2,918
  Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.3%
  Rental vacancy rate (percent) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64.0%
   Persons per owner-occupied unit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.04
   Persons per renter-occupied unit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.01
   Units with over 1 person per room . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41
UNITS IN STRUCTURE
   1-unit, detached . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,247
   1-unit, attached . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133
   2 to 4 units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 731
   5 to 9 units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128
   10 or more units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,925
   Mobile home, trailer, other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 256
VALUE
   Specified owner-occupied units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,166
      Less than $50,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
      $50,000 to $99,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 324
      $100,000 to $149,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 360
      $150,000 to $199,999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 214
      $200,000 to $299,999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163
      $300,000 or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89
      Median (dollars) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~$133,500
CONTRACT RENT
   Specified renter-occupied units paying cash rent . . . . . . . . 667
      Less than $250 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
      $250 to $499 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 327
      $500 to $749 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 256
      $750 to $999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30
      $1,000 or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46
      Median (dollars) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~$501

Source: Compiled from 1990 US Census, block group data from File STF-1A

MEETING HOUSING NEEDS

The section describes measures the town can use to further its
goal of keeping a wide variety of housing types available to
people at all stages of their lives (or as stated by Rule 9J-5.010:
“… the means to accomplish the provision of housing with
supporting infrastructure for all current and anticipated future
residents of the town with particular emphasis on the creation or
preservation of affordable housing.”)

This section begins with a summary of current affordable hous-
ing programs, followed by examples of how other barrier island
resort communities have used interlocal agreements for afford-
able housing purposes.  Specific measures are then described for
an overall housing strategy for the Town of Fort Myers Beach.

Existing Affordable Housing Delivery System

Because the town was a part of unincorporated Lee County prior
to incorporation in late 1995, Lee County’s housing program and
services have been available to Fort Myers Beach.  Lee County is
a federally designated “entitlement community,” which means it
is entitled, based on population size and characteristics, to
receive and administer federal and state funds to address a
variety of housing needs ranging from housing rehabilitation
assistance to homelessness.  Lee County is in the third year of its
three-year entitlement cycle, which is due for renewal in October
of 1998.  Since the town was incorporated during the current
cycle, it is still included as an eligible area for expenditure of
funds under the county’s program.

The following summary of the range of federal, state, and local
programs available in Lee County is excerpted from the Lee Plan
Housing Element Update (June 1997):
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Summary of Housing Programs Available
Through Lee County

Public and Private Housing Providers
One form of “housing provider” is a housing department within local
government which handles local, state and federal housing programs.  The
Departments in Lee County Government that handle various aspects of the
county’s housing program include the Department of Human Services’
Community Improvement Division and Division of Social Services which
oversee federal funds and administration and the Community Development
Department which administers state funding and regulatory incentive
programs.

Another public entity that functions as a housing provider is a housing
authority that operates public housing or issues Section 8 certificates and
vouchers to very-low and low-income households.  The Lee County Housing
Authority serves the Lee County area. 

Partnerships among government, non-profits, individual banks or banking
consortiums, and private developers have become one of the most successful
models for providing affordable housing, capitalizing on the capabilities of
each entity.  Such partnerships have been particularly successful in blending
resources and in their ability to attract and leverage money from other
sources.  Local governments often work closely with public or private non-
profit groups to implement their programs and provide assistance to them in
the form of site preparation, impact fee waivers, money for construction or
rehabilitation, access to down payment/closing cost assistance funds, and
operating support.

Federal Programs
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), administered by the federal
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), are available to
entitlement communities throughout the county.  Lee County receives close
to $2 million annually.  These funds may be used for a variety of community
and economic development activities including housing rehabilitation, land
acquisition, site preparation and construction activities for affordable
housing.  The State also receives a share of CDGB funds.  These are
administered by the Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) and are
available to fund projects in non-entitlement communities. 

HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME)
HOME funds are used primarily for new construction of owner units,
rehabilitation of existing housing, down payment assistance, and to some
degree for operating subsidies for nonprofit organizations to carry out the

activities.  HOME funds are available to participating jurisdictions (a function
of population size) and are administered by HUD.  Lee County is a participat-
ing jurisdiction and receives approximately $500,000 in funds annually.
Funds are also allocated to the State and administered by the DCA.  The
Florida HOME program is projected to receive $17 million in 1997 and
provides a competitive annual cycle open to non-profit and non participating
jurisdictions.

HOPE Home Ownership for People Everywhere (HOPE 3)
This program, also administered by HUD, provides grants to acquire and
rehabilitate single family properties for low income households.  Eligible
applicants include private non-profit organizations, public agencies in
cooperation with a private nonprofit organization and cooperative associa-
tions.

Youthbuild
Also administered by HUD, this program is targeted to persons aged 16-24,
providing a means to complete their education while also learning construc-
tion skills building rental, transitional, or homeownership units affordable to
low income persons.  The program is competitive and available to public and
private nonprofit groups.

HUD Section 202 and 811
The Section 202 program is a competitive program providing capital
financing with a 3-5% match requirement for construction of multi-family,
rental, and condominiums to serve the elderly and disabled (low income,
over 62, and/or 100% disabled).

The HUD 811 program is a competitive program providing funds for the
rehabilitation or construction of small multifamily complexes of 8-16 units to
serve the disabled.

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) is an incentive rather than a
subsidy program.  It provides a ten year tax credit against federal tax owed
for investors providing funds to developers to help build or rehabilitate rental
housing for low income households.  The benefits of this approach are that
it rewards investing in meeting the housing needs of the community and
provides a means for non-profit and for-profit developers to leverage
additional money to develop the affordable housing product.  The LIHTC
program in Florida is administered by the Florida Housing Finance Corpora-
tion.  Credits are issued to developers on a competitive basis.

Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)
This act has provided an incentive for banks to improve their record of
making loans to low income borrowers and in “red lined” areas.  Federal
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regulators can now tie permission for mergers and expansions to a commer-
cial lending institution’s record of lending in undeserved areas and communi-
ties.  The Community Reinvestment Act has served to encourage lenders to
develop many innovative financing products and to be a partner in local
affordable housing and redevelopment activities.  The local lenders’
consortium, the Lee County Banking Partnership, has played a valuable role
in making difficult loans for Lee County’s subsidized new construction
program.

State Programs
State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP).
The Florida Housing Finance Agency (FHFA) administers this fund which is
derived from documentary stamp revenues allocated in 1992 as part of the
William A Sadowski Affordable Housing Act. Funds are channeled to Florida
counties and cities that are federal CDBG entitlement communities, including
Lee County, Cape Coral, and Fort Myers. 

The local jurisdiction is required to prepare a yearly spending plan specifying
the amount of money to be spent on various activities and must adopt and
implement an incentive plan that reduces permitting times, provides for a
review of regulatory changes affecting the cost of housing, and a schedule for
the implementation of incentives.

Funds may be used for grants, deferred payment loans, or direct loans and
are targeted to eligible homeownership activities, construction and rehabilita-
tion.  Units produced must be affordable costing no more than 30% of a
family’s income for housing costs.  Nonprofit groups and individuals may
apply to the local government for use of these funds.

State Apartment Incentive Loan (SAIL) Program
This extremely competitive program, administered through the Florida
Housing Finance Agency provides low interest loans to developers to build or
rehabilitate rental housing units that are affordable to very low and low
income households in a mixed income setting.  Private for profit, nonprofit
and public agencies may apply through the annual competition.  Low income
housing tax credits may be provided for successful applications.

Other State Programs:
N Affordable housing guarantee loan program designed to stimulate

private sector lending for affordable housing, administered by FHFA.
N Elderly Homeowner Rehabilitation Program offers grants to local

governments that have housing rehabilitation programs.  Targeted to
very low and low income elderly homeowners.  Administered by DCA.

N FloridaFix provides grants to local government and non-profits to
rehabilitate homes for low income, elderly, or handicapped Florida
residents.  Requires matching funds.  Administered by DCA.

N Homeownership Assistance program provides a no interest second
mortgage loan to low and moderate income home buyers to help cover
down payment and closing costs.  Administered by FHFA.

N Pre-development loan program for site acquisition and site development.
Funds available to public and nonprofit organizations.  Administered by
FHFA.

 N Weatherization Assistance for low income persons provides funds for
energy related repairs for low income households.  Administered by
DCA.

N Community Services Block Grant Program provides grants in aid help to
prevent homelessness by making emergency rent or mortgage payments,
move-in rent, and rent and utility deposits as well as food, shelter,
education and prescriptions.

Local Programs
The Way Home: Home Buyer Training and Counseling program created by
the Lee County Housing Development Corporation and sponsored by Lee
County covers all of the major areas of buying a home from establishing
credit to finance and purchase, to home maintenance.  Homeownership
training is required for all SHIP applicants for new home construction or
down payment assistance.

Special Needs Housing
Lee County has implemented several efforts to address the housing needs of
the elderly, farm workers, developmentally or physically disabled, or
homeless.  Lee County will be the locale for a demonstration project to
develop a model program m for providing homeownership opportunities for
people with developmental disabilities and has assisted special needs housing
through providing SHIP funding for a variety of projects ranging from a single
family owner occupied home for a disabled family, to participation in a 16
unit apartment complex using HUD 811 funds.  Assisted elder housing is
provided through the HUD 202 program.

To address the compounding problems of homelessness and mental
illness/substance abuse, Lee County received more than $4 million Support-
ive Housing Program (SHP) grant from HUD which supports services through
the joint applicants, the Ruth Cooper Center and the Salvation Army.  Lee
County is a recent designee as a “Champion Community, which qualifies it for
a number of benefits under the Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community
programs such as Youthbuild and the Homeless Assistance Program.
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Coordinating Entities
N Affordable Housing Advisory Committee consists of 22 members

representing various professions and interests related to affordable
housing and is chaired by a member of the Board of County Commission-
ers.

N Housing and Community Development Committee, administered by the
Department of Human Services provides review of proposals, and
provides public input on all federally funded programs.

N Coalition of Emergency Assistance Providers is a forum for coordination
and networking administered by the Lee County Division of Social
Services and consists of 115 members from local government, public and
private service providers.

N Homeless Coalition is a forum for coordinating services among more
than 200 direct service providers, local government, community based
organizations, church groups and others, administered by the Lee
County Department of Human Services.

N The HUD homeownership partnership is a HUD organized partnership
of local housing providers and lenders to increase homeownership
opportunities in Lee County.  The partnership will prepare a directory of
programs and resources including sponsoring a housing fair.

Intergovernmental Cooperative Agreements

Both the federal government and the state now encourage juris-
dictions to enter into cooperative agreements to provide afford-
able housing.  Such agreements can create broader opportunities
to address constraints to housing affordability such as high land
cost, coastal high-hazard location, and limited available land.

The City of Sanibel and Lee County have an interlocal agreement
to provide a portion of funding for Sanibel’s “below market rate”
rental program.  This program is run by a non-profit housing
development corporation, Community Housing & Resources, Inc.
(CHR).  CHR is a community-based organization committed to
providing housing opportunities on the island targeted to per-
sons and their families who work there.  This program is tar-
geted toward teachers, police officers, and retail and service
workers whose wages would not be sufficient to afford market-
rate housing on Sanibel.  With continuing financial assistance
from the City of Sanibel and Lee County, CHR has acquired or
built almost 50 rental units which they continue to manage. 

Tenants are selected according to a point system, with priority
given to employment on Sanibel.  CHR is also in the process of
building a senior citizens’ housing project on Sanibel.

The City of Naples uses a different approach.  It is entitled to
receive federal funds directly, but faces the constraint of very
high land costs.  Naples has entered into a cooperative agree-
ment with Collier County that provides for sharing of resources
so that housing can be provided where most feasible (not neces-
sarily within the city).  The agreement authorizes Collier County
to administer the State Housing Initiative Partnership (SHIP)
program on behalf of the city.  It also establishes cooperative
measures to encourage the development of 500 affordable
housing units within a specific urban area boundary, but not
necessarily within the city limits, to be constructed either by
individual homeowners at scattered sites or by developers of
large complexes.  The agreement also provides the flexibility to
spend the city’s CDBG funds in unincorporated Collier County if
the city council determines that an eligible activity warrants
assistance with their funds.  

The City of Punta Gorda has an interlocal agreement with Char-
lotte County to participate in the county’s SHIP program.  In
exchange for receiving the city’s estimated $278,000 in annual
SHIP funds, the county staff make a good-faith effort to award
funding for specific affordable housing projects within Punta
Gorda.  The City of Punta Gorda also promotes housing afford-
ability through both their Community Redevelopment Agency
and their Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) pro-
gram.  These two city-administered programs provide mortgage
down-payment grants to low- and moderate-income first-time
homebuyers, and offer periodic assistance to current low- and
moderate-income homeowners needing assistance in rehabilitat-
ing their homes.

Longboat Key has an agreement with Sarasota County that
allows the town to submit projects to Sarasota County’s CDBG
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program for funding consideration, in exchange for the county’s
including the town’s population for the purposes of qualifying
the county as an entitlement community.

The housing situation at Town of Fort Myers Beach is somewhat
different than each of the examples above.  Fort Myers Beach
does not have a large enough low-income population to qualify
on its own for federal funds (or to compete effectively for state
programs that are not tied to federal eligibility).  However, the
town does have low-income persons, persons with special needs,
and a shortage of low- and moderate-income housing that could
benefit from funding and services through Lee County’s pro-
grams. 

If an acceptable agreement cannot be reached with Lee County,
the town could still apply on its own for certain federal and state
funds.  Federal CDBG money, for example, is provided not only
to entitlement communities throughout the country but also to
states, who then distribute funds to local governments.  There is
often great competition for these funds from project proponents
throughout Florida from municipalities with greater concentra-
tions of low-income households than Fort Myers Beach.  Also,
many of these grants do not cover costs of administration, re-
quiring local governments to add staff to run these programs,
many of which are time-intensive especially if effective outreach
is conducted.

The terms of an agreement with the county could be as simple as
the county’s naming the Town of Fort Myers Beach in its federal
and state housing plans as an area where they may spend money
for eligible projects.  Ideally such an agreement would guarantee
town residents a reasonable share of county housing expendi-
tures (not necessarily each year, but on a cumulative basis over
time).  The town could agree to pay a portion of staff and ad-
ministrative costs if a project is funded.  The town could act as
liaison between Lee County and individual community members,
community based non-profit groups, private developers, and

partnerships seeking funding or other assistance available throu-
gh federal and state programs.  In this manner, the town’s citi-
zens would be able to take full advantage of relevant programs
without the town’s needing to increase staff or administer com-
plex programs. 

The community revitalization program proposed in this compre-
hensive plan’s Community Design Element does not depend on
federal or state subsidies.  However, to assist the needs of all
segments of the community and to have access to the full range
of funding options and services, it would be in the town’s inter-
est to retain its standing as an area eligible for these funds.  This
would also be advantageous in the aftermath of a severe hurri-
cane.

Proposed Housing Strategies

To implement the town’s goal of keeping a wide variety of hous-
ing types available to people at all stages of their lives, the town
needs a housing strategy which:

# Provides liaison and technical assistance in linking eligi-
ble activities to partnerships and governmental funding
sources;

# Encourages a variety of housing types and cost ranges;
# Focuses planning efforts on specific areas that are in

transition and reinforces the quality of existing stable
neighborhoods;

# Implements an incentive-driven regulatory system and
the town’s new policy regarding accessory apartments;

# Promotes revitalization of existing housing including
historic structures; and

# Assists service workers to find suitable housing on the
island.
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Figure 4, Percentage of permanent housing occupied by renters, 1990
Figure 5, Median monthly rent for permanent housing, 1990

The proposed agreement with Lee County to continue participa-
tion in their federal and state housing programs would be the
component of this strategy that directly aids the immediate
needs of individual low- and moderate-income community
members. 

The town’s housing strategy would be accomplished for the most
part through private-sector activity, given the appropriate incen-
tives and regulatory framework and a healthy economic climate. 
In the downtown area, the town could also encourage housing
revitalization for all income levels through a Downtown Redevel-
opment Agency that could assemble land, make public improve-
ments, and create revolving loan programs (with or without
federal or state subsidies).

The town’s efforts to encourage the private sector to continue
providing affordable housing should be based on realistic strate-
gies that are carefully targeted at the most suitable geographic

areas within the town.  The 1990 Census was examined for data
that would confirm or contradict the town’s initial strategy of
combining neighborhood revitalization and affordable housing. 
The data displayed in the following four maps is based on hous-
ing units occupied only by “permanent residents,” whether those
residents own their own home or rent from others.  Housing
units occupied by seasonal residents in 1990 were counted by
the Census but are not reported on these maps.  All Census data
was organized by “block groups,” of which there were 11 on
Estero Island (see full data in Table 12-6 and Figure 8).  The
following maps illustrate the most important data using these
same block groups.

Figure 4 below shows the percentage of permanent housing that
was occupied by renters in 1990, which ranged from 15% to
42%.  Figure 5 shows the median monthly rent for permanent
housing in 1990, which ranged from $391 to $1001.
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Figure 6, Median year that permanent housing units were built
Figure 7, Percentage of households using alternate means of commuting, 1990

Figure 6 shows the median year that permanent housing units in
each block group were built (an equal number of permanent
housing units were built before and after the median year).  The
significance of this data is that older housing at Fort Myers
Beach was often of modest size and quality, as well as likely to
have deteriorated in condition due to its age.  Older housing
stocks can often be economically retrofitted for continued use.

Figure 7 shows the percentage of permanent housing units
whose occupants use alternate travel modes to their jobs, in this
case traveling by foot, bicycle, or motorcycle.  No bus usage was
reported by the 1990 Census.  These percentages range from 0%
to 19%.  Given the absence of bus trips, the higher percentages
were close to commercial areas where many jobs were available. 
This data is significant because one of the town’s major housing
goals is to accommodate employees in suitable housing that is
close to employment, in an effort to avoid the cost and conges-
tion impacts of being forced to commute by private car.

Other 1990 data on retirement income and market value of
housing was examined, but was inconclusive as to spatial distri-
bution within the town.

The data reported on Figures 4 through 7 supports the town’s
initial strategy of combining neighborhood revitalization with
affordable housing.  Existing housing from Crescent Street to the
elementary school has a high percentage of rentals available to
year-round residents; has low rents; is older and likely in need of
substantial rehabilitation; and is in close proximity to jobs that
residents can reach without a private car.

The town’s housing strategy should therefore focus on the geo-
graphic areas discussed in the next section and use methods such
as those listed there to promote the community’s design, revital-
ization, and housing goals.
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Table 12-6 — 1990 Census Data Illustrated in Figures 4, 5, 6, & 7

Census
Tract

Block
Group

(Figure 4) (Figure 5) (Figure 6) (Figure 7)
% Renters Median Rent Median Year Built % Alt. Commuting

601 3 30% $525 1974 19%
" 4 42% $471 1965 17%
" 5 27% $453 1971 6%
" 6 25% $785 1971 0%
" 7 31% $691 1974 0%

602 1 33% $1,001 1975 0%
" 2 28% $572 1975 7%
" 3 24% (data not available) 1973 0%
" 4 21% $598 1977 9%
" 5 16% $762 1979 3%
" 6 15% $748 1981 0%

Sources: 1990 U.S. Census:
STF-1A (H-03) STF-3A (H-43A) STF-3A (H-25A) STF-3A (P-49)

Proposed Housing Strategies by Geographic Area

Downtown
Promote new construction and rehabilitation of existing struc-
tures for compact moderate-priced housing on Crescent Street
consisting of multi-family units of various sizes, targeted for
year-round occupancy for persons who wish to live or work
downtown, through:
# The regulatory framework and incentives provided through

the redevelopment overlay zone;
# Activities of a Downtown Redevelopment Agency (see

Community Design Element Policy 3-D-1) such as land
assembly, low-interest revolving loans, and provision of
infrastructure (drainage, sidewalks, streetscape, under-
grounding of utilities etc.); and

# Other measures to encourage residential uses over retail
throughout the downtown area.

Heart of the Island – Civic Center
Promote the revitalization of School Street as a walkable palm-
lined street of restored and infill cottages for residential use, live-
work spaces such as studios or galleries, and small-scale spe-
cialty retail uses consistent with the historic theme with retail on
the ground floor and residential above.
# Prepare regulations that would allow a compatible mix of

uses and would ease setback and parking requirements to
accommodate the unique needs of renovations of existing
and move-on cottages.

# Provide architectural and design guidelines which illustrate
cost-effective rehabilitation techniques consistent with the
historic theme.

# In partnership with the Estero Island Historic Society, seek
grant funds to reduce costs of move-on and rehabilitation of
historic cottages.

The Red Coconut-Gulf View Colony area
Support the continued use of the Red Coconut-Gulf View area as
a pleasant home for visitors and long-term residents, and provide

Figure 8, Census Tracts and Block Groups, 1990
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Figure 9, Oldest structures on Estero Island

a pre-approved redevelopment option for a traditional neighbor-
hood with a variety of housing types.
# Use the criteria in Community Design Element Policy 3-D-6

to evaluate any other redevelopment proposals for the Red
Coconut-Gulf View properties, with a particular emphasis on
the provision of a variety of housing types including single
family, townhouse, apartment, and mixed use, with the
more durable housing types and residential above commer-
cial located along Estero Boulevard.

Near-Town Neighborhoods
The residential areas on the Bay side of Estero Boulevard near
downtown, while pleasant, walkable, and convenient, are also
showing signs of deterioration.  First platted in 1915 and subse-
quently subdivided into smaller lots, the area has lots smaller
than today’s standard of 7,500 square feet and has been devel-
oped at higher densities than are currently allowed.  There are
many single vacant lots and numerous rental units, some of
which have been poorly maintained.  The most historic buildings
in Fort Myers Beach are located here (see Figure 9).

Methods to encourage revitalization of the older near-town 
residential areas using traditional neighborhood techniques for
renovations and infill include:
# Modifying current regulations that have, to date, been a

barrier to redevelopment, including lot size, setback, and
parking requirements;

# Encouraging the cottage design tradition of front porches
and decks to help frame public spaces and define private
areas, promoting neighborhood safety;

# Permitting quiet home offices (and possibly other mixed
uses); and

# Developing measures to protect residential areas from intru-
sion by poorly regulated short-term rentals.

In addition, income-qualifying homeowners can participate in
the following programs that promote revitalization:
# Lee County’s Community Improvement Office conducts a

housing rehabilitation program for very-low- and low-in-
come families.  It also administers an affordable homestead
program which purchases foreclosed single-family homes,
rehabilitates them, and sells them to eligible families.

# CDBG, HOME, and SHIP funds are also available for
income-qualifying owners of homes constructed over 50
years ago.  (Some grants for historic rehabilitations are
available through the county’s Community Development
Department that are not tied to income eligibility.)

# Weatherization and energy improvements grants are avail-
able for eligible households through Lee County, which
administers this program for the Florida Department of
Community Affairs.

# Lee County occasionally offers federal and state funds and
grants to rehabilitate historic housing.

Neighborhood Stability Throughout the Town
Protect the stability of all residential areas through:
# Enforcement of the town’s new policy on accessory apart-

ments;
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# Implementation of the residential streets program that
provides guidelines and technical assistance to neighbor-
hoods that wish to improve their public spaces as civic
projects (Community Design Policy 2-B-2)

# Fostering safe, comfortable, and attractive neighborhoods
through such design measures as:
N Promoting walkable streets;
N Promoting streets as the neighborhood realm, differenti-

ated from private areas;
N Provide, in the land development code, opportunities to:
N Bring buildings closer to the street, with the private

space on the other side of the structure’s wall and to use
N Use the elevation required by flood regulations (rather

than a deep front yard) to create privacy;
N Use front porches, decks, picket fences, and other “cot-

tage” elements to define space and promote a natural
surveillance of the street.

Regulations and Incentives for Affordable Housing

Clear and consistent rules and streamlined permitting can be a
significant factor in holding down the cost of construction and
therefore contributing to housing affordability.  As the town
prepares its land development code and regulatory process,
procedures should be identified by which residential or mixed-
use projects, including moderate-cost housing, can be reviewed
promptly and approved if they meet the town’s requirements.

In addition, the town could consider other methods to reduce the
cost of constructing or rehabilitating housing, such as:
# Graduated impact fees so that small units or housing de-

signed for island employees would pay less than larger
housing units.

# Reducing restrictions on improvements to non-conforming
buildings without triggering the requirement for elevation
above expected flood levels.

# Supporting DCA’s proposed “residential construction mitiga-
tion program” to help lower-income residents to retrofit

their homes to increase their safety and protect their invest-
ments before a disaster occurs, through low-interest loans or
grants.

Other Housing Measures

This element is required to describe how Fort Myers Beach will
provide affordable housing; eliminate substandard conditions;
provide adequate sites for housing, group homes, and foster care
facilities; address relocation; and preserve historically significant
housing.  Previous discussions in this element described means
for providing affordable housing and for promoting rehabilita-
tion to eliminate substandard conditions. 

There are no group homes or foster care facilities licensed or
funded by the state anywhere in the town; however, the town’s
current Land Development Regulations provide for the place-
ment of group homes in compliance with Chapter 419, F.S. 

The town should maintain an inventory of substandard housing
and pursue the elimination of such conditions through encourag-
ing revitalization using the above described measures and
through code enforcement activity where necessary.

None of the town’s anticipated revitalization activities would
cause residential displacement.  Where federal funds are being
used to rehabilitate housing, temporary lodging can be funded
by CDBG money.

Tables 13-1 and 13-2 in the Historic Preservation Element pro-
vide an inventory of structures at Fort Myers Beach that are
listed on the Florida Master Site File as historically significant. 
Identification and promoting rehabilitation of historically signifi-
cant housing should be an ongoing activity of the town in part-
nership with the Estero Island Historic Society, particularly as it
relates to the most important historic buildings and aiding indi-
vidual housing rehabilitation efforts. 
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of housing issues in this element, the
following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted into the Fort
Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 12: To keep a wide variety of housing
types available to people at all
stages of their lives.

OBJECTIVE 12-A GENERAL HOUSING STRATEGIES —
Maintain or increase 1997 fed-
eral/state funding levels for
affordable housing; maintain an
adequate supply of land to meet
forecasted housing needs; and
maintain current levels of on-island
housing suitable for employees
working within the town.

POLICY 12-A-1 The town shall pursue the following
affordable housing strategies: 
i. Provide liaison and technical assis-

tance in linking eligible activities to
partnerships and governmental
funding sources;

ii. Encourage a variety of housing types
and cost ranges through flexible
provisions in the Land Development
Code (see Policy 12-C-1);

iii. Focus planning efforts on specific
areas that are in transition, such as the
near-town neighborhoods between
Times Square and Bay Oaks, and
reinforces the quality of existing stable
neighborhoods;

iv. Implement an incentive-driven
regulatory system and the town’s new

policy regarding accessory apartments
(see Policy 4-C-7); 

v. Promote revitalization of existing
housing including historic structures
(see specific programs in the Historic
Preservation Element); and

vi. Assist service workers to find suitable
housing on the island.

POLICY 12-A-2 This plan’s Future Land Use Map shall
continually designate sufficient residential
and mixed-use land for varying housing
densities and housing types to
accommodate the town’s forecasted housing
needs through build-out.

POLICY 12-A-3 The town shall help provide access to
affordable housing services for its residents
with special attention to the needs of its
low-income and “special needs” population.
i. The town shall seek an agreement with

Lee County to retain the town’s standing
as an eligible area for expenditures
under the county’s federal and state
entitlement programs, provided
assurances are made that town
residents received a reasonable share of
these expenditures over time.  Unless
determined to be infeasible or
undesirable, the town shall enter into a
cooperative agreement with Lee County
before October 1998.

ii. The town shall promote the use of
public-private partnerships wherever
feasible to accomplish the
implementation of its housing
objectives.  Such partnerships could
include a Downtown Redevelopment
Agency, non-profit housing providers,
and private developers and builders.
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iii. Encourage local lenders to provide
affordable homeownership
opportunities (including needed
renovations) through programs such
as mortgage assistance, reduced
closing costs, and lower interest rates.

POLICY 12-A-4 The town shall strive to eliminate
substandard housing conditions and
improve the structural and aesthetic
qualities of existing housing.  The town
shall identify unsafe or substandard
structures and take appropriate actions to
address such conditions by adopting the
Standard Housing Code by 1999 and
enforcing it to regulate conditions in rental
housing.  Emphasis shall be on renovation
rather than demolition wherever possible. 

POLICY 12-A-5 If ever necessary, the town shall provide
equitable housing for citizens who must be
relocated through government action
supported by federal funds consistent with
Chapter 421.55 F.S.

POLICY 12-A-6 The town shall update this element using a
state-approved methodology after census
data for the year 2000 is available and no
later than the town’s next scheduled
evaluation and appraisal report.

OBJECTIVE 12-B NEIGHBORHOOD-SPECIFIC
HOUSING STRATEGIES — This plan’s
vision for revitalized and stable
neighborhoods shall guide
neighborhood-specific strategies to
upgrade the housing stock and
maintain a wide range of housing
types and costs.

POLICY 12-B-1 DOWNTOWN (TIMES SQUARE) —
Promote new construction and

rehabilitation of existing structures for
compact moderate-priced housing on
Crescent Street consisting of multi-family
units of various sizes, targeted for year-
round occupancy for persons who wish to
live or work downtown, through:
i. The regulatory framework and

incentives provided through the
redevelopment overlay zone;

ii. Activities of a Downtown
Redevelopment Agency (if established,
see Community Design Element Policy
3-D-1) such as land assembly, provision
of infrastructure (drainage, sidewalks,
streetscape, undergrounding of utilities
etc), and low-interest revolving loans.

iii. Other measures to encourage residential
uses over retail throughout the down-
town area.

POLICY 12-B-2 HEART OF THE ISLAND – CIVIC
CENTER — Promote the revitalization of
the School Street (see Community Design
Policy 3-A-4) as a walkable palm-lined
street of restored and infill cottages for
residential use, live-work spaces such as
studios or galleries, and small-scale
specialty retail uses consistent with the
historic theme with retail on the ground
floor and residential above.
i. Prepare regulations that would allow a

compatible mix of uses and would ease
setback and parking requirements to
accommodate the unique needs of
renovations of existing and move-on
cottages.

ii. Provide architectural and design guide-
lines which illustrate cost-effective
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rehabilitation techniques consistent
with the historic theme.

iii. In partnership with the Estero Island
Historic Society, seek grant funds to
reduce costs of move-on and
rehabilitation of historic cottages.

POLICY 12-B-3 RED COCONUT/GULFVIEW COLONY
AREA — Support the continued use of the
Red Coconut/Gulfview Colony area (see
Community Design Policy 3-A-5) as a
pleasant home for visitors and long-term
residents, and provide a pre-approved
option for redevelopment as a traditional
neighborhood with a variety of housing
types.

POLICY 12-B-4 NEAR-TOWN NEIGHBORHOODS —
Revitalize the older near-town residential
areas using traditional neighborhood
techniques for renovations and infill (see
Community Design Policy 3-B-1), using
methods such as:
i. Modify current regulations that have

proven to be barriers to
redevelopment.

ii. Encourage the cottage design tradition
of front porches and decks to help
frame public spaces and define private
areas, promoting neighborhood safety.

iii. Permit quiet home offices (and
possibly other mixed uses as
determined appropriate).

iv. Protect residential areas from
intrusion by poorly regulated short-
term rentals.

v. Provide access to federal and state
housing programs available to income-
qualifying owners through Lee
County’s programs.

OBJECTIVE 12-C REVISE THE CURRENT REGULATORY
SYSTEM — Complete a thorough
revision of the town’s land
development regulations by the end
of 1999 to provide clear and
consistent rules for development
and redevelopment.

POLICY 12-C-1 The town’s zoning and development
regulations shall allow a variety of lot sizes,
densities, and housing types.

POLICY 12-C-2 Implement the town’s new policy on
accessory apartments in residential
neighborhoods and include standards by
which to measure compliance.

POLICY 12-C-3 Adopt the Standard Existing Buildings Code
by 1999 (see Historic Preservation Policy
13-B-6).

POLICY 12-C-4 The land development regulations shall
include measures to implement Chapter
419 F.S. about the proper siting of group
homes and foster care facilities.

POLICY 12-C-5 Consider (and implement as feasible)
various methods to reduce the cost of con-
structing or rehabilitating housing, such as:
i. adjusting impact fee schedules so that

small units or housing designed for
island employees would pay less than
larger housing units;

ii. supporting DCA’s new “residential
construction mitigation program” to
help lower-income residents retrofit
their homes to increase their safety and
protect their investments before a
disaster occurs using low-interest loans
or grants;

iii. considering a bonus system to allow
densities above what is normally
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allowed if reserved for housing in a
price range affordable by low- or
moderate-income residents; or

iv. relaxing rules that require many sound
buildings to be elevated above
expected flood levels before they can
be structurally improved.

OBJECTIVE 12-D HISTORICALLY SIGNIFICANT
HOUSING — Retain at least 90% of
the town’s historically significant
housing for residential uses (or
appropriate adaptive re-uses).

POLICY 12-D-1 The town shall maintain the inventory of
historic structures contained in the Historic
Preservation Element.

POLICY 12-D-2 The town, in cooperation with the Estero
Island Historic Society, will assist owners of
historically significant housing in locating
funds to restore or rehabilitate their homes. 
Assistance may be provided to move
buildings if there is no other option to save
the home.

POLICY 12-D-3 The town shall consider other incentives to
encourage renovation of historic structures,
as detailed in the Historic Preservation
Element.  Such incentives could include
property tax relief, transfer of development
rights, and below-market interest rate
loans.
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Figure 1, Fort Myers Beach School

INTRODUCTION

This Historic Preservation Element describes the historical back-
drop of Fort Myers Beach and provides a guide for preserving its
heritage.  A “vision” is articulated for the future of the town that
integrates the architectural, archaeological, and cultural heritage
of Fort Myers Beach.  Goals, objectives, and policies are pre-
sented that will enhance the town’s natural, historic, and cultural
systems and ensure their sustainability for future generations.

The historic resources of Fort Myers Beach
have been surveyed through Lee County
historic and archaeological surveys that
were conducted in 1986 and 1987
respectively, with a historic update in 1992. 
The 1989 Lee Plan contained a Historic
Preservation Element with extensive infor-
mation about the history of Lee County and
a brief analysis of Estero Island’s historic re-
sources taken from the survey documenta-
tion, which had identified about fifty sites
of historic interest at Fort Myers Beach.

This new Historic Preservation Element
for the Town of Fort Myers Beach focuses
on the history of Estero Island and its

environs, maps the one hundred potentially historic structures
identified to date, and identifies opportunities for furthering the
town’s vision through preservation and stewardship of historic
resources.  In addition, the element analyzes Lee County’s his-
toric preservation program for its potential use by the Town of
Fort Myers Beach.

This element begins with an overview of the history of Fort
Myers Beach and its environs, highlighting its evolution from an
uninhabited island in the midst of ancient Indian cultures to
today’s urbanized resort community.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT
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Figure 2, Late prehistoric settlement pattern (Widmer 1988)

OVERVIEW OF LOCAL HISTORY 1

When Spaniards arrived in southwest Florida in the 16th century,
they discovered a large well-established society of people, the
Calusa.  The Calusa were successful hunter-fisher-gatherers but
also accomplished engineers and artists; they had sophisticated
political and belief systems which included elaborate rituals and
the concept of an afterlife.  Masks, figureheads, boxes, and bowls
unearthed in 1896 at the Key Marco site are among “the most
renowned artifacts produced by Native Americans.” (Marquardt
1996, Gilliland 1975, Cushing 1973)

At their peak, the Calusa were dominant over much of the south-
ern half of the Florida peninsula and received “tribute” from
towns throughout south Florida.  Their paramount chief, called
Carlos by the Spanish, ruled his empire from an island town
known as Calos, believed to be Mound Key.  In 1566 over 4,000
men and women gathered to witness ceremonies in which the
Calusa king made a temporary alliance with Spanish governor
Pedro Menéndez de Avilés. (Marquardt 1996, Solís de Merás
1964)  

The Calusa were a hunter-fisher-gatherer society that did not
raise crops.  They lived off the rich food resources of the highly
productive estuarine environment (see map of their villages in
Figure 2).  For archaeologist Bill Marquardt, this raised the
question that if the Calusa understood the complex and produc-
tive environment well enough to prosper for hundreds of years

without damaging it, how far back did this knowledge go?  His
research provides solid evidence that the rich estuarine environ-
ment was established and was available to people much earlier
than 500 BC as previously thought.  Marquardt reports that the
maritime adaptation of southwest Florida becomes archaeologi-
cally visible in deposits that began to accumulate around 4500

1Special note should be given to the people whose study and
writings have contributed directly to this overview: William H. Marquardt
Ph.D., Curator in Archaeology for the Florida Museum of Natural History;
Randolph J. Widmer Ph.D., archaeologist and author of The Evolution of
the Calusa; Arden Arrington, public relations chair for the Randell
Research Center at Pineland and owner of Calusa Coast Outfitters
Educational Tours; Gloria Sajgo of the Lee County Planning Division; Rolfe
F. Schell’s History of Fort Myers Beach; and the 1989 Lee Plan Historic
Preservation Element. The photographs in this element were provided
courtesy of Lee County except where noted.
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BC, with evidence of oyster shell middens on Horr’s Island in that
period; he concludes that by 2800 BC, Horr’s Island was occupied
by people who exploited a variety of fish and shell fish. (Walker
1995, Marquardt 1992)

Further research and new techniques using a fine-screen sifting
method revealed that fish as well as shellfish were the dietary
stables of coastal peoples, and that plants such as saw palmetto,
cabbage palm, and seagrape were used for food, fuel, and raw
materials for the manufacture of tools, containers, clothing,
shelter, watercraft, weapons, and fishing gear (including nets). 
Researchers have concluded that early settled people lived on the
this coast year-around, much as the later Calusa people did. 
(Marquardt 1996)

Environmental archaeologist Karen Jo Walker’s study of associ-
ated species that had lived on shellfish gathered for food, led to
the documentation of sea level fluctuations which are important
to understanding shallow estuarine settings.  We now know from
evidence at Pineland that the Gulf of Mexico rose in approxi-
mately 300 AD to a level four feet higher than it is today, and
then dropped six feet within a 100-year period.  Such research
provides, in Walker’s words, “powerful tools for the investigation
of past and future global climatic processes.” (Walker et al. 1994,
Arrington 1997a)

In Marquardt’s words, “The Calusa story lends itself very well to
environmental education because the archaeological story is also
the story of the Charlotte Harbor estuarine system [of which
Estero Island is a part].  The Calusa way of life is the result of a
long succession of decisions about how to relate to the physical
environment and to other people, …an example of how the study
of the past teaches us about today’s world.” (Marquardt 1996)

Historical records and memoirs help weave together the history
of Estero Island and its surroundings following the first known
contact with the Spanish explorers.  In 1513 Juan Ponce de León
explored the area of Charlotte Harbor, Sanibel, and Estero Island

only two months after he made the first European landing on
the east coast of Florida.  His expedition was met by a hostile
aboriginal group of Calusa Indians.  Under pretense of arranging
a meeting with Carlos, the Calusa were able to muster 80 war
canoes to repel Ponce de León (Widmer 1988).  

The Freducci map, dated to 1514-1515, appears to correlate
with Ponce’s voyage of discovery.  The map provides a place
name in the vicinity of Fort Myers Beach—Stababa, a native
word—which was probably the name for Estero Bay.  Most
modern archaeologists agree that the village called Calos, the
capital town of the Calusa Indians encountered by Ponce’s
expedition, was located on Mound Key, where the large mounds
and shell middens can still be seen.

Ponce de León returned in 1521 (following the brief visits of
three other Spanish explorers in the interim) with missionaries,
domestic animals, and farm implements to establish a settle-
ment.  The Calusa attacked the settlement, wounding Ponce de
León, who fled to Cuba where he died of his wounds.  

Pedro Menéndez de Avilés arrived at Estero Bay in 1566 shortly
after establishing St. Augustine.  He had come to secure La
Florida for Spain and to make the peninsula safe for shipwreck
survivors, mainly Christians lost from Spain’s yearly treasure
fleets who were either killed or held captive by the Calusa.
(Lyon 1974, Arrington 1997b).  

Menéndez’s first encounter with the Calusa makes a fascinating
story.  In his first meeting with the Calusa king Carlos,
Menéndez invited him to come aboard his brigantine where they
exchanged gifts.  Menéndez was then invited to visit Carlos.  The
visit was a “gala affair” to which all Indians in the neighboring
areas were invited, in order to put up a great show of strength. 
Menéndez brought 200 armed men, musicians, singers, and
dancers.  Carlos then presented Menéndez with his older sister
in marriage.  According to Rolfe Schell’s retelling of this story,
“Antonia, as she was named by the Spanish, had also been a
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former wife of her brother Carlos.  Menéndez, already married,
and not wishing to couple with the not-too-comely sister, tried to
refuse, but in the end was forced for diplomatic reasons to ac-
cept.  The marriage was announced and consummated that
evening.  Later the bride was sent back to Havana for education
in Christianity while her husband left to further explore the
peninsula.  Later, he returned her to her brother, who, incensed
that there was no child and offended by Menéndez’ neglect of his
sister, told the Spanish to leave his country.” (Lewis 1969, Schell
1980)

In 1567 the Spaniards established a fort and Jesuit mission, San
Antonio de Carlos, in the capital town of the Calusa.  The pur-
poses of the fort/mission were to protect shipwrecked Spaniards
from the Indians and convert the Calusa to Christianity.  Calusa
resistance to conversion and mounting tensions between the two
groups resulted in conflict.  In an attempt to bring the Indians
under control, the Spanish soldiers stationed at the mission
executed the Calusa king and two high-ranking nobles. This did
little to change the deeply rooted problems, and later the Span-
iards executed the new Calusa king and many other leaders. 
After witnessing the murder of a second king, the remaining
Calusa burned their village and abandoned it.  Shortly after this,
the Spaniards abandoned the mission.  (Lewis 1969, Marquardt
1994).

Many researchers believe that Mound Key was “Calos,” the
capital town of the Calusa.  Geographically and archaeologically,
the island meets a number of requirements that other southwest
Florida archaeological sites lack.  The Spaniards described the
capital town as a village of a thousand people situated on an
island in the middle of a bay two days’ sail north of Havana.  This
places the capital somewhere between Key Marco (now Marco
Island) and Punta Gorda.  Of all the Calusa sites large enough to
contain such a village, only Mound Key and Useppa Island are
located “in the middle of a bay.”  However, Spanish artifacts
dating to the sixteenth-century mission period have been found
in significant quantities only on Mound Key. (Marquardt 1994)

The writings of Jesuit priest Juan Rogel and geographer López
de Velasco reveal that the first mission was set up “in the court
of the kings, …two arquebus shots from the north shore.”  When
the 1567 mission was established, the Spaniards probably
moved into 36 Indian houses and built one house of their own. 
A “thicket fence” was constructed around the compound delin-
eating the fort of San Antonio de Carlos.  Assuming that the
Calusa capital remained in the same location until a later Fran-
ciscan mission attempt in 1697, the location of the latter mission
may be the same.  The Franciscans tell of building their church
near the house of the cacique (chief), and other Spanish chroni-
clers note that the missions were in identical locations.  As in
1567, the 1697 missionaries estimated that approximately a
thousand people inhabited the capital town.  What actually
happened to the thousand Calusa people who lived in the village
of the king remains a mystery. (Lewis 1969, Hann 1991,
Marquardt 1994)

In 1743, a Jesuit expedition from Cuba found a beleaguered
remnant of the Calusa alongside remnants of natives of the
Florida Keys, facing dissolution as a result of thirty years of
attacks by natives identified as Uchise.  Many of the Calusa
migrated to Cuba and suffered heavy loss of life by disease
there.  By the 1750s, the Calusa culture as we now understand it
had essentially been erased. (Marquardt 1987, Hann 1991)

By 1765, Cuban fisherfolk of Spanish descent had established
fishing operations on San Carlos Bay, consisting of thatched
homes with extensive sheds for drying fish and storehouses for
provisions.  By 1824 fishing ranchos were also located at
Gasparilla Island, Shell Island, Fisherman’s Key, Punta Rassa,
and Estero Island.  In 1832 a customs district was established to
control the fisheries and to control smuggling.  Seminoles began
to appear in the area as they were forced south by the military
and settlers in northern Florida. (Walker 1995, Lee Plan 1989)
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Figure 3, 166 Chapel Street

Although corsairs and pirates probably visited both coasts of
Florida during the late 1700s and early 1800s, much of the lore
surrounding their activities in southwest Florida is exactly that —
undocumented lore and local legend.  Stories include that of the
first honeymoon couple, Captain Rackam (Calico Jack) and Anne
Bonny and their crew, said to have spent many days on Estero
Island in 1720 while repairing their vessel.  Stories attributed to
Juan Gomez, a hermit who died near Panther Key in 1900 at the
age of 73, tell of pirates escaping detection by sailing in behind
Estero Island.  One pirate, “Black Augustus,” retired to Black
Island, south of Estero Island where he lived in poverty.  The
John Butterfield family, who squatted on Mound Key in the early
1870s, traded food with him until his death in 1884. (Schell
1980)

Mainland Indians rebelled against pressure from settlers moving
deeper south into Florida following its purchase from Spain in
1821.  Indians attacked a small group traveling with Major
Francis L. Dade, and initiated in 1835 what was known as the
Second Seminole War.  (The first was a series of skirmishes from
1817 to 1821.)  After seven years of fighting a war in the Indian
style, seldom in the open, an agreement was made giving the few
remaining Indians the territory from Charlotte Harbor and the
Peace River on the north to Lake Okeechobee and Shark River on
the east.  Almost 4,000 Indians were deported during the war
period.  The Seminole wars broke out again in 1850, and a new
post, Fort Myers, was established at Fort Harvie, which eventu-
ally became the town of Fort Myers.  Other posts including Fort
Dulaney at Punta Rassa, were re-established and then finally
abandoned after 1858. (Schell 1980, Lee Plan 1989)
The 1862 Homestead Act allowed settlers to claim large home-
steads.  The first homestead in the general area was Frank John-
son’s, which included all of Mound Key.  In the 1870s, the Sam
Ellis family lived on the shell mound at what would become the
end of Connecticut Avenue; they later moved to Sanibel Island. 
At that time there is said to have been one family each on Estero
Island, Black Island, Mound Key, and Dog Key.  In 1894 Dr.
Cyrus Teed, leader of the Koreshan Unity, came to Estero Island. 

Although he eventually established his religious community on
the mainland along the Estero River, he did establish a sawmill
on the island (near the current location of Marina Towers)
which made lumber from pine trees on the island.

In 1898, Robert Gilbert apparently became the first homesteader
on Estero Island to receive a patent for his land from the federal
government.  Gilbert also lived on the shell mound at Connecti-
cut Avenue.  

During the early 1900s there were very few people living on
Estero Island.  The north end of the island (from Crescent Street
north) was reserved by the U.S. government for a lighthouse
and quarantine station, which was never constructed. (Schell
1980)

The shell mound at Connecticut Avenue is the site of one of the
oldest remaining structures on Estero Island, where a home was
built by William H. Case around 1906. (Florida Preservation
Services 1986)  
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Figure 4, 259 Ohio Avenue

The first subdivision of an original homestead was created by
H. C. Case in 1911 on a mile-and-a-half-wide piece of property
with Connecticut Avenue at its center.  The north-south shell
road ended at Connecticut Avenue, so to travel further south
required driving on the beach.  At that time Estero Boulevard was
called Eucalyptus Avenue.  

Dr. and Mrs. William Winkler built the first hotel in 1912, the
Winkler Hotel, later renamed the Beach Hotel, and subsequently
torn down in 1980 to be replaced with condominiums.  Dr.
Winkler left a tract of land to his nurse, Martha Redd; that prop-
erty is now the Matanzas Pass Preserve.

Thomas H. Phillips, a wealthy inventor from Maryland, platted
the Crescent Park and Eucalyptus Park subdivisions and built a
casino and amusement pier.  Captain Jack Delysle, a recent
immigrant from Britain, developed the Seminole Sands subdivi-
sion along with a café, dancing pavilion, and 50-room casino
hotel. (Historic Property Associates 1994)

Development was relatively quiet until the Florida land boom in
the 1920s when the island, then known as Crescent Beach,
gained national popularity.  In 1921 the first bridge from the
mainland was built, connecting to the new road along the shore
at Bunche Beach joining McGregor Boulevard.  The first cottage
built after the bridge was completed stood at the corner of
Mango and Cottage Streets; it was destroyed in a 1944 hurri-
cane, but its materials were used to rebuild what became known
as the San Castle Cottage, which has been relocated to the en-
trance to the Matanzas Pass Preserve and now operates as a
historic museum (see Figure 8).

The 1920s also saw the start of phone service, postal service, the
first grocery and gasoline pump on the island, coquina rock
arches near the bridge, and bus service from Fort Myers (it was
30 years later before regular bus service was restored).

By 1925 the Florida land boom was on in earnest and the name
of Fort Myers Beach was first used.  New subdivisions known as
Miramar, Gulf Heights, and Gulf View Plaza all sold out within a
month.  But a severe hurricane in 1926 wrecked the bridge and
many of the homes on Estero Island, and tourism slowed dra-
matically.  Some development efforts continued, with a new
concrete swing bridge opened in 1928, but growth had slowed
dramatically well before the onset of the depression. (Historic
Property Associates 1994)

Other features of that time catered to visitors, including:
# a casino on the Gulf that became the Gulf Shore Inn;
# a 500-foot pier;
# the first canal, which was 1,500 feet long; and
# another 50-room casino hotel on the Case property.

The 1930s saw local residents begin to address the needs of
their growing community.  The first project of the Fort Myers
Beach Property Owners Association, incorporated in 1931 with
60 members, was to plant 600 coconut palms along Estero
Boulevard and San Carlos Boulevard.  Small industries emerged,
including the Ko-Kee-Na canning factory at the corner of Estero
Boulevard and Connecticut Street, which made coquina broth
which was sold nationwide.  The first voting precinct, garbage
collection, mosquito control, and telegraph service were estab-



HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT                                                           JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                               PAGE 13 – 7

Figure 5, 261-263 Palermo Circle

lished during this period, and in 1935 the question of incorpora-
tion was raised, but considered premature and shelved for an-
other 10 years.  “Ma” Turner brought her honeymoon houseboat
to land where it was incorporated as part of the Pelican Hotel.
(Schell 1980)

In 1937 the first beach school was started in the Page cottage at
the end of Chapel Street.  When this facility was outgrown, a
two-room building was constructed near the present-day
Woman’s Club.  In 1938 the first services were held in Chapel by
the Sea, the first church on the island. (Schell 1980)

In 1940 the first listing of Fort Myers Beach in the U.S. Census
showed a population of 473 people.  There were four hotels on
the island, and the road south from Connecticut Avenue was
improved.  New shops emerged, including the Gulfview Shop
which opened near the Red Coconut in 1946.  A new elementary
school was built on Oak Street in 1947 and remains in use today. 
The Fort Myers Beach Property Owners Association raised the
incorporation question again in 1945 and 1948, but it was de-
feated both times.  The Mosquito Control District and Fire Dis-
trict were formed near the end of the decade. (Schell 1980)

Florida experienced a destructive series of hurricanes from 1944
to 1950, with 1944 and 1947 storms damaging Fort Myers
Beach. (Doehring 1994)  Wood siding all across the island began
to be replaced with asbestos shingles.  New houses were raised
further off the ground than older houses, protecting household
goods and allowing cars to be parked underneath.  The newer
pilings were made of chemically treated poles because the
“lighter pine” that was used earlier became scarce. (Florida
Preservation Services 1986)

In 1948 Leonard Santini purchased the south end of the island
from the Koreshan Unity.  At the north end of the island, the
Island Shores development was started and began to prosper as
the Pink Shell complex was established in 1953.  “Pink gold”
(pink shrimp) was discovered in the Tortugas in the early 1950s,

and dozens of shrimp boats made San Carlos Island their home
port, with as many as 150 ships operating from the area.  By
1951 overproduction dropped the price of shrimp, and it was a
long time before the industry began to recover.  By 1950 the
population had increased to 711 residents. (Schell 1980)

During the 1950s and 60s many civic organizations were estab-
lished, some of which are still active today.  These included the
Kiwanis, Lion’s Club, Rotary Club, U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary,
Conservation Association, Volunteer Rescue Squad, Art Associa-
tion, and Community Organizations Projects (a coalition of
organizations to raise funds for a new community center).
(Schell 1980)

The first zoning board for Estero and San Carlos Islands was
established by the county in 1953, the same year that an effort
to incorporate the south end of the island was defeated.  Two
local representatives served on this board, but this local control
was replaced by a 1962 zoning ordinance which retained zoning
authority for the county commissioners (who were advised by a
county-wide zoning board).  The question of incorporation
continued to be raised but was defeated again in 1957 and
1960. 
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Figure 6, 2090 Estero Boulevard

Hurricane Donna struck in September 1960.  Donna was known
as Florida’s most damaging storm until Hurricane Andrew struck
south Dade County in 1992.  Donna was more costly and destruc-
tive than all the storms in the 1940s combined. (Doehring 1994)

The first “cooperative” apartment building, the Privateeer, was
built in 1959.  It was the forerunner to the first high-rise condo-
minium which was opened in 1967.  By 1969, pre-construction
sales were lively for another condominium, the Leonardo Arms. 
The first high-rise motel, the Island Towers, was opened in 1971
and later converted to interval ownership. (Schell 1980)

In 1965 the south end of Estero Island was connected to Black
Island and points south by a new bridge across Big Carlos Pass. 
The 1970s saw plans for a mid-island bridge; a central sewer
system; and a new bridge to replace the swing bridge across
Matanzas Pass, which frequently broke down and blocked all
traffic. (Schell 1980)

In 1975, the Jaycees tried unsuccessfully to raise enough funds to
save and move the coquina rock arches which were in the path of
the new sky bridge over Matanzas Pass.  Construction on the new
bridge began in 1977 once a mid-island bridge was determined
to be financially infeasible.  The present central sewer system
was also begun during this period. (Schell 1980)

In 1984 Lee County adopted its first comprehensive plan that
contained a “future land use map.”  This plan forbade new resi-
dential development at densities higher than six units per acre on
Estero Island.  A flurry of lawsuits were filed against the county,
most of which the county lost or settled out of court.  Buildings
are still being constructed today (for instance, at Bay Beach and
Gullwing) based on the results of that litigation.

Voters resoundingly defeating incorporation once again in 1986. 
Not until a 1995 referendum did voters finally approve an inde-
pendent Town of Fort Myers Beach.
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Figure 7, 110 Mango Street

THE TOWN’S VISION FOR PRESERVING ITS
HISTORY

This plan’s vision for the future of Fort Myers Beach evolves from
its history, incorporating lessons from ancient civilizations as well
as from more recent history of homesteading, development, and
people working together to build their community.  

This plan’s primary goal is to preserve “the best of the old” as the
community evolves and redevelops over time.  A secondary goal
is share the legacy left by previous residents with today’s visitors
and the broader community, and to do so in a way that preserves
the local culture and environment and enriches visitors’ experi-
ences.  The rich archaeological, historical, and scenic resources of
the town and its surroundings are of national significance and
are an integral part of a regional and statewide network of
resources envisioned as a cornerstone of eco-heritage tourism,
scientific exploration, recreation, and education.  While most of
the remaining buildings within the town are of only local inter-
est, they provide the context for the small-town atmosphere and
friendliness and inspiration for the “old Estero Island” scale and
design of renovations and new construction.

The following is part of the town’s vision for the future:

“Approaching Estero Island over the Sky Bridge, we have a
spectacular view of Estero Bay, Times Square, and the Gulf
beyond, a view uncluttered by overhead wires and excessive
signage, which reveals examples, both original and new, of the
“old Estero Island” design character and lively public spaces. 
Brochures, attractive informational panels, and walking/bicycle
self-guided tours allow visitors to appreciate the local treasures
of refurbished beach cottages and early homes in the downtown,
beachfront, and near-town neighborhoods. 

“Refurbished small cottages provide a human scale to the beach-
front and provide in-town housing for persons living and work
ing downtown.  Some structures find new uses as small-scale

shops and galleries.  Distinctive plaques identify historically
interesting structures such as “Ma” Turner’s houseboat within
the Pelican Hotel.  Informational panels help us remember
where places of interest once were, such as the Koreshan’s saw
mill, the Winkler Hotel, and the Ko-Kee-Na canning factory. 
Visitors can imagine the town’s early life as it evolved from
fishing village to “Crescent Beach” with dance halls, gambling
casinos, and beach recreation; from a very small community
with a 1940 population of 435 to today’s “living park” existing
for the comfort and quality of life of its residents and the
peaceful enjoyment of its visitors.

“Many of Estero Island’s original settlers located in what is
now referred to as the near-town district between Primo Drive
and Tropical Shore Way.  On the Bay side of Estero Boulevard,
many of the original buildings are still in use.  Homes on some
blocks sit directly on private canals that were dredged when the
lots were created.  Renovations and infill development have
borrowed from the design tradition of cottages, using porches
and decks, with fronts of houses facing the street.  Pedestrian
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Figure 8, San Castle cottage today
(photo courtesy of Estero Island Historic Society)

and bicycle paths have been created which link to an intercon-
nected network. 

“These older near-town neighborhoods have shed the blight that
had begun to appear in the 1980s.  Their pleasantly varied
housing types are just steps away from lively Estero Boulevard. 
Apartments for tourists and local employees mix congenially
with new and renovated homes, many of which contain quiet
home offices.  A new urban code promotes renovations of older
structures to capture the spirit of the original designs.  Renova-
tions and new homes mix gracefully with the old in these now
highly desirable neighborhoods.  Neighborhoods have truly
achieved a higher ambition, becoming places where the streets
are shady and public spaces are friendly, unified in design by
rows of street trees, with little traffic and well-used porches.

“Estero Boulevard has become the premier public space on the
Island, with a strong sense of place, shaped as a memorable
‘Avenue of Palms’ reminiscent of the 600 coconut palms planted
in the 1930s by the Fort Myers Beach Property Owners Associa-
tion.  Estero Boulevard is lined with new and refurbished older
structures, in the spirit of the Huston Studio and Hussey Tourist
Information Center, which frame the street and contribute to
the pedestrian scale and ambiance of the community.

“A civic complex has expanded around the school and library
and serves as the “other end” of the revitalized portion of Estero
Boulevard.  It is the keystone of the system of interconnected
pedestrian and bicycle paths extending throughout the island,
linking the historic and natural resource and recreation areas. 
School Street provides the primary entry into the “heart of the
island,” the special place where the school, recreation center,
the Matanzas Pass Preserve, historic cottage, and public library
are centered.  School Street has become a key visual connection
from the bay to the beach, a palm-lined showcase of restored
and new cottages.  Motorists catch a glimpse of a replica of Fort
Myers Beach’s original rock arches.  The town’s cooperative

spirit is captured in this project, a civic effort that memorial-
izes its pride in civic life and its historic past. 

“Existing and new infill development of School Street is in the
spirit and scale of the Beach’s classic cottages, which can be
used as homes or live-work spaces such as studios and galleries,
or for small-scale retail uses consistent with the historic theme.

“The Estero Island Historic Society continues to operates its
Historic Cottage and Nature Center at the entrance to the
Preserve.  Through the dedicated efforts of the Historic Society,
the cottage was moved to its present location and now houses
the island’s historic memorabilia and serves as the interpretive
center for the preserve.  Guided interpretive walks and class-
room and research experiences are offered along the trails and
boardwalks to the fishing pier and observation deck.  Guided
tours using canoes and kayaks have overtaken the popularity
of noisy jet-skis.
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Figure 9, Estero Boulevard near Mandalay Road

“Through a similar community effort, the town has purchased
and refurbished the Mound House on the Long Estate.  This was
one of the first homesteads on Estero Island, with the William
Case home built in 1906.  The 2.8-acre site is composed largely
of a Calusa Indian shell mound of national archaeological
significance.  Now known as a cultural and environmental
learning center, the estate has become an anchor for tours of
Estero Bay’s ecological treasures and archaeological sites. 
Operated by a foundation, the center provides a museum and
botanical garden and offers year-round educational program-
ming and camps for children and adults and hands-on environ-
mental education projects operated in partnership with the
Estero Bay Marine Laboratory.  It also hosts festivals and spe-
cial events and, through a partnership with the University of
Florida’s Randell Research Center at Pineland, gives the public
opportunities to participate in local archaeological research
with scientists from the Florida Museum of Natural History. 
Residents, visitors, tourists, and schoolchildren learn about
Florida pre-history, Calusa Indian culture both before and after
contact with European explorers, and early pioneer settlements
and life on Estero Island, allowing them to better understand
what is happening today in the environment and to sustain the
viability of these resources for the future.

“Nearby Mound Key State Archaeological Site, considered the
spiritual and political center of the ancient Calusa empire at the
time Europeans arrived, has proven to be a rich resource for
archaeological research and is linked to islanders through the
cultural and environmental learning center.  Town residents
form a core of volunteers that assist Florida Museum of Natural
History scientists in the study and documentation of Mound Key
for the international archaeological community.

“Visitors can easily experience the ecological and heritage re-
sources of the area.  They can arrive by water taxi from off-
island parking areas, bicycle or walk through the intercon-
nected network of paths throughout the Island, or arrive by

trolley or car.  They can even arrive via a county-wide system
of canoe and kayak trails from Pine Island to Matanzas Pass
and Hell Peckney Bay.

“Through the dedicated efforts of the community, the Town of
Fort Myers Beach has created a partnership with the past that
provides a focus for the future.”
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Figure 10, 1270 Estero Boulevard (the Gulf Shore)

Figure 13, 259 Carolina AvenueFigure 12, Coconut Drive at beachfront

Figure 11, 2101 Estero Boulevard
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Figure 14, Site map from 1986 Lee County Historic Sites Survey (with old ID numbers)                

IMPLEMENTING THE TOWN’S VISION

Identification

The first step in preserving historic and archaeological resources
is identifying them and their historic context.  The most common
method for identifying historic resources is a field survey con-
ducted by specialists in historic preservation. 

A Lee County Historic Sites Survey was prepared for Lee County in
1986. (Florida Preservation Services 1986)  This was the first
systematic attempt to identify buildings of potential historical
significance throughout unincorporated Lee County.  Figure 14
shows that survey’s map with the approximate location of the 54
buildings it documented, which were mostly located near Estero

Boulevard from Crescent Street to Coconut Drive.  Table 13-1
provides a list of sites identified in this survey.

In 1992 another survey was conducted, with more thorough
documentation of 47 additional sites on Estero Island. (Janus
Research 1992)  These sites were primarily on the residential
side streets northwest of Connecticut Street.  The field inventory
for each recorded structure contains an architectural description,
historical overview (if known), site location map, and photo-
graph (many of which are reprinted throughout this element). 
The new sites on Estero Island are listed in Table 13-2 and
mapped in Figure 16.
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Figure 15, 3580 Estero Boulevard

Table 13-1 — Historic Buildings Identified in 1986 Survey
Site Number

       Street Address CommentsOLD   NEW
LEFB011 8LL01103 323 Crescent Street
LEFB012 8LL01104 340 Crescent Street
LEFB014 8LL01116 Estero Boulevard The Beach Store (stucco)

LEFB015 8LL01153 1207 Primo Drive Silver Sands Resort

LEFB016 8LL01154 124 Primo Drive (or 140?)

LEFB018 233 Delmar Avenue
LEFB019 8LL01142 205 Pearl Street
LEFB020 8LL01133 81 Miramar Street
LEFB021 8LL01156 1401 Santos Road
LEFB022 8LL01155 1339 Santos Road
LEFB030 8LL01125 I Avenue
LEFB031 8LL01126 I Avenue
LEFB038 8LL01107 E Avenue
LEFB039 Estero Boulevard Norman’s TV

LEFB040 8LL01134 61 Miramar Street
LEFB042 8LL01143 Pearl Street near beach

LEFB043 8LL01141 125 Pearl Street
LEFB044 8LL01144 Pearl Street Beach Comber (stucco)

LEFB045 8LL01106 2101 Estero Boulevard Huston Studio see Figure 11

LEFB050 8LL01101 Connecticut St. William Case home

LEFB051 8LL01151 Sanders Drive Mid Island Marina

LEFB052 8LL01152 Sanders Drive Mid Island Marina

LEFB055 8LL01148 Sabal Drive
LEFB056 8LL01100 Coconut Drive see Figure 12

LEFB057 8LL01118 Estero Boulevard Solymar

LEFB058 8LL01119 Estero Boulevard
LEFB059 8LL01120 Estero Boulevard see Figure 9

LEFB060 8LL01121 Estero Boulevard
LEFB061 Estero Boulevard
LEFB066 8LL01109 3107 Estero Boulevard
LEFB067 8LL01108 3048 Estero Boulevard
LEFB068 8LL01122 Estero Boulevard Pelican Hotel

LEFB069 8LL01123 Estero Boulevard Pelican Hotel

LEFB072 3000 Estero Boulevard
LEFB073 8LL01127 125 Madison Court
LEFB074 8LL01128 3311 Estero Boulevard at Madison Court

LEFB075 8LL01102 Connecticut St. (beachfront)

LEFB076 8LL01129 Connecticut St. (beachfront)

LEFB077 8LL01124 Estero Boulevard
LEFB078 8LL01115 3370 Estero Boulevard
LEFB079 8LL01113 3370 Estero Boulevard see Figure 18

LEFB080 8LL00789 Estero Boulevard
LEFB081 8LL01136 3320 Estero Boulevard
LEFB082 8LL01110 3280 Estero Boulevard
LEFB085 8LL01157 Seaview Street Laughing Gull Cottages

LEFB086 8LL01158 Seaview Street Laughing Gull Cottages

LEFB087 8LL01159 Seaview Street Laughing Gull Cottages

LEFB088 8LL01160 Seaview Street Laughing Gull Cottages

LEFB089 8LL01145 Pompano Street
LEFB090 8LL01146 Pompano Street
LEFB091 8LL01147 Pompano Street
LEFB092 8LL01130 2450 Estero Boulevard Hussey Realty

LEFB093 8LL01131 Estero Boulevard (near School Street)
LEFB094 8LL01132 Gulf Beach Road
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Table 13-2 — Historic Buildings Identified in 1992 Survey
Site

Number Street Address
Year
Built Comments

8LL01535 67 Canal Street 1940
8LL01536 259 Carolina Avenue ~1950 see Figure 13

8LL01537 265 Carolina Avenue 1950 see Figure 19
8LL01538 290 Carolina Avenue 1935
8LL01539 166 Chapel Street 1930 Figure 3 (NR eligible)
8LL01540 2430 Cottage Avenue 1940
8LL01541 136 Delmar Avenue ~1950
8LL01542 200 Delmar Avenue 1947
8LL01543 270 Delmar Avenue 1937
8LL01544 1270 Estero Boulevard ~1923 Figure 10 (Gulf Shore)
8LL01545 2090 Estero Boulevard 1942 see Figure 6
8LL01546 3120 Estero Boulevard 1935 see Figure 22
8LL01547 3502 & ½ Estero Boulevard 1943
8LL01548 3580 Estero Boulevard 1945 see Figure 15
8LL01549 4501 Estero Boulevard 1948 Seaview Motel
8LL01550 241 Fairweather Lane 1948
8LL01551 261 Fairweather Lane 1950
8LL01552 273 Fairweather Lane 1937
8LL01554 1480 I Avenue ~1950 see Figure 17
8LL01556 110 Mango Street 1950 see Figure 7
8LL01557 160 Mango Street 1935 see Figure 25
8LL01558 116 Miramar Street 1935
8LL01559 120 Miramar Street 1945
8LL01560 163 Miramar Street 1947
8LL01561 270 Miramar Street ~1955
8LL01562 232 Ohio Avenue 1948
8LL01563 251-253 Ohio Avenue 1948
8LL01564 298 Ohio Avenue 1947
8LL01565 201 Palermo Circle 1948 see Figure 21
8LL01566 261-263 Palermo Circle 1935 see Figure 5
8LL01567 271 Palermo Circle 1940
8LL01568 405 Palermo Circle 1935 see Figure 23
8LL01569 460 Palermo Circle 1935
8LL01570 501 Palermo Circle 1946 Figure 20 (NR eligible)

8LL01571 180 Pearl Street 1946
8LL01572 216 Pearl Street 1946 see Figure 23
8LL01573 140 Primo Drive 1935
8LL01574 150 Primo Drive 1945
8LL01575 162 Primo Drive 1937
8LL01576 163 Primo Drive 1952
8LL01577 180 Primo Drive 1945
8LL01578 191 Primo Drive 1942
8LL01579 241-243 Primo Drive 1950
8LL01580 256 Primo Drive 1950
8LL01586 209 Virginia Avenue 1948
8LL01587 71 Pearl Street 1949
8LL01588 259 Ohio Avenue 1950 see Figure 4

Figure 16, Historic resources on Estero Island identified in previous surveys
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Figure 17, 1480 “I” Avenue

All of the sites from both surveys have been listed on the Florida
Master Site File, a statewide inventory that is maintained by the
Florida Department of State.  This file is essentially a database;
listing does not imply a particular level of significance, or eligi-
bility for the National Register of Historic Places (or local equiva-
lents).  Generally, properties over 50 years old are categorized as
historic; however, there are also properties less than 50 years old
which may be considered for preservation efforts based on other
criteria.

The 1986 historic survey of Fort Myers Beach identified no
structures that were eligible for designation on the National
Register of Historic Places, but determined that the William Case
home (also known as the Long Estate or Mound House) and
others would be suitable for local designation.  The property on
which the William Case home sits was determined by the survey
to be eligible for National Register designation on the basis of its
archaeological remains.

The 1992 historic survey contained this conclusion about build-
ings it had surveyed:

At this point in time [1992], the Fort Myers Beach/San Carlos Island
area could be eligible as a local historic district, particularly the
residential area north of Estero Boulevard between Primo and Chapel
Streets.  This area contains a number of older structures; many of
them have been altered, but their scale, style and remaining historic
fabric and features would contribute to the character of the district. 
The fact that many of the structures were moved and a number were
placed on taller pilings after various hurricanes could be seen as an
interesting adaptation phenomenon rather than as a historical detri-
ment.  In about six years [1998], the area could potentially be eligible
as a National Register district, particularly if a number of the older
altered structures were rehabilitated.  Another possible area would be
the older hotel/commercial/residential segment of Estero Boulevard;
this area was covered extensively in the 1986 survey.  Three structures
in the area stand out as being potentially eligible for the National
Register as individual nominations.  They are listed below:

Address NR Area of Significance
166 Chapel Street Architecture
Dixie Fish Company Architecture; Commerce
  [on San Carlos Island]
501 Palermo Circle Entertainment/Recreation
  (a former beach club) Architecture

It should be noted that there may be other potentially eligible Na-
tional Register historic structures which were surveyed in 1986 in Fort
Myers Beach/San Carlos Island; these buildings were not specifically
assessed as a part of this project. (Janus Research 1992) 

Archaeological resources were surveyed in the Lee County Ar-
chaeological Site Inventory and Zone Management Plan prepared
in 1987. (Piper Archaeological Research 1987)  It identifies
“zones of archaeological sensitivity” identified by a predictive
model that is based on the characteristics of all known archaeo-
logical sites in Lee County.  On Estero Island, the zones identi-
fied were Bowditch Point, the wetlands at the end of Chapel
Street, the Matanzas Pass Preserve, the wetlands behind the Bay
Village condos, the wetlands behind Captain’s/Admiral’s Bay
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Figure 18, 3370 Estero Boulevard

condos, and the undeveloped portions of Bay Beach.  An archae-
ological survey conducted in 1980 had recorded over 100 spe-
cific sites in Lee County, and this 1987 update identified 53 more
sites.  Although many sites were identified in Estero Bay, the
only sites on Estero Island are at Bowditch Point and the shell
mound on Connecticut Street (see Figure 16). (Piper Archaeo-
logical Research 1987)  These inventories should be kept cur-
rent, adding newly identified sites and updating others as new
information is revealed.

Lee County requires all development applications to identify the
location and status of historic resources (including archaeologi-
cal sites), using the surveys identified above.  When a property is
within a “zone of archaeological sensitivity,” the county can
require an archaeological survey to determine the nature, loca-
tion, and extent of an archaeological site.  Because the town
adopted the county’s land development regulations upon incor-
poration, these procedures also apply to applications for permits
within the town.

Scenic resources are also assets to be preserved and rehabili-
tated.  At Fort Myers Beach, all shorelines, dunes, hammocks,
and wetlands are scenic resources.  This plan’s Coastal Manage-
ment Element and Conservation Element both contain policies
for preserving these resources and for expanding opportunities
for residents and visitors to enjoy them.  Preserving and expand-
ing these views is also addressed in the Community Design
Element as a way to beautify the community through view
corridors and open vistas.  While identifying scenic resources,
opportunities to improve views at specific locations should be
identified; incentives can be provided to create or preserve these
vistas.

Evaluation

Once potential historic resources have been identified, they can
be evaluated according to their significance to the community
(or more broadly to the state and nation).  This evaluation can

measure architectural merit, or relation to the surrounding
historic buildings, or the role of a specific building in historic
occurrences of a community.

The following criteria are used by the National Register of His-
toric Places criteria for evaluating a building within the local
historical/prehistorical context:

Architectural Criteria

A building, district, site, structure, or object is considered of
significance in history, architecture, archaeology, engineer-
ing, or culture when it possesses integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association
and:
# It was associated with events that significantly contrib-

uted to the broad patterns of our history; or
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Figure 19, 265 Carolina Avenue

# It was associated with the lives of persons significant in
our past; or

# It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, pe-
riod, or method of construction, or possesses high artistic
values or represents a significant and distinguishable
entity whose components may lack individual distinction;
or

# It has yielded (or may yield) information important to
prehistory or history; or

# On an individual basis, it does not constitute a significant
site, but does contribute to the overall significance of a
district.

Archaeological Criteria

Properties considered to have archaeological significance
should either:
# Have been associated with an important event or per-

son(s); or
# Contain recoverable data that is of sufficient significance

that it would provide unique information on prehistoric
or historic events; or

# Be a site or location of representative of discrete types of
activities such as habitation, ceremonial, burial, or fortifi-
cation necessary to the reconstruction of prehistoric and
historic life-ways.

# Be the location of distinctive historic or prehistoric activi-
ties and characteristics over time; or

# Possess a sufficient degree of environmental integrity to
reflect some aspect of the relationship of the site’s origi-
nal occupants to the environment; or

# Represent a good opportunity for interpretation and
public display; or

# Be associated with other sites such that as a group or
district they are representative of one or more of the
above noted categories.

The significance of properties and structures may also be evalu-
ated in terms of their historic context, that is, their relationship
to exploration and early settlement periods or their contribution
to particular cultural or economic systems such as fishing, tour-
ism, government, religions, or transportation.  

While the Lee County surveys have been thorough, some build-
ings may have been missed or improperly identified, while others
have been destroyed or extensively modified.  As time passes,
other buildings become eligible for listing as they become fifty
years old.  The state provides grants to have these surveys up-
dated, although such requests require 50% matching funds and
must compete with other worthy requests from across the state. 
The town could also augment the survey methodology, adding
locally selected criteria to capture a broader segment of housing
stock, for example to make them eligible for extra revitalization
incentives.  (Another alternative is to make such incentives apply
to all structures in identified historic districts, regardless of when
each structure was built.)

The William Case home should be studied further to properly
document the original construction versus later additions. 
Recent information indicates that the standing structure may be
eligible for the National Register, as well as the site itself.  Be-
cause of the site’s archaeological significance, a preliminary
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Figure 20, 501 Palermo Circle

archaeological reconnaissance is needed, to include mapping,
radiocarbon dating, and analysis and curation of artifacts that
will be displayed on the site.

Recognition and Designation

Once resources are identified and evaluated, their relative impor-
tance can be recognized by different means.  They can be identi-
fied in some visible way (for instance, with a sign) as a signifi-
cant part of the town’s heritage.  Formal “designation” is another
approach, where a building is added to a local and/or national
register of historic sites.

Recognition can be provided in the form of plaques, honoring
and marking significant properties; historical markers identifying
the location of vanished resources or boundaries of a significant
area; certificates provided to property owners verifying the
authenticity or significance of a property; and awards of merit as
a means to express community appreciation for revitalization or
restoration efforts.

The National Register of Historic Places is the nation’s official
register of historically significant buildings, sites, or districts. 
Such listing is an honor and, while it has no regulatory impact,
can qualify property owners for some tax credits or grants.  Lee
County government recently sponsored the formulation of thor-
ough historic and archaeological summaries for all of Lee
County; these “cover documents” provide a foundation of data
and professional research that will streamline the preparation of
National Register nominations. (Historic Property Associates
1994, Walker 1995) 

Preliminary work has been done to submit the William Case
home (Long Estate) for National Register listing on the basis of
both its archaeological and historic significance.  (Formal appli-
cation would be made after the town has title to the property.)  

The Fort Myers Beach elementary school, built in 1947, has been
nominated by Lee County for the National Register of Historic
Places.  Most of the interior spaces are still intact (although the
auditorium has been partitioned off since 1970 and the ceilings
have been lowered).  The exterior retains its architectural integ-
rity except for the replacement doors and windows (see a recent
photograph in Figure 1).

Local historic designations are made in unincorporated Lee
County by a Historic Preservation Board that was established by
the county’s historic preservation ordinance.  Local designations
identify resources of particular significance on a local (but not
necessarily national) level; they qualify property owners for
special incentives for upgrading their property, and require a
review before improvements are made to assess their impacts on
the historic value of buildings.  

The town should continue Lee County’s program by sponsoring
the addition of many more historic sites to the local register,
perhaps including one or two historic districts rather than desig-
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nating every eligible building individually.  One district could
cover the residential area north of Estero Boulevard between
Primo and Chapel Streets, as suggested in the 1992 historic
survey. (Janus Research 1992).  Another would include the
highest concentrations of older houses remaining between Estero
Boulevard and the beach.

None of the 47 Fort Myers Beach properties that were added to
the Florida Master Site File in 1992 have yet been formally
designated as historic resources.  Prior to incorporation, the San
Castle Cottage was designated by Lee County; since incorpora-
tion, the Town Council designated the Long Estate.

Preservation

Through an historic preservation program, Fort Myers Beach can
recognize and protect its heritage, and integrate historic re-
sources into its revitalization efforts and cultural life.  There are
many ways for the town to further its objectives:

Activities

# Historic District: Usually a geographically definable
area, but sometimes a compilation of individual resources
which are separated geographically but linked by a com-
mon theme. 

# Scientific Analysis: Investigations designed to under-
stand a property so as to avoid impacts; documentation
could include archival studies, interviews, drawings,
photography, and in the case of archaeological sites, field
survey, excavation, and artifact analysis.

# Protection: Regulations or incentives, or ownership, to
protect historic resources.

# Rehabilitation: The process of returning a property to
contemporary use through repair or alternations while
preserving those portions significant to historical values. 

# Restoration: Creation of an authentic reproduction
beginning with existing parts of an original object or
building. 

# Adaptive use: Conversion of a building to a use other
than that for which it was originally designed.

Legal Devices

In addition to regulations, historic resources can be protected
through legal techniques such as easements, covenants, and
purchase options:
# Easements are legal restrictions that run with the land,

placed by the property owner on the future development
of the property, and held by a non-profit organization or
government agency.  Easement restrictions are tailored to
each property to achieve the desired result in future
development, and can create tax advantages to the owner
(granting an easement may be considered a charitable
gift).  Easements can be used to protect open space,
scenic views, archaeological sites, the grounds of signifi-
cant buildings, and ecologically significant areas (conser-
vation easement); they can protect the outside appear-
ance of a building by controlling alterations and requir-
ing maintenance (facade easement); or they can protect
all or part of a building’s interior (interior easement). 
Easements can be donated or sold; if bought, this is
sometimes referred to as “purchasing development
rights.”

# Protective covenants can be attached to the sale of
properties which reserve the right to prohibit demolition
or subdivision.  These rights are not protected by a third
party as is the case for most easements.  Mutual cove-
nants can be used to record the agreement of several
property owners to prohibit certain actions without their
mutual consent, such as in an historic district. 
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Figure 21, 201 Palermo Circle

# Options to purchase, or right of first refusal, are
sometimes given by a property owner to help efforts to
preserve a noteworthy building or site.

# Eminent domain (condemnation) is the exercise of
power where a government can directly acquire a build-
ing or site for a public purpose.  The previous owner is
entitled to full compensation.

Financial Tools

# Revolving funds can be used by preservation groups or
public agencies to directly acquire or improve buildings,
or to provide low-interest loans.  Seed money for a re-
volving fund can come from grants, donations, the town’s
general revenue, or from tax increment funds within
community redevelopment areas.  Properties using these
funds would be protected through easements or deed
restrictions.  Repayment to revolving funds perpetuate
them.

# Partnerships with local banks can help banks meet
their Community Reinvestment Act obligations by mak-
ing loan funds available for historic preservation projects
within the town.  The town could also provide loan guar-
antees where needed.

# State Grants.  Local governments or non-profit organi-
zations may request grants from the Florida Department
of State for surveys, planning, acquisition, or rehabilita-
tion of historic resources.  Housing Policy 12-B-2(iii)
recommends a partnership with the Estero Island Historic
Society to seek grants to reduce the costs of move-on and
rehabilitation of historic cottages for the implementation
of the School Street concept.

# Federal Grants.  Community Development Block
Grants may be used for rehabilitation of historic struc-
tures for low- and moderate-income housing or for com-
mercial revitalization.  Housing Policy 12-A-3(i) recom-
mends an agreement with Lee County to retain the
town’s standing as an eligible area for expenditures un-

der the county’s federal and state entitlement programs. 
(Without such an agreement, the town would need apply
competitively to the state for CDBG or other funding for
eligible projects.)

# Tax Benefits.  Property tax abatements can be offered
for properties listed on the National Register of Historic
places, pursuant to Section 193.505 F.S.  Federal tax
credits are available for the rehabilitation of income-
producing buildings in the amount of 10% for buildings
over 40 years old and 20% for National Register struc-
tures.  Community Contribution Tax Credits are available
to Florida corporations for donations to non-profit groups
or community redevelopment agencies for 55% of the
value of the donations.

Regulatory Techniques

Land-use regulations can be used to protect historic resources.
County and city historic preservation ordinances are often used
for this purpose, since the National Register of Historic Places
protects historic resources only from destruction by actions of
the federal government.  Regulatory techniques can also provide
incentives to revitalize older buildings, since building and zoning
codes can block upgrading of old buildings that do not or cannot
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Figure 22, 3120 Estero Boulevard

meet current codes (for instance, the lot size is too small, or
internal stairways are too narrow or steep).  These codes are
imposed at the local level and can only be eased at that level.

Community Design Policy 3-B-1 calls for the town to adopt land
development regulations applicable to older near-town neighbor-
hoods that will encourage renovations and compatible infill
development by such measures as:

# modifying lot size, setback, and parking requirements
where the current regulations hinder redevelopment;

# adding design guidelines to encourage front porches,
decks, and other elements from the cottage design tradi-
tion; and

# modifying permitted uses to accommodate quiet home
offices and possibly other mixed uses.

Community Design Policy 1-A-4 calls for the town to identify
specific portions of Estero Boulevard where changes in land
development regulations could work towards a more coherent
“framing” of the Boulevard, then adopting design guidelines that
encourage redevelopment along the Boulevard that contributes
to the human scale and “beach cottage character.”  Housing
Policies 12-B-1, 12-B-2, and 12-B-4 reinforce the Community
Design policies.  

These provisions of the land development code could be imple-
mented as a special zoning district, or only for historic structures
or districts, or as an overlay on top of other regulations in speci-
fied areas.  Overlay districts are easily used for small areas with
specific characteristics; one is currently in use at Fort Myers
Beach in the Times Square area.  However, more overlay districts
may not be needed at Fort Myers Beach since entirely new land
development regulations are being contemplated; the same types
of regulations can be imposed without the complication of an
overlay district.

With or without overlay districts, the town may wish to provide
additional regulatory relief for buildings or districts that are

designated on a local register.  This relief would go beyond the
normal revitalization incentives, thus encouraging owners to
voluntarily seek designation and providing the public with a
level of aesthetic and historic protection not normally through
conventional zoning techniques.

Designated historic buildings may also be exempt from certain
provision of the building codes.  All older buildings would also
be eligible for some relaxed code requirements if the town
adopts the Standard Existing Buildings Code, which was written
to supplement the regular building code which can unnecessarily
hinder the renovation of existing buildings.

Housing Policy 12-C-7 proposes methods to reduce the cost of
housing rehabilitation that would also be useful for historic
housing.  These include adjusting impact fee schedules so that
small units, or housing designed for island employees, would pay
less than larger housing units; supporting DCA’s new “residential
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Figure 23, 216 Pearl Street

construction mitigation program” to help residents retrofit their
homes to increase their safety and protect their investments
before a disaster occurs; and if possible relaxing rules that re-
quire many sound buildings to be elevated above expected flood
levels before they can be structurally improved.

Historic Preservation Program

Lee County’s historic preservation ordinance is now found in
Chapter 22 of the Land Development Code.  Since the town
adopted this entire code upon incorporation, the same historic
preservation provisions are in force unless repealed by the town. 
Adoption of these provisions enabled the county to become a
“Certified Local Government.”  Being “certified” created a part-
nership between Lee County, the state, and the federal govern-
ment that also provides access to certain federal historic preser-
vation funds.  (This certification probably does not extend to the
Town of Fort Myers Beach.)

Under this code, the county’s Historic Preservation Board has the
authority to “designate” historic structures, neighborhoods,
districts, or archaeological sites.  It can also grant or revoke
“certificates of appropriateness” that allow construction that
would affect designated properties.  (County staff has been
delegated the power to approve certain minor certificates of
appropriateness.)

New designations may be initiated by the Historic Preservation
Board, the Board of County Commissioners, or the property
owner.  Since historic designation is an avenue toward regula-
tory relief for buildings that do not conform to modern building
or zoning codes, most designations in Lee County have been
requested by individual property owners.  (A major exception
has been the successful historic district in Boca Grande’s down-
town district, which was initiated by Lee County.)

Notice of a proposed designation is sent to affected owners (in
the case of a district, to all owners within the district).  A desig-

nation report prepared by the county’s Planning Division ex-
plains the basis for the proposed designation.  Adopted criteria
are used as the basis for making decisions.  After designation, the
building official is directed to refer all completed applications for
building, moving, or demolition to the Historic Preservation
Board who must then grant a “certificate of appropriateness”
before issuance of a permit.

The town needs to consider whether to develop and administer
its own ordinance and process for designation and regulation, or
use the county’s system, possibly using the county’s Historic
Preservation Board (which would require an interlocal agree-
ment with the county).  Under present regulations, the Town
Council makes historic designations.  A better course of action
would be to use the current system but assign the responsibility
for formal designations to the Local Planning Agency, integrating
historic designation fully into the planning process.  The town
would need to provide staff support for this process; the best
method would be to contract with Lee County for the use of its
existing historic preservation specialists.
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Figure 24, 405 Palermo Circle

Sharing the Resources

At the heart of the town’s vision has been the sharing of historic,
archaeological, and cultural resources in a way that broadens
knowledge and enriches experience of visitors.  Lee County’s and
the state’s eco-heritage tourism marketing provides an interna-
tional outreach to support this effort.  The town and the Estero
Island Historic Society can work together to create informational
panels, brochures, and walking tours.  The proposed cultural and
environmental learning center is envisioned to be a centralizing
cultural facility for both the immediate community and the
region.  The town can support the efforts of the learning center’s
foundation to raise funds for much-needed archaeological inves-
tigations at the Long Estate and Mound Key.

Outreach is also important to help the community and specifi-
cally owners of historic properties to understand the cultural
value of each piece of the picture and understand how to pre-
serve the “best of the old” as revitalization and change occurs
over time.  A good start would be for the town to formally notify
all of the landowners whose buildings are listed on the Florida
Master Site File (once the precise locations and status of the
remaining buildings have been verified).

COORDINATION OF PRESERVATION
EFFORTS

The National Historic Preservation Act (originally passed in
1966) establishes national policy for historic preservation.  The
Department of the Interior’s National Park Service (NPS) has
primary responsibility for carrying out federal historic preserva-
tion policy.  The NPS manages nationally significant sites and
maintains several registers:

# the National Historic Landmarks program;
# the National Register of Historic Places;
# the Historic American Buildings Survey; and

# the Historic American Engineer Record.

The NPS also publishes “Standards for Rehabilitation” and
administers grants to states and to the National Trust for Historic
Preservation.  An Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
provides comment on potential impacts of federal projects that
may affect an eligible or listed property according to Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Other federal law contributing to historic preservation includes:
# the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, which

requires a special effort to be made to preserve historic
sites of national, state, or local significance;

# the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, which
provides for preservation of important historic, cultural,
and natural aspects of our national heritage
(implemented through environmental impact
statements); and



HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT                                                           JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                               PAGE 13 – 25

Figure 25, 160 Mango Street

# the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 which pro-
vides for consideration of ecological, cultural, historic,
and aesthetic values.

The Historic Resources Act (Chapter 267 F.S.) provides state
policy regarding historic preservation.  The Division of Historical
Resources of the Florida Department of State implements state
historic preservation policy and is the conduit for federal pro-
grams to local jurisdictions.  This agency also assists local com-
munities with their historic preservation efforts by helping them
identify, evaluate, and maintain significant historic resources.

This agency is responsible for compliance of all state agencies
whose activities may affect historic resources (defined as being
listed on the Florida Master Site File).  A Historic Preservation
Advisory Council assists them in selecting recipients of grants to
protect historic resources.  Projects funded by Community Devel-
opment Block Grants, proposed by state or federal transportation
agencies, or being authorized by DRI or environmental permits
are subject to a historic review process at the state level.

CONSISTENCY WITH STATE AND REGIONAL
PLANS

The State Comprehensive plan (Chapter 187 F.S.) provides goals
and policies related to historic preservation such as:

# encouraging increased access to historical and cultural
resources,

# developing cultural programs of national excellence,
# increasing the supply of housing by recycling older

houses and redeveloping residential neighborhoods, and
# promoting awareness of historic places and cultural and

historic activities.

The 1995 Southwest Florida Strategic Regional Policy Plan
addresses historic preservation throughout its five subject areas:
Affordable Housing, Emergency Preparedness, Economic Devel-

opment, Natural Resources, and Transportation.  Goals address
the following subjects:

# preserving and maintaining historic homes, especially
those that offer affordable housing,

# providing better access to cultural and historical
resources, 

# avoiding further loss of significant historical and archaeo-
logical resources,

# expanding and diversifying tourist-related activities while
maintaining a high quality of life, and

# modernizing the region’s environmental awareness edu-
cational programs.

The Historic Preservation policies set forth below specifically
further these state and regional goals.  These policies would
guide future activities of the Town of Fort Myers Beach toward
preserving its historic and archaeological heritage.



HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT                                                           JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                               PAGE 13 – 26



HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT                                                           JANUARY 1, 1999                                                                                               PAGE 13 – 27

GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of historic preservation issues in this
element, the following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted
into the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 13: To maintain “the best of the old”
when redeveloping our community
by appreciating, protecting, and
promoting the historic resources of
Fort Myers Beach.  To provide
stewardship of the legacy of our
predecessors, cultivating our
understanding of the past as a
means of sustaining our future.

OBJECTIVE 13-F GENERAL STRATEGIES — Begin in
1999 to develop programs to aggres-
sively identify, document, and evalu-
ate historic and archaeological
resources in and around the Town of
Fort Myers Beach in order to encour-
age their long-term protection.

POLICY 13-F-1 In 1999 the town shall convene an ad hoc
historic working group to develop programs,
organize volunteers, and make recommen-
dations to the LPA and Town Council relat-
ing to Policies 13-A-2, 13-A-3, 13-A-5, 13-B-
1, 13-B-3, 13-B-6, and 13-C-3.  This group
shall include representatives of the Estero
Island Historic Society, the LPA, the Lee
County Planning Division, and others with
expertise in archaeology, history, and/or
construction.

POLICY 13-F-2 Acquire high-quality reproductions of all
files and photographs from the Florida
Master Site File and the Florida Archives for
buildings on Estero Island, and make copies
available to the public at Town Hall and the
public library.  This files should be
supplemented by an accurate listing of stre-
et addresses and parcel numbers, plus a
listing of buildings that have been demol-
ished or renovated beyond recognition. 
After this updating, the town shall notify all
property owners of sites listed on the Flori-
da Master Site File.

POLICY 13-F-3 Periodically review and update Lee County’s
1986 and 1992 surveys of historic buildings
on Estero Island.  Additional buildings shall
be documented for submission to the
Florida Master Site File, and buildings that
have been demolished or altered shall be so
noted.  New information shall be transmit-
ted to the Florida Department of State via
the Lee County Planning Division.

POLICY 13-F-4 Require all applications for development
review to identify the location and status of
historic resources and archaeological sites,
utilizing as data bases the 1986 Lee County
Historic Sites Survey, the 1987 Archaeologi-
cal Site Inventory and Zone Management Plan
for Lee County, the 1992 Historical Report
and Survey Supplement for Lee County, and
updated information from implementation
of Policies 13-A-3 and 13-A-6.  This identifi-
cation of historic and archaeological
resources will assist in administering protec-
tive regulations.

POLICY 13-F-5 Continue the program begun by Lee County
for formally designating historic and arch-
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aeological resources, with the following
changes:
i. Designate the town’s Local Planning

Agency to serve as the historic preserva-
tion board required by the Land Devel-
opment Code.

ii. Contract with Lee County for consulta-
tion, technical assistance, and on-going
staff support for the town’s historic
preservation program.  

POLICY 13-F-6 By 1999, the town shall begin the process of
designating one or more historic districts
which would include most of the buildings
listed on the Florida Master Site File.

POLICY 13-F-7 Request the Estero Island Historic Society to
identify appropriate buildings or sites for
nomination by the town to the National
Register of Historic Places.

POLICY 13-F-8 Encourage a private program that would
visibly recognize historic building through
plaques, certificates, historic markers,
awards programs, or certificates of historical
and/or archaeological significance.

POLICY 13-F-9 Develop a process and criteria for identify-
ing specific scenic resources, view corridors,
and vistas that should be preserved or en-
hanced as new development and redevelop-
ment occurs.  Particular attention should be
given to recommendations in the Commu-
nity Design Element.

OBJECTIVE 13-G REGULATIONS AND INCENTIVES —
By the end of 1998, establish and
maintain a regulatory and incentive
system that promotes restoration,
reconstruction, and re-use of the
town’s historic buildings.

POLICY 13-G-1 Evaluate the provisions of the Certified Lo-
cal Government program to determine if the
town should become certified.

POLICY 13-G-2 Implement Community Design and Housing
Policies that call for preparing and adopting
land development regulations that will en-
courage the revitalization of older and his-
toric housing using elements from the cot-
tage design tradition.

POLICY 13-G-3 Using specific existing historic properties in
Fort Myers Beach, determine additional reg-
ulatory relief that could be provided to des-
ignated historic properties to promote their
preservation and rehabilitation.

POLICY 13-G-4 Study the feasibility of a variety of incen-
tives including transfer of development
rights and property tax relief to encourage
preservation and rehabilitation of historic
properties.

POLICY 13-G-5 Consider financial incentives for historic
preservation that might include a revolving
loan fund, grants, federal and state funds
for income-eligible recipients, tax increment
funds (if a CRA is established), or technical
support for the use of investment tax cred-
its.

POLICY 13-G-6 The town shall adopt the Standard Existing
Buildings Code into its land development
code to encourage the rehabilitation of
older buildings throughout the town.

OBJECTIVE 13-H CELEBRATING OUR HERITAGE —
Continually heighten the apprecia-
tion of the town’s recent and ancient
history and cultural life, and
improve opportunities for appropri-
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ate public access to publicly sup-
ported resources.

POLICY 13-H-1 Continue to pursue the acquisition of the
William Case home (Long Estate).  Assist
the foundation that will provide long-term
management with funding for start-up costs
(with the amount needed to be evaluated
annually).  Link this facility to other cul-
tural, scientific, educational, and
recreational activities. 

POLICY 13-H-2 Support the nomination of the Fort Myers
Beach Elementary School and the William
Case home (and its site) for the National
Register of Historic Places.

POLICY 13-H-3 Examine methods that the town could use
to aid in the protection of Mound Key.

POLICY 13-H-4 Work with Lee County in establishing a net-
work of canoe and kayak trails linking the
sites of historic and archaeological signifi-
cance from Pine Island to Estero Bay.

POLICY 13-H-5 Establish a task force to develop and imple-
ment the town’s eco/heritage program.  The
task force would work with the Marine
Resources Task Force to advise the town
about implementing the recently adopted
recommendations of the Governor’s Advi-
sory Committee on Eco-heritage Tourism.

POLICY 13-H-6 In cooperation with the Estero Island His-
toric Society, develop self-guided
walking/biking tours of the island’s historic
points of interest; interpretive panels; and
other ways to share the history of the island
with visitors.

POLICY 13-H-7 Continue to improve availability and appro-
priate public access to historic and cultural
resources by implementing Community De-

sign Policies 2-A-1/4, 3-D-4, and 3-D-6 and
Recreation Policy 10-A-4.
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INTRODUCTION

This element analyzes the relationships between the Town of
Fort Myers Beach and other governmental agencies.  The pur-
pose is to improve coordination among these agencies; to iden-
tify and resolve any incompatible goals and policies; and to
present specific opportunities for better coordination.

INVENTORY AND DESCRIPTION OF COORDI-
NATING ENTITIES

This section identifies most agencies that the Town of Fort Myers
Beach interacts with, including the Lee County Board of Commis-
sioners and many others that provide services but do not have
regulatory authority over the use of land.  Also included are
regional and state agencies with land use or environmental
responsibilities, and special districts and utility companies that
provide services within the town.

Each agency’s authority is summarized below, followed by a
description of existing means of coordination and their effective-
ness.  Formal methods of coordination include: interlocal agree-
ments between the town and other entities; membership or
participation in coordinating organizations; participation in
regular meetings of governing bodies; joint meetings; work-
shops, working groups, or special task forces; and perhaps most
important, informal coordination through personal contact.  

The Town Manager has primary responsibility for coordination
on behalf of the town; the Town Council sets policy and executes
formal agreements.

Adjacent Governments

Lee County

There are no municipalities immediately adjoining the Town of
Fort Myers Beach; all surrounding land is governed by the Lee
County Board of Commissioners.  Lee County levies ad valorem
taxes throughout the county, including incorporated areas, for
general government revenues.  The maximum millage rate is 10
mills.  

Since the town’s incorporation in late 1995, extensive coordina-
tion has been required concerning services and revenues.  The
town has already entered into several agreements for services:

# One interlocal agreement authorizes the county to con-
tinue providing community development services (code
enforcement, building inspections, building permits, plan
reviews, contractor licensing, development services,
environmental review/enforcement, and zoning).  To
pay for these services, the county retains all fees col-
lected from applicants, plus receives an annual payment
for non-fee-supported tasks such as zoning enforcement. 
County staff and town staff meet monthly at Town Hall
to coordinate this arrangement.  

# Another interlocal agreement authorizes the Lee DOT to
repair town roads (upon request of the town).

# The town has an interlocal agreement regarding its re-
sponsibility to operate and maintain the new public
swimming pool, and is negotiating another regarding
joint funding to operate the Bay Oaks Recreation Center.

# The town has a contract with the Lee County Humane
Society for animal control services, and an agreement

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT
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with the Sheriff to continue providing enforcement. 
Coordination of both are ongoing management responsi-
bilities of the Town Manager.

The town is included in Lee County’s federal and state program
that provides funds for affordable housing and related services
until the next funding cycle (October 1998).  The town and
county could continue that relationship by agreement.  Entities
coordinating affordable housing efforts at the county level in-
clude:

# Affordable Housing Advisory Committee: consists
of 22 members representing various professions and
interests related to affordable housing and is chaired by a
member of the Lee County Commission.

# Housing and Community Development Commit-
tee: reviews proposals for funding and provides public
input on all federally funded programs.

# Coalition of Emergency Assistance Providers: a
forum for coordination and networking consisting of 115
members from local governments and public and private
service providers.

# Homeless Coalition:  a forum for coordinating services
among more than 200 direct service providers, local
governments, community-based organizations, church
groups, and others.

# HUD Homeownership Partnership: a HUD-orga-
nized partnership of local housing providers and lenders
to increase homeownership opportunities in Lee County. 

There are significant county-owned recreation facilities in the
town, all of which the county has until now continued to oper-
ate.  These include Bowditch Point Regional Park, Lynn Hall
Memorial Park, Matanzas Pass Preserve, and the beach accesses. 
The town and the county are in the process of determining
equitable means of operating facilities that are used by Fort
Myers Beach residents as well as by tourists and other Lee
County residents.  These matters are coordinated between the

Town Manager and the County Manager; the Tourist Develop-
ment Council is also involved in discussions about funds from
the tourist tax.

The day-to-day caretaking of the town’s natural resources re-
quires extensive informal cooperation with the Lee County
Division of Parks and Recreation, the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), the Florida Game and Fresh
Water Fish Commission (FGFWFC), and non-profit organizations
such as the Friends of the Matanzas Pass Preserve and Turtle
Time Inc.

The county also maintains Estero Boulevard from Times Square
to the south end.  The Community Design Element and the
Transportation Element contain policies to discourage speeding,
minimize peak-season congestion, and to better “frame” the road
with street trees and buildings to improve the experience of
traveling through the town.  The solutions proposed will require
substantial cooperation between Lee County DOT and the town
to reconcile each entity’s objectives.  As an alternative, the town
may wish to enter into a formal agreement to assume responsi-
bility for maintaining Estero Boulevard, which would allow the
town to make appropriate improvements without county ap-
proval.

For many years Lee County has imposed impact fees upon those
adding or improving buildings.  These fees are used to offset the
impacts of growth on community parks, regional parks, roads,
and emergency medical services.  Since incorporation, the
county has continued to collect these fees and apply them to-
wards new capital improvements.  This relationship needs to be
clarified, because although these fees are now being collected by
authority of the town’s ordinances, the town has not been con-
sulted as to their use.  As to parks, this arrangement has proven
satisfactory, but road impact fees are unlikely ever to be used by
the county at Fort Myers Beach despite the high demands placed
by tourists on the town’s roads every winter.  The Capital Im-
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provements Element suggests terms of a formal agreement that
could resolve details on the collection and use of these fees.

The town and the county also need to develop a mutually satis-
factory process for exchanging information and evaluating the
impacts of new development, including formal coordination of
planning efforts and acceptable methods for resolving conflicts. 
The Lee Plan already promotes such coordination.

The town will continue to use interlocal agreements to establish
cooperative processes and memorialize evolving agreements
with the county, and should consider similar agreements with
other service providers as the need arises.

The town also is a joint permittee with Lee County in the Na-
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination Program (NPDES) to
control stormwater pollution from man-made activities. 

The town takes advantage of many other opportunities to coordi-
nate with the other local governments through regular participa-
tion in the Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) and the Southwest Florida Chief Administrative Officers
(a forum recently established by the Southwest Florida Regional
Planning Council):

 Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization

The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
focuses on transportation planning.  The MPO consists of
representatives from the governing boards of each local
government in Lee County.  The MPO coordinates with state
transportation officials and decides how most state and
federal transportation money will be spent. 

The MPO has a technical advisory committee (TAC) which
promotes staff-level technical coordination among cities, the
county, MPO staff, Florida DOT, and the Lee County Port

Authority.  The MPO also has a citizen’s advisory committee
that meets regularly following the TAC meetings and pro-
vides input into the process.

The town has representatives on the MPO and the technical
and committee, and is seeking a seat on the citizens’ commit-
tee.  Although the MPO’s scope is county-wide rather than
island-specific, it provides an efficient link and will be partic-
ularly important to the town in obtaining federal funds for
sidewalk, bicycle path, and roadside beautification projects.

 Southwest Florida Chief Administrative Officers

The Town Manager actively participates in this newly estab-
lished forum of chief administrative officers from the coun-
ties and cities in southwest Florida.  They meet at least
quarterly to share information, develop coordinated ap-
proaches to matters such as the annual legislative program, 
and explore joint ventures such as purchasing agreements.

The county would be affected in the future if any community
adjoining the Town of Fort Myers Beach requested annexation
into the town.  These effects would include many service provi-
sion and revenue issues.  Recent state legislation provides a
deliberate process to evaluate new municipal incorporations; a
similar process would allow all parties to examine the pros and
cons of major annexations.  At a minimum, adjoining communi-
ties need to expect that any requests for annexation will be
subject to careful study of both positive and negative impacts on
the town.

Lee County School District

The Lee County District School Board runs the public schools
throughout the county including Fort Myers Beach.  It levies an
ad valorem tax on all real estate in Lee County but has no regu-
latory authority over the use of land (except for district-owned
land). 
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Figure 1, Special Taxing Authorities

The district has one facility in the town, the Fort Myers Beach
Elementary School, located next to the Bay Oaks Recreation
Center.  Enrollment at the elementary school is stable and is not
anticipated to increase significantly.  Enrollment does fluctuate
during the winter months with the arrival of seasonal residents;
even with those fluctuations, the enrollment is well within the
capacity of the facility.  The facility does not need to be
expanded and is adequately served by utilities and streets, al-
though sidewalks are inadequate.  

In 1995, the School District gave Lee County a portion of its
property at the entrance to the Matanzas Pass Preserve to accom-
modate a historic cottage which had been the original home of
the Fort Myers Beach Elementary School.  In 1996 the district
provided an easement to the county for public access.  There are
no other agreements in effect pertaining to the elementary
school.  One may be required if the town implements a redevel-
opment concept for School Street as depicted in the Community
Design Element.  That concept would re-create on School Street
the stone arches that were the original gateway to Fort Myers
Beach.  The school’s parking lot currently uses the portion of
School Street where the arches would be located.

The Town Manager has primary responsibility for coordinating
with the district superintendent and the school’s principal.  This
informal coordination is adequate to deal with the local needs of
a single facility serving a stable student population.  Informal
coordination between the local school and the community occurs
on an on-going basis because of mutual concerns such as com-
munity safety, and through involvement of the community in
volunteer activities.  

The town may be required to meet new state requirements for
cooperation between local governments and public school sys-
tems on locating new schools.  Since no new schools will be
required at Fort Myers Beach, the town’s role is expected to be
perfunctory.

Special Taxing Authorities

The following units of government also provide services and
have the authority to levy taxes.  None of them have direct
regulatory authority over the use of the land.  The boundaries of
these districts are shown in Figure 1.

Fort Myers Beach Fire Control District

The Fort Myers Beach Fire Control District was established as a

volunteer fire department in 1949 and became a special taxing
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district in 1951.  It is governed by a five-member elected board. 
The district boundaries extend to just south of Pine Ridge Road
and include all of San Carlos Island and Estero Island.  The fire
district may levy an ad valorem tax on real property within the
district up to 3 mills (the current rate is 2.7698).  A millage
increase beyond 3 mills would require voter approval through a
referendum.

The district has recently completed its first five-year comprehen-
sive plan for 1996 through 2001 (pursuant to a planning process
outlined in Section 189.401, Florida Statutes).  This plan pro-
vides goals, objectives, policies, and standards for the district’s
operations and services; it also provides for coordination be-
tween the fire district and the town in order to ensure that
services keep pace with growth.

The fire district coordinates closely with the Lee County Public
Safety Division of Emergency Medical Services and Division of
Communications.  The fire district has its own ambulance system
to provide first response, with backup from Lee County EMS. 
The fire district also coordinates with Lee County DOT; the state
Division of Forestry; adjacent fire districts; and the U.S. Coast
Guard.  The district has a mutual aid agreement with the Lee
County Port Authority Airport Crash, Fire, and Rescue Depart-
ment.  The district’s comprehensive plan (in Policy 1.4) calls for
the district to explore automatic mutual aid agreements with
neighboring fire districts.

In addition to coordination with the town regarding long-range
planning, the fire district will need to monitor future develop-
ment proposals, changes in zoning, or other growth-related
changes within the town.  There is no specific coordination
mechanism in place for such monitoring.  The town and the fire
district should develop a method for the regular exchange of
information, for monitoring changes that may affect levels of
service, and for obtaining the fire district’s input on development
proposals.

The district’s comprehensive plan identifies the need for a larger
facility for Station #1 than the existing site at Donora Boulevard
can accommodate, and proposes to sell the existing site and
relocate further south on Estero Boulevard.  The district may
require rezoning and will need to obtain building permits from
the town for this new facility.

Lee County is currently conducting a study about ways to pro-
vide fire protection more efficiently, even considering the option
of consolidating the various independent fire districts that now
serve the unincorporated area.  If the county were to proceed
with a consolidation effort that would involve the Fort Myers
Beach Fire Control District, the town and the district may wish to
consider creating a city fire department in order to maintain the
high level of service currently provided.  Such action would
require the mutual consent of the district and the town council. 
It would require either reducing the size of the fire district by
transferring portions outside the town to another district or to
the county, or providing municipal fire service outside the town
(either by contract or direct operation of the district at its cur-
rent size).  If the size of the district were reduced, an allocation
of equipment and facilities would be required, since much of the
district’s current equipment is stored outside the town’s bound-
aries.

Fort Myers Beach Library District

The Fort Myers Beach Library District was created in 1965.  The
library was established through volunteer efforts beginning in
1954, and was the first free public library in Lee County.  Pursu-
ant to its enabling act, the library district boundaries are the
same as the fire district boundaries.  The library’s budget is
supported by an ad valorem tax up to one mill.  The current
millage is 0.4917.  The library district is governed by a seven-
member elected board.
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In 1994, the library district completed a spacious, attractive
facility that replaced the previous building and expansions on
the same site at Bay Road.  The library’s collection is exceptional
for a community this size, and the library is heavily used by
tourists as well as permanent  and seasonal residents. 

The Town Manager has primary responsibility for coordinating
with library officials.  The current practice of informal coordina-
tion works well, with no apparent need for formal agreements
given their high current service levels and absence of need for
further library expansion.

Fort Myers Beach Mosquito Control District

The Fort Myers Beach Mosquito Control District was established
in 1949.  The district levies its own tax, which is currently
0.1542 mills, for the purpose of controlling and eliminating
mosquitoes and other arthropods of public health importance. 
The mosquito control district is governed by three elected com-
missioners.  The boundaries include Estero Island and extend
north to Siesta Drive and east to about Island Park Road.

The town should work with the district to ensure that control
methods conform to the environmental quality objectives of the
town.  The town should work with the district to develop stan-
dards for pesticide applications.

Alternative Service Arrangements

Because of the number of independent special districts, the Town
Council should establish a committee to evaluate the present
system and suggest whether efficiencies could be achieved
through closer cooperation.

Utility Providers

Even though the town’s utilities are provided by others, the town
must ensure that proper provision is being made for continued
high-quality service in accordance with future land use forecasts,
and that minimum levels of service are met at all times in order
for growth to continue. This process is implemented through the
town’s concurrency management system which coordinates the
issuance of development orders and building permits with con-
tinuing measurements of the services needed to support develop-
ment.

Individual utilities regularly furnish reports about their capacity. 
As long as Lee County provides the development permitting
services for the town and the standards remain unchanged, the
town need not be involved in this process.  Once the new stan-
dards in this plan take effect, this system will have to be changed
to reflect the new standards.  If the town begins to issue develop-
ment orders and building permits directly, then coordination will
be required with all utilities to compare their levels of service
against the new standards.

The Town Manager has primary responsibility for coordinating
with the utilities (including the county where it provides utility
services).  Utility providers are subject to many federal, state,
and local regulations (as described in the appendices of the
Utilities Element).  The entities which work most closely with the
town and the utility providers are noted below.

Water Supply 

Florida Cities Water Company provides potable water service to
the town.  It is a private for-profit company operating under the
authority of the Florida Public Service Commission, which regu-
lates all investor-owned (for-profit) utilities throughout the state. 
The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) pro-
vides water conservation guidelines and is responsible for issuing
water use permits required before new wells are drilled or new
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treatment facilities are constructed.  The Florida Department of
Environmental Protection regulates construction, operation, and
maintenance of potable water facilities.  

The Lee County Regional Water Supply Authority is a non-regu-
latory entity that was established in 1990.  Its purpose is to
encourage cooperation and promote a county-wide (rather than
“utility-by-utility”) approach to managing the public water
supply.  It was sponsored by Lee County and the cities of Fort
Myers, Sanibel, and Cape Coral (although Sanibel and Cape
Coral have since withdrawn).  The Town of Fort Myers Beach
may wish to join this authority; there would be no immediate
benefits to the town, but planning for a coordinated water sup-
ply could have long-term benefits to the entire community.

The Utilities Element notes that improved cooperation among
utilities could result in such important measures as another back-
up source of water to Fort Myers Beach.  The only opportunity
for a third water connection would be across Big Carlos Pass
between Florida Cities’ and Bonita Springs Utilities’ water lines. 
Another connection would allow the transfer of water in either
direction during emergencies.  

Sewer Service

Sanitary sewer (wastewater) service is provided by Lee County
Utilities, a branch of Lee County government.  Fort Myers Beach
is a part of the Fort Myers Beach/Iona-McGregor Service Area. 
Wastewater from this area is collected and transferred to the
treatment plant on Pine Ridge Road, which has been in opera-
tion since 1979 and is currently in good condition with sufficient
treatment capacity.  As noted in the Utilities Element, the treat-
ment plant does not have adequate capacity for disposal of
effluent during extremely wet periods when customers need
little or no re-use water.  The county, like all utility operators,
provides monthly monitoring reports to the Department of
Environmental Protection. 

The Town of Fort Myers Beach is not only one of the major users
of this sewer service, it lies directly downstream of any effluent
discharges into tidal waters.  Both of these roles justify the town
government’s involvement in policy matters concerning sewer
service.  Although the town does not directly franchise or control
this service, its long-range goal should be a significant role in its
operation.

Solid Waste Disposal

Lee County government uses a public-private partnership for
collection and disposal of solid wastes throughout the county. 
All of the household garbage that is collected is taken by private
contractors to the Lee County Resource Recovery Plant on
Buckingham Road in east Fort Myers.  Kimmins Recycling, a
private for-profit company operating under a franchise from Lee
County, is the primary solid waste collector for the town.  Coor-
dination of solid waste services is conducted through Lee County
Utilities.  Should the town decide to directly franchise its trash
hauler rather than being included in one of Lee County’s larger
contracts, the town would conduct the franchise negotiations
directly.

Power, Telephone, and Cable TV

Other utilities providing services to the town include Florida
Power and Light, Sprint (formerly United Telephone), and Media
One (formerly Continental Cablevision).
 
Because the existing franchise agreement for cable service is
through Lee County, which only provides franchises to unincor-
porated areas, the town will have to re-negotiate the franchise
agreement.

The town has an interlocal agreement with Florida Power and
Light (FPL) to provide street lighting.  FPL provides the power,
leases the poles and lights to the town, and is responsible for
maintenance. 
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Most major power lines at Fort Myers Beach are run overhead
along Estero Boulevard.  Where there are no street trees to hide
them, they detract visually from the landscape.  Overhead lines
are also very vulnerable to damage during storms, and can easily
block an evacuation when lines fall across the road.  The town
will need to work cooperatively with FPL on financially feasible
means to place major utility lines underground.  This can best be
accomplished during other improvements along the right-of-way,
such as sidewalks or drainage improvements.

Regional Agencies

West Coast Inland Navigation District

The West Coast Inland Navigation District (WCIND) is a regional
special district.  The district levies its own tax within the district,
which includes Lee, Charlotte, Manatee, and Sarasota Counties. 
The current millage is 0.03 mills, with a millage cap of 0.20
mills.  The district maintains its portion of Florida’s inland water-
ways such as the Intracoastal Waterway.  Its programs include:  

# acting as local interest sponsor for dredging projects of
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;

# assisting local governments in beach renourishment and
inlet management;

# aiding public recreation, navigation, environmental edu-
cation, and boating safety projects

# entering into cooperative agreements for dredging spoil
disposal sites; and

# maintaining regulatory markers for manatee protection
zones.

The 1996 beach renourishment on Fort Myers Beach was an
indirect benefit of a navigation project undertaken by the
WCIND to dredge the federal navigation channel in Matanzas
Pass.  The dredging removed a dangerous accumulation of
material at the tip of Bowditch Point and redeposited it along the
beach from Bowditch Point to just south of the Lani Kai.  

An effort is underway to develop a regional approach to beach
renourishment.  Several agencies are exploring this approach
with the town, including the WCIND, the Southwest Florida
Regional Planning Council (SWFRPC), and the Lee County
Coastal Advisory Council (a council created by Lee County to
advise county commissioners about beach and shore preserva-
tion).  Activities could range from creation of a comprehensive
beach plan as the basis for a unified permitting system, to joint
ventures for equipment purchasing, to establishing a working
unit of governance for a coherent system of beach management
and renourishment.

As a part of a larger study to recognize the economic value of the
waterways from Bonita Springs to Tampa Bay, the WCIND has
commissioned a University of Florida study of the San Carlos
Island fishing industry to better understand its economic value
and help inform local decisions related to that industry.

The town has identified several locations on its Bay side where
public docks would provide access to recreation and cultural
sites and provide dockage for a future water taxi system.  When
such projects are formulated, the WCIND’s Boating Improvement
Program Funds can provide matching funds to carry them out. 
The town has recently received a grant from WCIND to support
additional Marine Patrol enforcement efforts through an agree-
ment with the Lee County Sheriff’s Department.  

Another regional effort is focused on anchorage issues for recre-
ational boating.  The WCIND, along with the SWFRPC, Florida
DEP, Florida Sea Grant, and BAIL (Boater’s Action Information
League), sponsored the creation of a Regional Harbor Board.  Of
particular interest to the town are management strategies for the
Matanzas Pass anchorage, which is the most diverse and heavily
used anchorage in the region. 
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The coordination mechanisms sponsored by the WCIND are
working well and can help carry out many of the town’s objectives.

South Florida Water Management District

The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) is one
of six water management districts in the state.  It is an outgrowth
of the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District, which
was formed in 1949.  Its responsibilities were broadened in 1972
to add water supply, water quality protection, and environmen-
tal enhancement to its original mandate for flood protection.  

SFWMD coordinates with governmental entities at all levels
regarding water resource issues, working with the DEP, the
Department of Community Affairs, and the Florida Game and
Fresh Water Fish Commission on a range of programs including:

# the Surface Water Improvement and Management Plans
(SWIM);

# the Save Our Rivers Program; 
# issuance of “Environmental Resource Permits” to pro-

posed land developments, authorizing surface water
management systems and wetland impacts; and

# review of water-related elements of the town’s compre-
hensive plan (and future plan amendments).

SFWMD has divided its area into four planning regions:  Lower
East Coast, Upper East Coast, Kissimmee Basin, and Lower West
Coast.  SFWMD recently adopted a Lower West Coast Water
Supply Plan, which includes Lee, Collier, Hendry Counties and
portions of Charlotte, Glades, Monroe and Dade Counties.  This
plan provides guidance for decisions on water supply planning,
research, funding, and regulatory issues through the year 2010. 
SFWMD is now preparing more specific plans for the Caloosa-
hatchee River watershed and the Estero Bay watershed.  SFWMD
is administering $200,000 in state funds to develop an Estero
Bay Watershed Plan to improve water quality in Estero Bay.  The
plan will collect water quality data and develop goals and stan-

dards to improve water quality, and will include a freshwater
inflow study.

The SFWMD issues water-use permits to Florida Cities Water
Company that allows them to withdraw drinking water from
underground aquifers.  Nearly all changes to surface water
drainage within the town will also be regulated by SFWMD.

SFWMD offers technical assistance to local governments on
many matters including:

# preparation of water-related element of comprehensive
plans;

# technical and financial assistance for stormwater man-
agement and planning; and

# the development of water conservation ordinances,
model landscape codes, and model utility rate structures.

Existing coordination with SFWMD is working well and will be
of increasing importance as the town implements this compre-
hensive plan, especially its stormwater management program.

Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council

The state legislature has created a system of eleven “regional
planning councils” to promote area-wide coordination and help
local governments to resolve issues transcending their individual
boundaries.  A regional planning council does not act as a per-
mitting entity but rather coordinates intergovernmental solu-
tions, provides technical assistance to local governments, and
provides a means for local governments to provide input into
state policy development.

The Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council (SWFRPC)
serves Lee, Charlotte, Sarasota, Glades, Hendry, and Collier
Counties.  SWFRPC staff provides technical assistance for local
government comprehensive plans; for example, they prepared
the initial draft of the hurricane planning and evacuation sec-
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tions of this plan’s Coastal Management Element.  The SWFRPC
will review the town’s entire comprehensive plan and subsequent
updates and amendments.  In 1995, the SWFRPC adopted its
most recent Strategic Regional Policy Plan (SRPP) with which
the town’s comprehensive plan must demonstrate consistency.

The Town of Fort Myers Beach now has a seat on the board of
the SWFRPC, and previously participated in many of its coordi-
nating functions as described throughout this plan.  SWFRPC
activities include:

# providing the staff for the Lee County MPO;
# coordinating hurricane response planning and ongoing

preparedness among local governments;
# coordinating with state agencies and the legislative pro-

cess on behalf of local entities;
# hosting the Southwest Florida Issues Group of the Gover-

nor’s Commission for a Sustainable South Florida; this
group is also an advisory body to the South Florida Eco-
system Restoration Working Group (described below);

# providing staff to the Estero Bay Agency on Bay Manage-
ment, a non-regulatory advisory body that will develop
scientific data and make recommendations for the man-
agement of Estero Bay and its watershed.  Members
include the Lee County legislative delegation, chambers
of commerce, citizen and civic associations, Lee County,
SFWMD, Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission,
DEP, SWFRPC, Florida Gulf Coast University, commercial
and recreational fishing interests, and other interested
parties including the Town of Fort Myers Beach.  The
Agency on Bay Management is conducting a land use
analysis of the Estero Bay watershed and will review an
Estero Bay management and improvement study as it is
developed;

# administering the Charlotte Harbor National Estuary
Program and its three-year process to develop a Compre-
hensive Conservation and Management Plan which will
then be implemented by the appropriate state, regional,

and local government entities, including the Town of
Fort Myers Beach.

The SWFRPC has been encouraging a comprehensive approach
to the cumulative impacts of individual land developments.  This
approach will be implemented in the Estero and Imperial River
watersheds through a programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) to be prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers in 1998 and 1999.

The SWFRPC also provides staff to the Housing Providers Coali-
tion, which provides its members with opportunities to share
ideas and information.

The town would benefit by participating directly in the SWFRPC
and its technical advisory committee.  Full membership would be
available upon request and payment of an annual fee (which is
based on population). 

State Agencies

The following sections describe the relevant functions of the
state agencies with which the town coordinates in preparing and
implementing this comprehensive plan.

Florida Department of Community Affairs

The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) is the state
land planning agency, administering Florida’s growth manage-
ment programs and the Florida Communities Trust.  DCA also
coordinates funding for the regional planning councils and has
major programs in coastal zone management, emergency man-
agement, and affordable housing.

DCA oversees the state’s entire comprehensive planning process
to ensure the consistency of local goals, objectives, and policies
with state rules and regional and state plans.  The town has been
working closely with DCA staff from the outset of the town’s
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comprehensive planning process to ensure a mutual understand-
ing of planning objectives.  In addition to reviewing the com-
pleted comprehensive plan (and possibly challenging it), DCA
will review future plan amendments and five-year “evaluation
and appraisal reports.”  DCA will also determine the validity of
challenges filed by citizens regarding the consistency of land
development regulations that are adopted to implement this
comprehensive plan.

The Florida Housing Finance Agency (FHFA), part of DCA,
coordinates with Lee County concerning affordable housing. 
FHFA administers the State Housing Initiatives Program (SHIP)
and the State Apartment Incentives Loan (SAIL) program and
various loan guarantee programs for affordable housing.

The Florida Communities Trust is of particular importance to the
town.  This program provides land acquisition grants to local
governments for projects that implement comprehensive plans. 
This program is paying the entire cost of purchasing the Mound
House, a valuable archaeological and historical resource. 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) was
created in 1991 as a merger of the Department of Environmental
Regulation and the Department of Natural Resources.  DEP
administers the Florida Water Quality Assurance Act, the Florida
Safe Drinking Water Act, the 1984 Groundwater Protection
Rules, the 1988 Solid Waste Management Act, and the federal
Clean Air Act.

The DEP’s Office of Ecosystem Management will review the
town’s comprehensive plan and advise DCA of its findings. 
 
Through its Divisions of Water Facilities and Waste Manage-
ment, the DEP regulates construction and operation of Florida
Cities’ potable water facilities; regulates the operations of the

Fort Myers Beach wastewater treatment plant, including its
deep-well injection activities; and regulates landfills and inciner-
ators.  DEP requires monthly monitoring reports from all utilities
and monitors mandated reductions in municipal solid waste
deposited at landfills.  The Division of Water Facilities also
oversees beach management and restoration activities.

The Florida Marine Research Institute in St. Petersburg conducts
biological research throughout the state on coastal issues such as
seagrasses, manatees, red tide, and water pollution.  The Insti-
tute’s findings provide valuable information to inform planning
and decision-making, such as a model code for the protection of
nesting sea turtles.  (The town intends to base its new regula-
tions on this model code.)

Local representatives of DEP’s Bureau of Coastal and Aquatic
Managed Areas are working closely with the town on projects
that further the goals and objectives of this comprehensive plan,
including participating on the town’s newly convened Marine
Resources Task Force.  One of the task force’s projects is to
develop criteria beyond the current state requirements on beach
cleaning, which in excess can harm the beach by depriving it of
natural deposits of organic material.  The town is also doing
preliminary work with DEP about permitting of waterfront
structures to serve the Mound House and the canoe trail.

Through DEP, the town is linked with the activities of the South
Florida Ecosystem Restoration Working Group, providing a
significant opportunity for the town to coordinate with other
entities and obtain funding for restoration projects.  This is a
multi-agency group formed by congress and headed by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers to restore south Florida ecosystems,
administering the Water Resource Development Act (WRDA)
which provides $75 million dollars in matching funds for restora-
tion projects.  The town recently submitted a proposal to the
Working Group to fund a stormwater retrofit project, which is a
demonstration project including water testing, identifying and
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removing any remaining septic tanks, and converting some
impervious surfaces such as parking lots with alternative perme-
able surfaces.  This project would implement major recommen-
dation of this plan’s Stormwater Management Element.

The Estero Bay Aquatic and State Buffer Preserves Office is
currently preparing a management plan for the Estero Bay State
Buffer Preserve and is actively proceeding with land acquisitions
within the proposed boundaries for the preserve (defined by the
Conservation and Recreational Lands or CARL program).  This
office is also working with the county, Sanibel, and the Town of
Fort Myers Beach to acquire land along Bunche Beach.  Through
their work with the Agency on Bay Management, DEP is review-
ing all the lands that should be acquired to benefit Estero Bay
and its watershed and improve public access.  This office also
participates in the town’s Marine Resources Task Force and the
Regional Harbor Board, providing an important source of re-
search and technical information to each.

Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission

The Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission classifies
habitat areas and listed plant and animal species (in accordance
with the U.S. Endangered Species Act and the Florida Wildlife
Code) and works closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Lee County, and the town in enforcing state and federal regula-
tions regarding bald eagles, manatees, sea turtles, and gopher
tortoises.

The FGFWFC can designate an area as a Critical Wildlife Area
(CWA) to protect wildlife from human disturbances during
critical periods such as nesting.  Little Estero Island has been
established as a Critical Wildlife Area.  The FGFWFC is responsi-
ble for posting closed areas, and can provide funding for signage
to inform residents and visitors of the uniqueness and fragility of
the island habitat.  Coordination among the FGFWFC, Lee
County Division of Parks and Recreation, the DEP, the town, and

volunteer organizations will be important in the ongoing care
and management of this area.

Florida Department of Children and Families

The Florida Department of Children and Families is a state
agency that provides human services to foster self-sufficiency
and stable families and communities.  Services are directed to
“special needs” populations, particularly:

# abused and neglected children;
# Floridians in poverty;
# people with alcohol or drug dependency;
# people with mental illness;
# people with developmental disabilities (such as men-

tal retardation);
# elderly and disabled people; and 
# families threatened by violence.

This department is quite decentralized, operated as 15 locally
operated entities that attempt to meet the special needs of the
communities they serve.  Each district is guided by a volunteer
board of local citizens.  Lee County is part of District Eight, along
with Charlotte, Collier, DeSoto, Glades, Hendry, and Sarasota
Counties.  Coordination with this agency occurs via the Lee
County government.

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical
Resources 

This division implements state historic preservation policy and is
the conduit for federal historic programs to local jurisdictions. 
Its Bureau of Archaeological Research maintains a conservation
laboratory.  The division is assisted by a nine-member Historic
Preservation Advisory Council, which plays an important role in
selecting recipients of state grants.  Projects funded by Commu-
nity Development Block Grants and federal transportation pro-
jects are subject to the a historic review process administered by
this division.
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Florida Department of Transportation

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is involved in 
nearly every facet of transportation, from highways to railways,
airports, and seaports.  

FDOT is a somewhat decentralized agency, with the Tallahassee
office responsible for policy and eight district offices actually
building and maintaining roads and bridges.  The Town of Fort
Myers Beach lies withing District One, headquartered in Bartow. 
A Southwest Area Office in Fort Myers has provided better
communication between FDOT and local governments, although
the influence of this local office has recently diminished. 

FDOT has responsibility for San Carlos Boulevard and the sky
bridge over Matanzas Pass (ending at the crosswalk at Times
Square).  FDOT is thus an important partner in many
transportation-related issues at Fort Myers Beach.  The Town
Manager works directly with local FDOT officials.

Federal Agencies

The following sections describe the relevant functions of the
federal agencies with which the town coordinates, directly or
indirectly, to implement this comprehensive plan.

Environmental Protection Agency

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) implements
major federal environmental legislation such as:

# the Clean Air Act (1970 and 1990), which establishes
emission standards for point source emitters of airborne
pollutants as well as motor vehicles, and sets pollution
control standards which require communities and indus-
try to meet air quality standards;

# the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974; and
# the Clean Water Act (1987), which establishes a permit-

ting program and criteria for the discharge of pollutants

into the country’s waters, including minimum water
quality standards.  EPA’s 1990 regulations required Lee
County and its municipalities to obtain a permit under
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) for discharging stormwater.

Federal Emergency Management Agency

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) adminis-
ters the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 which established
the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).  Communities
must adopt and adequately enforce flood plain management
ordinances pursuant to NFIP requirements in order for any
property owners to purchase federally guaranteed flood insur-
ance.  FEMA evaluates floodplain management programs of local
governments and now issues a rating under the Community
Rating System to reward local governments which are making
efforts to reduce flood losses.  A good CRS rating results in lower
flood insurance costs for all property owners.

Army Corps of Engineers

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is the primary enforcement
agency for the Rivers and Harbors Act (1899), which regulates
all activities affecting the navigable waters of the United States,
including activities in wetlands and the construction of bridges,
roads, and docks.  Permits are required from the Corps before
dredging and filling in wetlands or in open waters such as
Matanzas Pass.  Area-wide drainage improvements contemplated
in the Stormwater Management Element may also require Corps
permits.

Coast Guard

The functions of the U.S. Coast Guard relevant to the town
include education, emergency response, navigational improve-
ments, and law enforcement coordination with the Florida
Marine Patrol and the Lee County Sheriff.
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Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service administers the Endangered
Species Act, which includes:

# establishing criteria for the listing of plants and animals
as threatened or endangered;

# provides a permitting program to ensure conservation of
listed species habitat during development activities; and

# preparing species-specific Habitat Conservation Plans
intended to address the long-term viability of endangered
or threatened species.

Department of the Interior

The U.S. Department of the Interior has the responsibility for
protecting marine mammals such as the West Indian manatee
and the Atlantic bottlenose dolphin.  The Department of the
Interior also administers the Historic Preservation Act through
State Historic Preservation Offices.

Department of Housing and Urban Development

The United States Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD) is the federal agency that administers the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant (CDBG) program and the HOME,
HOPE, and other federal programs to assist housing and commu-
nity development.  The coordination relationship is via Lee
County.

ANALYSIS OF NEED FOR IMPROVED COOR-
DINATION

Policies from each comprehensive plan element regarding inter-
governmental coordination are summarized below, followed by
issues related to growth and development in adjacent areas of
the county.  The consistency of this comprehensive plan with
regional and state plans is then discussed.

Specific Policies Within This Comprehensive
Plan

Table 14-1 provides a summary of parts of each element of this
comprehensive plan that call for cooperative approaches and/or
would benefit from additional coordination.  These issues are
organized by element and policy number, with a short summary
of the policy.
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Development Outside Fort Myers Beach

Land immediately adjoining the town includes Black Island and
Lovers Key to the south, San Carlos Island to the north (across
Matanzas Pass), and the San Carlos Boulevard/Summerlin Road
corridors further north.  The town’s major concerns about devel-
opment outside its boundaries are additional traffic and impacts
of more stormwater runoff on Estero Bay. 

According to analyses by the SWFRPC and reported in this plan’s
Coastal Management Element, congestion on evacuation routes
will increase as traffic moves inland and joins other streams of
evacuating traffic in south Lee County.  It must be resolved by
more comprehensive means than, for example, reducing cur-
rently allowable development intensity immediately outside the
town.  The SWFRPC and the MPO are the appropriate entities
through which comprehensive solutions be achieved.

Eroding water quality in Estero Bay also requires a comprehen-
sive approach.  Conservation Element Policies 8-A through 8-F
require the town to take actions to protect and improve water
quality in Estero Bay, set standards for new development and re-
development in the town, identify cooperative activities with Lee
County and other agencies to identify and eliminate pollution
sources, and require compliance with NPDES requirements. 
Such cooperative measures need to be further refined with other
entities having similar responsibilities.

Another area of concern is the future of Matanzas Harbor and
the San Carlos Island waterfront.  This issue is discussed in the
Coastal Management Element.  Its Policy 10-F-1 calls for the
town to take an active role in initiating and participating in a
planning process for Matanzas Pass and nearby waters, as called
for in Policy 94.6.3 of the Lee Plan.  Other participants in a
balanced planning process might include Lee County; the San
Carlos Island Local Redevelopment Planning Committee;
shrimping industry representatives; recreational marina repre-

sentatives; Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve; U.S. Coast Guard; Lee
County Port Authority; and West Cost Inland Navigation District. 
The intended outcome of the process would be a “Matanzas
Harbor Management Plan” and the establishment of a new entity
to manage activities in Matanzas Pass.

Coordination procedures will also consider the potential effects
of this plan on land outside the town’s boundaries.  No negative
effects have yet been identified.  Development densities and
intensities are lower in most cases than allowed by the Lee Plan
prior to the town’s incorporation.  It is anticipated that with
extensive intergovernmental coordination and timely implemen-
tation of the town’s comprehensive plan, beneficial impacts on
the surrounding resource areas will occur.  

Underlying the plan is a recognition of the integral role of the
town in the preservation and enhancement of the larger natural,
economic, and social systems of the region.  The plan promotes
cooperative and efficient solutions to multi-jurisdictional prob-
lems through active participation, leading by example, and
commitment to long-term implementation and management
processes.
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Consistency with Regional and State Plans

The policies of this comprehensive plan are consistent with and
further the goals of the 1995 Southwest Florida Strategic Re-
gional Policy Plan (SRPP) and the State of Florida’s Comprehen-
sive Plan (which is contained in Chapter 187 of the Florida
Statutes).  The goals of the SRPP are grouped into five subject
areas of Natural Resources, Emergency Preparedness, Economic
Development, Affordable Housing, and Transportation.  The
SRPP’s discussion of background, concerns, issues, and goals in
these areas were compared to the goals, objectives, and policies
of the town’s comprehensive plan in order to identify the need
for additional planning coordination.

Natural Resources

Goals and policies throughout the State Comprehensive Plan
address the need to protect, conserve, and manage natural
resources to assure resources for all users, adequate access,
sustainability, and prevention of destruction of resources.  The
SRPP’s goals promote environmental awareness, educational
programs, and target levels of attainment for increases in the
diversity and extent of the region’s protected natural systems;
protection and conservation of water supply, water quality,
groundwater resources, air quality, and coastal resources; im-
provement of drainage systems; and increased public access to
beaches consistent with long-term habitat sustainability.

Goals and policies of the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan’s
Conservation, Stormwater Management, Utilities, and Coastal
Management Elements specifically further these goals of the
SRPP for natural resources and recognize the need for coopera-
tive effort.  The SWFRPC has provided leadership in convening
forums for such cooperation.  Of the many issue areas that are
being addressed, restoration of a natural beach and dune system
on the town’s beaches is an effort that will require substantial

interagency coordination and will further many related objec-
tives for resource and habitat protection.

Emergency preparedness

The SRPP’s regional strategy for emergency preparedness recog-
nizes the policy direction of the State Comprehensive Plan. 
While emergency preparedness is by nature a regional activity
and many of the SRPP’s goals are regional in scope, the Fort
Myers Beach Coastal Management Element furthers these goals,
particularly in Policy 5-B-1 which calls for improving the capabil-
ity of evacuating Fort Myers Beach in a timely manner; 5-B-4
regarding development of a storm emergency plan; 5-B-5 identi-
fying capital improvements to infrastructure that can improve
evacuation times; 5-C-1 concerning a post-disaster redevelop-
ment plan; 5-C-2 seeking solutions to elevation and drainage
characteristics of evacuation routes to the mainland; and 5-D-1
regarding conservation and enhancement of the shoreline for
storm protection.
 
The SWFRPC takes a leadership role in on-going coordination for
emergency preparedness.  Southwest Florida has established a
Local Emergency Planning Committee, a committee of local
Emergency Management Directors, and mutual aid agreements
among the member counties.  Even with the many measures the
town will implement locally to protect from and recover after
emergencies, lengthy out-of-county evacuation times and inade-
quate in-county shelter capacity remain major concerns that can
only be adequately addressed at the regional level and require
active cooperation of all jurisdictions in the region.

Affordable Housing

The housing goals of the SRPP further the state’s goal to increase
the supply of adequate affordable housing for low- and
moderate-income individuals and to encourage self-sufficiency
among individuals.  The SRPP’s goals promote:

# A wide variety of housing types
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# Private sector and/or public/private partnership efforts to
provide low-cost housing

# Coordination of local housing programs with related
social services

# The Southwest Florida region receiving its share of state
and federal funds

# Assurance that new affordable housing developments will
be an asset to the local community through excellence in
siting and design and in its ongoing operation and main-
tenance

# Infill and neighborhood revitalization

The policies implementing the Fort Myers Beach comprehensive
plan housing goal, “To keep a wide variety of housing types
available to people at all stages of their lives,” are consistent
with and further the SRPP and state’s housing goals by:

# Proposing an interlocal agreement with Lee County to
provide access to the range of federal and state
programs, eliminate duplication, increase opportunities
for partnerships, and address affordable housing from a
regional perspective (Housing Element Policy 12-A-1)

# Promoting a neighborhood revitalization program and
community design policies (Housing Element Policies 10-
A-2/3/4, 10-B-1, and 10-C-1/7) that:
– Encourage aesthetic compatibility of all new develop-

ment and redevelopment with the town’s vision.
– Provide for elimination of substandard conditions;
– Promote measures for partnerships, private sector

development, and individuals to provide the range of
housing types by facilitating access to resources,
providing an incentive-driven regulatory system, and
promoting neighborhood livability through design
guidelines and flexibility in the land development
regulations and code enforcement.

 
The existing coordination mechanisms and the proposed inter-
local agreement with Lee County adequately address the need

for on-going coordination and partnership building related to
implementing the town’s housing goal.

Economic Development

The Economic Development goals of the SRPP further the State
Comprehensive Plan goals to centralize activities into downtown
areas, promote a healthy economic climate, and support devel-
opment and expansion of tourist-related economies.  While the
town’s comprehensive plan does not contain an economic ele-
ment, policies throughout the plan further the economic devel-
opment goals of the region. 

Fort Myers Beach, in its position as a barrier island visitor and
tourist destination, is a key component of the state’s tourism
resources which are the foundation of the state’s economy.  In
furtherance of the state and regional goals for economic develop-
ment, the town’s policies:

# Promote private-sector investment into downtown revi-
talization and centralization of commercial, governmen-
tal, retail, residential, and cultural activities within exist-
ing “town center” areas; 

# Promote clear and consistent regulatory processes that
encourage re-investment and balance economic and
environmental objectives; 

# Encourage public/private partnerships to leverage re-
sources and increase access to federal, state, regional,
local, and private assistance programs for implementa-
tion;

# Ensure that any deficiencies in public facilities and ser-
vices are eliminated and that properly financed mainte-
nance schedules will be adopted for public facilities;

# Contribute to the state’s goal of expanding tourism and
diversifying the tourist experience while improving the
livability of the community so that residents and tourists
can co-exist comfortably.  Particular attention in the
town’s plan is given to the protection and enhancement
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of the town’s natural, recreational, historic, cultural, and
archaeological resources so that public enjoyment of
these resources can be sustained for future generations,
and so that visitors, tourists, and residents can experience
and access these amenities in a variety of ways.

# Conservation and Coastal Management policies particu-
larly promote economic stability over the long term by
identifying and protecting natural resources, preventing
any further loss of significant historical and archaeologi-
cal resources, protecting future water supplies, and in-
creasing production and use of alternative energy source-
s, including conservation.

The town coordinates closely with Lee County and the Tourist
Development Council, and with other barrier island jurisdictions
such as Sanibel, both to promote successful tourism and to
ensure a balance between tourism and community livability. 
One area requiring greater levels of coordination is in developing
an approach to cost sharing as a means to both cultivate tourism
and to address the impacts of tourism on the infrastructure of
the local community. 

Transportation

The following transportation issues are covered by the fifth and
final section of the SRPP:

# Highway systems (including roads, mass transit,
bicycle/pedestrian facilities, and the transportation
disadvantaged);

# Aviation systems (for passengers and freight);
# Water-borne systems (including waterways, ports,

and marinas); 
# Rail systems; and
# Pipelines, electric transmission lines, and man-made

drainage.

The SRPP’s goals promote:

# adequate evacuation times; 
# reduced acquisitions costs for new roads; 
# reduced travel through mixed land uses; 
# improved levels of services on roads; 
# encouragement of mass transit and carpooling; 
# more bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 
# access to transportation for the “special needs” popu-

lation; 
# expansion of airports; 
# increase of rail cargo service; 
# better maintenance of roads; 
# better integration of highways, air service, and mass

transit; 
# attention to peak-season travel needs; 
# reduced accident rates; and
# better attention to travel needs between jurisdictions.

Goals and policies in this plan closely follow these same themes,
unless the goal of improving levels of service were read to re-
quire only road improvements rather than the multi-modal
improvements anticipated by this plan’s Transportation Element.
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of intergovernmental issues in this ele-
ment, the following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted
into the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 14: To efficiently coordinate plans, pol-
icies, and public services among
the many public and private agen-
cies that play important community
roles.

x
OBJECTIVE 14-A COORDINATION OF PLANS — Ensure

coordination of this comprehensive
plan with comprehensive plans of
Lee County and the Lee County
School Board, other units of local
government providing services but
not having regulatory authority over
the use of land, and with regional
and state plans.

POLICY 14-A-1 The town will coordinate planning activities
called for by this comprehensive plan with
other local governments, the school board,
other units of local government providing
services but not having regulatory authority
over the use of land, the regional planning
council, and the state through informal
coordination, working groups, workshops,
joint meetings of governing boards, partici-
pation in coordinating organizations, spe-
cial task forces, and by formal interlocal
agreements as the need arises.

POLICY 14-A-2 In the areas where the town’s comprehen-
sive plan addresses the subject matter of
the State Comprehensive Plan in Chapter

187 F.S. and/or the 1995 Southwest
Florida Strategic Regional Policy Plan, the
town’s plan has been designed to be com-
patible with and further these plans.  Fu-
ture amendments to this plan shall
maintain this compatibility.  The town will
incorporate into the land development
code appropriate regulations to further
attain mutually held objectives.

POLICY 14-A-3 Where conflicts with other entities cannot
be resolved through discussion among
those concerned or other means, the town
shall consider resolution through interlocal
agreements and/or the informal mediation
process of the Southwest Florida Regional
Planning Council.

POLICY 14-A-4 Pursuant to the 1996 amendments to
Chapter 163.3177 F.S., the town shall co-
operate with the Lee County and other
municipalities within the county, the Lee
County School Board and any unit of local
government providing services in the
county in the following activities:
i. Developing principles and guidelines to

be used in the accomplishment of coor-
dination of the adopted comprehensive
plans;

ii. Describing joint processes for collabo-
rative planning and decision-making
on population projections and public
school siting, the location and exten-
sion of public facilities subject to
concurrency, and siting facilities with
countywide significance

The town will cooperate in establishing, by
interlocal or other formal agreement exe-
cuted by all affected entities, the joint pro-
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cesses described above, pursuant to the
schedule to be established by the state land
planning agency.

POLICY 14-A-5 The town will coordinate with Lee County
and the South Florida Water Management
District to insure that this Comprehensive
Plan remains consistent with Lee County’s
Water Supply Facilities Work Plan (last
updated in July 2008) and SFWMD’s
2005–2006 Lower West Coast Water Sup-
ply Plan Update (approved on July 12,
2006).  The town commits to updating this
Comprehensive Plan in accordance with
statutory timeframes, which in 2009
required this update within 18 months after
SFWMD updates or amends its 2006 Lower
West Coast Water Supply Plan Update.

OBJECTIVE 14-B COORDINATION OF SERVICES —
Ensure coordination among relevant
entities in establishing level-of-ser-
vice standards for public facilities,
providing for efficient delivery of
services, monitoring progress
toward goals, and constructing
improvements.

POLICY 14-B-1 The town would like to see major power
lines placed underground to protect the
lines, to avoid interruptions to evacuation
due to fallen lines, and to improve the vi-
sual experience for tourists and residents.

POLICY 14-B-2 Level-of-service standards for public facili-
ties, as specified in Policies 2-A through 2-D
of the Capital Improvements Element, have
been coordinated with the level-of-service
standards of entities operating these facili-

ties.  Future amendments to these
standards shall be similarly coordinated.  

POLICY 14-B-3 To foster coordination with special
districts, the town shall review the annual
public facilities report prepared by special
districts pursuant to Section 189.415, F.S.

POLICY 14-B-4 The Town Council shall appoint a commit-
tee by 1999 to evaluate the relationship
between the town and the three independ-
ent special districts and suggest whether
efficiencies could be achieved through
closer cooperation.

POLICY 14-B-5 The town shall continue to cooperate with
Lee County’s process of monitoring for
conflicts in level-of-service standards for
public facilities, and shall help resolve any
conflicts.

POLICY 14-B-6 The town shall work closely with public
and private service providers to coordinate
expected utility improvements with road-
way projects and/or become a party to the
county’s interlocal agreement with such
entities.

POLICY 14-B-7 The town shall seek a significant role in
policy matters concerning Lee County Utili-
ties’ sewer service, based on the town’s
dual roles as a major user of this service
and its location directly downstream of
any effluent discharges into tidal waters.

OBJECTIVE 14-C COORDINATION OF NEW DEVELOP-
MENT — Work closely with Lee County in
evaluating and addressing the effects of
new development.

POLICY 14-C-1 During 1998, resolve the current ambiguity
over the county’s and town’s roles in col-
lecting and spending road impact fees.
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POLICY 14-C-2 In cooperation with Lee County, establish a
process and enter into interlocal agree-
ments as needed to address the following:
i. Impacts of proposed new development

or re-development in Lee County out-
side the town’s boundaries which may
impact the town’s levels of service, nat-
ural resource standards, evacuation
times, or other significant impacts.

ii. Impacts, if any, of development pro-
posed in the town’s comprehensive
plan upon development in the adjacent
county area.

iii. Resolution of annexation issues that
may arise.

iv. Implementation of joint planning areas
and/or joint infrastructure service ar-
eas.

v. Procedure for notification and
exchange of information regarding
changes in land use or zoning and/or
other issues potentially affecting the
area adjacent to the town’s boundaries.

OBJECTIVE 14-D COORDINATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION — Promote co-
operative solutions to multi-
jurisdictional problems and oppor-
tunities through active participa-
tion in coordinating entities,
strengthening coordination mecha-
nisms, leading by example (particu-
larly through timely implementa-
tion of the policies of the town’s
comprehensive plan), and fostering
community involvement in imple-
menting this plan.

POLICY 14-D-1 The town shall continue to participate ac-
tively in the Lee County Metropolitan
Planning Organization and intends to join
the Southwest Florida Regional Planning
Council.

POLICY 14-D-2 The town shall continue to participate in
relevant coordinating entities sponsored by
the regional planning council such as:
i. Southwest Florida Chief Administra-

tive Officers
ii. Regional Harbor Board
iii. Estero Bay Agency on Bay Manage-

ment
iv. Beach Restoration working group

convened by WCIND, SWFRPC, and
Lee County Coastal Advisory Council

v. Southwest Florida Issues Group of
the Governor’s Commission for a
Sustainable South Florida

vi. Charlotte Harbor National Estuary
Program

POLICY 14-D-3 The town shall continue to foster close
cooperation among WCIND, SFWMD, DEP,
FGFWFC, DCA, other state and federal
agencies as appropriate, Lee County, local
task forces, non-profit organizations and
volunteer groups to implement the policies
of the town’s comprehensive plan.

POLICY 14-D-4 The town shall actively participate in ef-
forts that promote the consistent and coor-
dinated management of bays, estuaries,
and harbors that fall under the jurisdiction
of more than one local government
through the entities described in Policies 5-
D-1/2/3 and specifically by implementing
Policy 5-F-1 of the Coastal Management
Element initiating a cooperative planning
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process for Matanzas Pass and surround-
ing waterways by 1998.

POLICY 14-D-5 The town shall coordinate implementation
of the comprehensive plan with the
programs and permitting requirements of
all relevant regional, state, and federal
agencies and shall support the regulatory
and enforcement efforts of those agencies
by requiring applicants for development
orders to obtain approval from these other
agencies prior to the city’s authorizing
commencement of development activities.

POLICY 14-D-6 The town will continue cooperating with
Lee County over appropriate long-term
responsibilities, cost sharing, and the
transition process for county-owned facili-
ties within the jurisdictional boundaries of
the town, formalizing resolution of these
matters through interlocal agreements.

POLICY 14-D-7 The town shall continue to coordinate in-
formally with the Fort Myers Beach Ele-
mentary School and the Fort Myers Beach
Library District to address mutual needs.

POLICY 14-D-8 The town will exchange information with
the Fort Myers Beach Fire Control District
and solicit input from the fire district on
development proposals.

POLICY 14-D-9 The town will consider joining the Lee
County Regional Water Supply Authority.

POLICY 14-D-10 Should the need for a new permanent
dredge spoil disposal site arise, the town
will coordinate with Lee County and the
West Coast Inland Navigational District
and resolve conflicts between the town
and a public agency seeking a dredge spoil
disposal site through the Coastal

Resources Interagency Management Com-
mittee’s dispute resolution process.
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EFFECT AND LEGAL STATUS OF THIS PLAN

Upon adoption of this plan, all development and all actions taken
in regard to development orders shall be consistent with this plan. 
All land development regulations enacted or amended after its
effective date shall be consistent with this plan.  Land develop-
ment regulations in existence as of the effective date of this plan
which are inconsistent with this plan shall be amended to conform
to its goals, objectives, and policies (see implementation section
below).

The terms “consistent with” and “in conformity with” shall mean
that all development actions or orders will tend to further the
goals, objectives, and policies of the plan and will not specifically
inhibit or obstruct the attainment of articulated policies.  Where
goals, objectives, or policies of particular elements appear to be in
conflict, such conflicts shall be resolved upon an analysis of the
entire plan as it may apply to the particular area at issue.

The density limits and land-use restrictions in the Future Land Use
Element described above for each category are legally binding
immediately upon adoption of this comprehensive plan.  During
the preparation of the new Land Development Code that will fully
implement this plan, conflicts may arise between this plan and
previous regulations and zoning districts.  Until those conflicts are
resolved through amendments to the code, the more restrictive
regulations shall control land development activities.  If the more
restrictive regulation causes a result that is contrary to the intent
of this plan, a landowner may seek an administrative interpreta-
tion of this plan during the first year after its adoption, as de-
scribed below.

The impact of this plan upon ongoing development may involve a
balancing of the public needs as reflected in this plan and the
expectations of those persons in the process of developing prop-
erty in a manner inconsistent with its goals, objectives, and poli-
cies.  Moreover, Section 163.3202(2)(g), Florida Statutes, restricts
the ability of the town to grant development permits despite an
otherwise satisfactory balancing of such needs and expectations. 
There will be a transition period during which such development
rights will have to be balanced with public needs.  In instances
where development has been determined to be consistent with
previous plans, as amended, and a development order has been
issued, such development will be deemed consistent to the extent
it cannot reasonably comply with the standards established in this
plan, as outlined below:

A. A formal development order, not otherwise vested, shall be
deemed consistent with this plan for a period of three years
from the date of issuance of the development order, only as
to:
1. terms specifically approved in writing; or
2. accompanying plans expressly approved as to matters

requested to be in said plans and requested to be ap-
proved as part of the development order process.

To be deemed consistent, such development orders shall also
meet all applicable public health, safety, and welfare stan-
dards.

B. In addition to such formal development orders, the following
categories of approvals, projects, and developments shall be
deemed to be consistent with this plan, subject to the appli-
cable conditions as set forth below:
1. a development or project that has a building permit

issued by the Town of Fort Myers Beach that is valid on
the effective date of this plan and has not expired;

2. a site plan approved by court order or stipulated settle-
ment which is the result of litigation in which the Town
of Fort Myers Beach was a party, or in which Lee County

PROCEDURES AND MONITORING
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was a party prior to incorporation;
3. an approved, platted subdivision pursuant to Part I of

Chapter 177, Florida Statutes;
4. “planned development” zoning approvals which have not

been vacated due to inactivity by the developer; 
5. “planned development” zoning approvals granted by the

Town Council since incorporation; and
6. for ongoing commercial operations, an addition or interior

remodeling, limited to 25% of the existing floor area or
1,500 square feet, whichever is less (this is a one-time
addition).

The following general conditions shall apply to these six cate-
gories:
# the activity must comply with all applicable public

health, safety, and welfare standards and regulations;
# these categories shall be deemed consistent only inso-

far as those items specifically approved; and 
# the activity shall not be deemed consistent if there has

been a substantial deviation from the approval
granted.

Notwithstanding anything in this section to the contrary, an
approval or development order, which would otherwise be
deemed consistent, shall not be deemed consistent upon a show-
ing by the town of a peril to the public health, safety, or general
welfare of the residents of Lee County or the Town of Fort Myers
Beach, which peril was unknown at the time of approval.  More-
over, notwithstanding the fact that an approval or development
order is deemed consistent, no development order or permit, as
defined in Section 163.3164, Florida Statutes, shall be issued
which results in a reduction in the levels of service below the
minimum acceptable levels established in this plan, as required by
Section 163.3202(2)(g), Florida Statutes.

In other circumstances where development expectations may
conflict with this plan but judicially defined principles of equitable
estoppel may override the otherwise valid limitations imposed by

this plan, such expectations may be recognized by the Town of
Fort Myers Beach, acting by resolution of its Town Council, on a
case-by-case basis.

Nothing in this plan shall limit or modify the rights of any person
to complete any development that has been authorized as a devel-
opment of regional impact pursuant to Chapter 380, Florida
Statutes.

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

Many parts of this comprehensive plan will be implemented
through major changes to the Land Development Code, which by
state law must conform with this plan within one year (163.3202,
Florida Statutes).  

The new Land Development Code may have the effect of rezoning
many or all properties for various reasons, such as:

# to conform the zoning district of specific properties
to the requirements of this plan; or

# to combine several similar zoning districts into a
single new district to simplify the Land Development
Code.

Landowners whose property is proposed for rezoning will receive
notice in accordance with state law.

Some provisions of the plan are self-implementing; they guide
actions on a day-to-day basis without the need for further imple-
menting legislation.  Other provisions indicate that detailed regu-
lations may be needed to implement a general policy statement. 
When such a policy makes reference to a specific year of comple-
tion, the town’s intent is to have such regulations in place by the
end of that year.  Finally, some objectives and policies indicate the
town intends to complete programs or plans by a specific year;
this should be interpreted as intending completion of the task by
the end of the designated year.
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ADMINISTRATIVE INTERPRETATIONS

Persons or entities whose interests are directly affected by this
plan have the right to an administrative interpretation of the plan
as it affects their specific interest.  Such an interpretation, under
the procedures and standards set forth below, shall thereafter be
binding upon the Town of Fort Myers Beach.  Such administrative
interpretations are intended to expedite and reduce disputes over
plan interpretations, resolve certain map or boundary disputes,
avoid unnecessary litigation, ensure consistency in plan interpreta-
tion, and provide predictability in interpreting the plan.  All such
administrative interpretations, once rendered, are subject to
challenge under the provisions of Section 163.3215, Florida
Statutes.

A. Subject Matter of Administrative Interpretations.  Administrative
interpretations shall be provided only as to the following
matters:
1. Whether an area has been (or should have been) desig-

nated “Wetlands” on the basis of a clear factual error.  A
field check shall be made prior to the issuance of such an
interpretation.

2. Clarification of Future Land Use Map boundaries as to a
specific parcel of property.

3. Conflicts between pre-existing land development regula-
tions and this comprehensive plan during the first year
after its adoption (until those conflicts are resolved
through amendments to the Land Development Code).

4. Single-family residence provision as defined in subsection
E. below.

B. Procedures for Administrative Interpretations.
1. Anyone seeking an administrative interpretation shall

submit an application to the Town Clerk with requested
information, and shall have the burden of demonstrating
compliance with the standards set forth below. 

2. The Local Planning Agency’s attorney shall review each
application and request additional information or conduct

research as necessary.  The Local Planing Agency’s attor-
ney may issue a written administrative interpretation or
may, at the attorney’s sole discretion, refer the request to
the Local Planning Agency which will then make the
administrative interpretation.

C. Standards for Administrative Interpretations.  Administrative
interpretations of this plan shall be determined under the
following standards:
1. Interpretations which would be confiscatory, arbitrary,

capricious, unreasonable, or which would deny all eco-
nomically viable use of property shall be avoided;

2. Interpretations should be consistent with background
data, other policies, and objectives of the plan as a
whole; and

3. Interpretations should, to the extent practical, be consis-
tent with comparable prior interpretations.

D. Appeals of Administrative Interpretations.  The following
procedures shall apply in appealing administrative interpre-
tations:
1. An administrative interpretation may be appealed to the

Town Council by filing a written request within fifteen
days after the administrative interpretation has issued in
writing.  In reviewing such an appeal, the Town Council
shall consider only information submitted in the adminis-
trative interpretation process and shall review only
whether the proper standards set forth in this plan have
been applied to the facts presented.  No additional evi-
dence shall be considered by the Town Council.

2. The Council shall conduct such appellate review at a
public meeting to be held within thirty days after the
date of the written request for appeal.  The Council may
adopt the administrative interpretation being appealed,
or may overrule it, with a written decisions to be ren-
dered by the Town Clerk in writing within thirty days
after the date of the hearing.
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3. Where appropriate and necessary, administrative interpre-
tations shall be incorporated into this plan during the next
amendment cycle.

E. Single-Family Residence Provision.  Notwithstanding any other
provision of this plan, any entity owning property or entering
or participating in a contract for purchase agreement of prop-
erty, which property is not in compliance with the density
requirements of this plan, shall be allowed to construct one
single-family residence on said property, provided that:
1. Date Created:

a. the lot shall have been created and recorded in the
official Plat Books of Lee County prior to the effective
date of the Lee County Comprehensive Plan (December
21, 1984), and the configuration of said lot has not
been altered; OR

b. a legal description of the lot was lawfully recorded in
the Official Record books of the Clerk of Circuit Court
prior to December 21, 1984; OR

c. the lot was lawfully created after December 21, 1984,
and the lot area was created in compliance with the
Lee County or Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan,
whichever controlled at the time, as either plan existed
at the time the lot was created.

2. Minimum Lot Requirements:  In addition to meeting the
requirements set forth above, the lot  shall have:
a. a minimum of 4,000 square feet in area if it was cre-

ated prior to June 27, 1962; OR
b. a width of not less than 50 feet and an area of not less

than 5,000 square feet if part of a subdivision recorded
in the official Plat Books of Lee County after June 27,
1962, and prior to December 21, 1984; OR

c. a minimum of 7,500 square feet in area if it was cre-
ated on or after June 27, 1962, and prior to December
21, 1984, if not part of a subdivision recorded in the
official Plat Books of Lee County; OR

d. been in conformance with the zoning regulations in

effect at the time the lot or parcel was recorded if it
was created after December 21, 1984; OR

e. been approved as part of a Planned Unit Develop-
ment or Planned Development.

3. Ownership.  In addition to meeting the requirements set forth
above, prior to November 21, 2000, the lot shall have been
vacant or shall have been improved with one structure lo-
cated wholly on this lot. If a structure had been placed on
two or more adjoining lots at any time prior to November 21,
2000, the individual lots shall not qualify for this single-
family residence provision. 

4. Construction Regulations.  Once a property owner establishes
the right to build a single-family residence through these
procedures, the following policies shall prevail:
a. The residence shall comply with all applicable health,

safety, and welfare regulations, as those regulations
exist at the time a building permit is requested.

b. Lots containing wetlands shall be subject to special
provisions of the Land Development Code.

c. If two or more contiguous lots qualify, property own-
ers are encouraged to reapportion lots if the result
would be lots that come closer to meeting the stan-
dards for the lots’ zoning district, as long as no prop-
erty becomes non-conforming or increases in its
non-conformity and as long as the density will not
increase.

d. Nothing herein shall be interpreted as prohibiting the
combining of qualifying lots with other contiguous
property providing the density will not increase.

e. Two or more contiguous qualifying lots that are lo-
cated in a zoning district which permits duplexes
may be combined to support a single duplex in lieu
of two single-family residences.

5. Transferability.  These rights shall run with the land and be
available to any subsequent owner if the property which
qualifies for the single-family provision is transferred in its
entirety.
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LEGISLATIVE INTERPRETATIONS

In order to apply the plan consistently and fairly, it will be neces-
sary from time to time to interpret provisions in the plan in a
manner which insures that the legislative intent of the Town
Council which adopted the plan be understood and applied by
subsequent councils, town employees, private property owners,
and all other persons whose rights or work are affected by the
plan.  When the plan is interpreted, it should be done in accor-
dance with generally accepted rules of statutory construction,
based upon sound legal advice, and compiled in writing in a
document which can be a companion to the plan itself.

A. Requests.  Requests for interpretations may be made by any
Town Council member, the Town Manger, the Local Planning
Agency, or any applicant for a type of development regulated
by this plan. 

B. Local Planning Agency.  Upon receiving a request and written
recommendations from the Town Manager, the Local Planning
Agency shall review the same and forward them to the Town
Council with its comments and recommendations.

C. Town Council.  Upon receiving the recommendations of the
Local Planning Agency, the Town Council shall render a final
decision as to the correct interpretation to be applied.  This
interpretation shall be that which is adopted by absolute
majority of the Town Council, and, upon being reduced to a
board resolution drafted in response to the board majority, it
shall be signed by the Mayor and recorded in the town’s offi-
cial records.  The Town Clerk shall be responsible for main-
taining copies of all such resolutions in a single document
which shall be appropriately indexed and provided to all
persons upon request.  The document shall be updated regu-
larly and the latest version thereof furnished to all persons
requesting copies of the plan itself.

D. Legal Effect of Legislative Interpretations.  Any provision of the
plan specifically construed in accordance with the foregoing
procedures may not be re-interpreted or modified except by a
formal amendment of the plan itself.  Once formally adopted
in accordance with these procedures, the annotation shall
have the force of local law and all persons shall be placed on
constructive notice of it.  Any development orders issued in
reliance on legislative interpretations of this plan are subject
to challenge under the provisions of Section 163.3215,
Florida Statutes.

AMENDMENT PROCEDURES

This plan, including the Future Land Use Map, may be amended
with such frequency as may be permitted by applicable state
statutes and in accordance with such administrative procedures as
the Town Council may adopt.  Petitions for changes from land-
owners will be accepted annually; the Town Council may accept
applications more frequently at its sole discretion.

Sections of this plan may be renumbered or relettered, and typo-
graphical errors which do not affect the intent, may be authorized
by the Town Manager without need of a public hearing, by filing a
corrected copy of same with the Town Clerk.
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MONITORING, EVALUATING, AND UPDAT-
ING

Any comprehensive plan needs to be updated regularly.  Condi-
tions change; knowledge is gained about the effects of the plan;
and new opportunities and problems arise.  The Town Council
will initiate amendments or additions to this plan as needed, in
addition to the following regularly scheduled updates.

Annual Capital Improvements Update 

The Capital Improvements Element shall be updated annually
following the adoption of the town’s budget.  This update, at a
minimum, shall review expected revenues and include a new
financially feasible five-year schedule of capital improvements to
replace the existing schedule.

Scheduled Evaluation and Appraisal

State law requires a periodic evaluation and appraisal of all
adopted comprehensive plans.  The Local Planning Agency shall
complete a formal evaluation and appraisal process in the year
2005, unless the Town Council chooses an earlier schedule or if
state regulations change.  The Local Planning Agency’s report
shall address the following (in addition to any other require-
ments set out in 163.3191 FS and Rule 9J-5.0053 FAC):

A. Citizen participation in the planning process.  The town shall
update procedures to encourage public participation in the
planning process, specifically including the following:
1. Procedures to assure that real property owners are put

on notice, through newspaper advertisements or other
methods adopted by the town, of official actions that
may affect the use of their property.

2. Notices to keep the general public informed.
3. Opportunities for the public to provide written com-

ments.

4. Assurances that required public hearings are held.
5. Consideration of and response to public comments.

B. Updating appropriate baseline data and forecasts and prepar-
ing measurable objectives to be accomplished in the next
five-year period of the plan and for the long-term period. 

C. Accomplishments in the seven years since adoption, describing
the degree to which the goals, objectives, and policies have
been successfully reached and the extent to which unantici-
pated problems and opportunities have occurred, including
major social and economic problems of development and
deterioration.

D. Obstacles or problems which resulted in underachievement of
goals, objectives, or policies.  Proposals for modifying or
eventually achieving the goals, objectives, and policies shall
be formulated.

E. Effect of changes to other plans and regulations such as the
state and regional comprehensive plans and regulations
governing local comprehensive plans.

F. New or modified goals, objectives, policies, or actions needed to
correct discovered problems.  Along with failure to meet
stated objectives, the evaluation will recommend new goals,
objectives, or policies that will either correct past problems in
achievement, or modify the general direction or aim.

G. A means of ensuring continuous monitoring and evaluation of
the plan during the next five-year period.
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INTRODUCTION
Public schools are critical to the well-being and future of any
community. Coordinated planning among the Lee County School
District, Lee County government, and the five municipalities can
ensure that public school capacity is available to meet the needs
created by future growth. 

The local governments participating in this school concurrency
program are Lee County, the town of Fort Myers Beach, and the
cities of Fort Myers, Cape Coral, Bonita Springs, and Sanibel.
Each local government is entering into an interlocal agreement
with the school district to establish common parameters from
public school concurrency.

This element establishes public school concurrency requirements
triggered by a level-of-service standard for public schools, as
required by recent state legislation. School concurrency will
ensure that the public school facilities needed to maintain
the adopted level of service are in place before or concurrent
with the school impacts of new residential development.

LEGAL BACKGROUND
In 2005 the Florida Legislature began requiring each local
government to adopt a public schools element as part of its
Comprehensive Plan and to amend other elements to implement
public school concurrency.1

This element must establish a level of service for public schools
and also addresses school utilization, school proximity and
compatibility with residential development, availability of public
infrastructure, co-location opportunities for other public
facilities, and financial feasibility of school expansion plans.

CHANGES IN STUDENT POPULATION
Very little vacant land remains at Fort Myers Beach. The number
of additional students that will live within the town and use the
public school system will be low.

The town’s 2007 Evaluation/Appraisal Report estimated the
following number of vacant lots: 14 on the beachfront; 49 on
canals; and 43 inland lots. In addition, one multifamily building
of 40 dwelling units remains to be constructed at Bay Beach,
and about 6 dwelling units may be built on a vacant beachfront
parcel near the Carousel Motel. Additional residential units will
be constructed as some existing commercial parcels are
redeveloped as mixed-use buildings.

It is possible to forecast the number of students who will reside
in a new residential development based on countywide data. A
“student generation multiplier” was determined by Lee County
in 2008 as part of a school impact fee study. This multiplier is
applied to the proposed development’s number and type of
residential dwelling units; the product is the number of students
that should be expected. The multipliers are:
# Single-family home:  0.299 students per unit
# Multifamily:  0.118 students per unit

Applying these multipliers to anticipated additional residential
development yields a total of only about 50–70 additional
students at build-out of the town.

1 Laws of Florida 2005-290, formerly known as Senate Bill 360

PUBLIC SCHOOLS ELEMENT
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PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM
The Florida Department of Education requires each school
district to implement a financially feasible “Five-Year Capital
Facilities Plan” that provides for school capacity improvements to
accommodate projected student growth.2 Improvements which
increase the capacity of schools and which are budgeted and
programmed for construction within the first three years of the
plan are considered “committed” projects for concurrency
purposes, as discussed later. 

Currently, the school district operates 93 public schools from
pre-kindergarten to 12th grade:

# 43 elementary schools and 4 K-8 schools
# 17 middle schools
# 13 high schools
# 13 special centers and 3 high-tech centers

 
Recent state-mandated changes, such as early childhood
education and class size limitations, have affected the capacity of
school district facilities. Within the current five-year plan, the
following improvements will provide new capacity by 2011:

# 4 new elementary schools
# 2 new middle schools
# 1 elementary school replacement (increasing capacity by

308 student stations)

Florida school districts follow the same boundaries as counties.
There is only school within the Town of Fort Myers Beach, the
historic public elementary school on Oak Street (see Figures 1
and 2). This school serves grades K through 5, with enrollment
fluctuating from 165 to its current capacity of 200 students, all of
whom live (at least seasonally) on Estero or San Carlos Islands or
have parents who work there. Adding middle-school classrooms
to this school would be warmly welcomed by town residents.

The school is on an 11-acre site, 7.8 acres of which are buildable
uplands.  Excellent community facilities are adjacent, including
the public library, Bay Oaks park, Matanzas Pass Preserve, and a
public swimming pool.  (This clustering of public facilities is
consistent with the state law’s encouragement of the
“co-location” of schools with parks, libraries, and community
centers.)

The elementary school does not need to be expanded to meet
future demands. The only change planned is to convert one
primary classroom into a pre-kindergarten classroom for
exceptional students. If unexpected enrollment increases were to
occur, the school district’s busing program could transfer
students to off-island schools; also, ample room remains on the
current site for expansion.  Although there is no apparent or
expected need for additional space, should such a need occur, it
could be accommodated by expanding the current school.

According to the 2000 Census, the following number of school-
aged children resided within the town:
# 143 from 5 to 9 years old (2.2% of the population)
# 151 from 10 to 14 years old (2.3% of the population)164

from 15 to 19 years old (2.5% of the population)
# 164 from 15 to 19 years old (2.5% of the population)2  The most recent work plan, for 2008-2009, is available here: 

http://planning.leeschools.net/Data/08WkPlanFinal.pdf

Figure 1, Fort Myers Beach Elementary School
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Since 1998, the Lee County School District has operated under a
“school choice” program. The School District was divided into
three “student assignment zones” (south, east, and west), plus
several sub-zones (see Figure 3). Fort Myers Beach is in the south
zone, sub-zone S-4. Generally, students may be assigned to a
school in their sub-zone or an adjacent sub-zone within the same
zone; for example, a student living in S4 may also attend a
school in S1, S2, or S3.

Prior to the beginning of the school year, parents select from a
variety of schools close to where they live.  Once the application
period ends, each application is assigned a random number that
determines the order in which the application is processed. 
Applications are sorted giving priority to siblings wanting to
attend the same school, students living near each school,
students whose first choice is a school within their sub-zone, and

students in full-time special education classes.  The remaining
applications are processed in order of their random numbers
until all applications have been assigned.

Under the school choice program, children who are enrolled in a
school can remain in that school through its highest grade unless
they move to a different zone or sub-zone for which that school
is not an option.  Since the school choice program began, the
district has tried to balance program offerings in each zone so
that children do not have to attend schools in another zone to
access a particular program.  By limiting the choices to adjacent
sub-zones,  transportation costs have been kept manageable.

Table 16-1 shows the projected growth rate by grade level for
the entire Lee County School District: 

Table 16-1 — Student Growth Rates
by Grade Level - Recent and Projected

Grade
Actual

2007-08
Forecast
2008-09

Forecast
2009-10

Forecast
2010-11

Forecast 
2011-2012

Forecast 
2012-2013

Pre-K 611 676 736 806 854 883
Grade K 5,976 6,162 6,100 6,770 7,547 8,183
Grade 1 5,865 5,955 5,943 5,890 6,476 7,243
Grade 2 5,547 5,883 5,803 5,785 5,732 6,289
Grade 3 5,601 5,915 6,080 6,014 5,986 5,953
Grade 4 5,275 5,408 5,533 5,676 5,609 5,596
Grade 5 5,449 5,467 5,431 5,544 5,674 5,621
Grade 6 5,188 5,590 5,453 5,418 5,528 5,683
Grade 7 5,390 5,332 5,549 5,414 5,362 5,474
Grade 8 4,977 5,327 5,116 5,311 5,184 5,149
Grade 9 5,590 5,273 5,348 5,257 5,477 5,495
Grade 10 5,524 5,133 4,683 4,651 4,562 4,711
Grade 11 5,063 5,474 4,998 4,505 4,379 4,258
Grade 12 4,578 4,953 5,190 4,701 4,205 4,073

Total 70,634 72,548 71,963 71,742 72,575 74,611

SOURCE: Table PSFE 9, Draft Public School Facilities Element,
prepared by the Lee County School District, October 2008

Figure 2, Fort Myers Beach Elementary School
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Figure 3, Student Assignment Zones                           
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FUTURE CAPACITY ANALYSIS
Tables 16-2, 16-3, 16-4, and 16-5 provide a breakdown of the
enrollment and school capacity for School Year 2008/2009 and
projections for four additional years. This table indicates the
student assignment zone (and sub-zone) where each school is
located. These figures exclude charter schools which are funded
by but not operated by the School District.  School capacity
figures are based on the capacity analysis in the Florida Inventory
of School Houses.

The School District sometimes addresses capacity deficiencies at
individual schools is through the use of relocatables (portable
classrooms). The District currently uses relocatables to
accommodate 5,603 students but plans to phase them out over
the next five years.

The School District constantly monitors development trends to
determine where new schools will be needed. The expected cost
and timing of these schools is adjusted to match to available
revenue sources. New schools have been added to Tables 16-2
through 16-5 to determine how well they will meet the demand
of new students in each of the three school assignment zones. 

CONCURRENCY BOUNDARIES
School concurrency is based on a measurement of available
school capacity within a defined geographical area, called a 
“concurrency service area” (CSA).

The School District, the county, and the cities have agreed to use
the three “student assignment zones,” as shown on Figure 3, as
CSAs. State legislation encourages CSAs to be county-wide
during the early years of school concurrency and then become
more geographically targeted as the program evolves.3 However,
the School District has demonstrated that it has a financially
feasible plan to provide adequate school capacity in all three
zones over the coming five years and has been a strong advocate
of the smallest possible CSAs as early as possible. The School
District would prefer to use sub-zones rather than zones for
CSAs immediately, but county and some city officials were
unwilling to do so at least in the early years of the concurrency
program.

3 Florida Statutes § 163.3180(13)(c)
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Table 16-2 — Projections for SOUTH Zone, By School Type and By Sub-Zone 

SCHOOL 2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014
Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%

S1
Allen Park Elementary 880 1,056 83% 890 1,056 84% 878 1,056 83% 860 1,010 85% 848 1,010 84% 895 1,010 89%
Colonial Elementary 684 965 71% 813 965 84% 802 965 83% 792 930 85% 781 930 84% 824 930 89%
Edison Park Elementary 385 449 86% 378 449 84% 373 449 83% 371 436 85% 366 436 84% 386 436 89%
Franklin Park Elementary 506 579 87% 488 579 84% 481 579 83% 485 570 85% 479 570 84% 505 570 89%
Heights Elementary 824 1,306 63% 1,101 1,306 84% 1,085 1,306 83% 1,112 1,306 85% 1,097 1,306 84% 1,158 1,306 89%
Orangewood Elementary 688 637 108% 537 637 84% 529 637 83% 468 549 85% 461 549 84% 487 549 89%
Ray V. Pottorf Elementary 604 912 66% 769 912 84% 758 912 83% 746 876 85% 736 876 84% 777 876 89%
Tanglewood Elementary 679 793 86% 668 793 84% 659 793 83% 636 747 85% 627 747 84% 662 747 89%
Villas Elementary 788 943 84% 795 943 84% 784 943 83% 730 857 85% 720 857 84% 760 857 89%

Elementary Total 6038 7,640 79% 6,438 7,640 84% 6,350 7,640 83% 6,201 7,281 85% 6,116 7,281 84% 6,454 7,281 89%
Cypress Lake Middle 749 880 85% 747 880 85% 741 880 84% 736 860 86% 755 860 88% 763 860 89%
P.L. Dunbar Middle 907 1,013 90% 860 1,013 85% 853 1,013 84% 838 980 86% 860 980 88% 869 980 89%
Fort Myers Middle 694 858 81% 729 858 85% 723 858 84% 740 865 86% 759 865 88% 767 865 89%

Middle Total 2350 2,751 85% 2,336 2,751 85% 2,318 2,751 84% 2,313 2,705 86% 2,374 2,705 88% 2,399 2,705 89%
Cypress Lake High School 1348 1,727 78% 1,451 1,727 84% 1,341 1,727 78% 1,293 1,680 77% 1,248 1,680 74% 1,243 1,680 74%
Dunbar High School 1002 1,242 81%
Fort Myers High School 1689 1,964 86% 1,650 1,964 84% 1,525 1,964 78% 1,497 1,945 77% 1,445 1,945 74% 1,439 1,945 74%

High Total 4039 4,933 82% 3,101 3,691 84% 2,865 3,691 78% 2,791 3,625 77% 2,693 3,625 74% 2,683 3,625 74%

S2
Rayma C. Page Elementary 656 836 78% 704 836 84% 695 836 83% 731 858 85% 721 858 84% 761 858 89%
San Carlos Elementary 878 1,081 81% 911 1,081 84% 898 1,081 83% 851 999 85% 839 999 84% 886 999 89%
Three Oaks Elementary 738 738 100% 622 738 84% 613 738 83% 598 702 85% 590 702 84% 622 702 89%

Elementary Total 2272 2,655 86% 2,237 2,655 84% 2,207 2,655 83% 2,180 2,559 85% 2,149 2,559 84% 2,268 2,559 89%
Lexington Middle 890 1,027 87% 872 1,027 85% 865 1,027 84% 873 1,021 86% 896 1,021 88% 905 1,021 89%
Three Oaks Middle 802 987 81% 838 987 85% 831 987 84% 844 987 86% 866 987 88% 875 987 89%

Middle Total 1692 2,014 84% 1,710 2,014 85% 1,697 2,014 84% 1,717 2,008 86% 1,762 2,008 88% 1,781 2,008 89%
S Ft Myers High School 1425 1,926 74% 1,618 1,926 84% 1,495 1,926 78% 1,447 1,879 77% 1,396 1,879 74% 1,391 1,879 74%

High Total 1425 1,926 74% 1,618 1,926 84% 1,495 1,926 78% 1,447 1,879 77% 1,396 1,879 74% 1,391 1,879 74%
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Table 16-2 — Projections for SOUTH Zone, By School Type and By Sub-Zone (continued) 

SCHOOL 2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014
Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%

S3
Bonita Springs Elementary 441 389 113% 328 389 84% 323 389 83% 326 383 85% 322 383 84% 340 383 89%
Pinewoods Elementary 932 1044 89% 880 1044 84% 868 1044 83% 882 1035 85% 869 1035 84% 918 1035 89%
Spring Creek Elementary 711 753 94% 635 753 84% 625 753 83% 641 753 85% 632 753 84% 668 753 89%

Elementary Total 2084 2186 95% 1842 2186 84% 1816 2186 83% 1849 2171 85% 1824 2171 84% 1925 2171 89%
Bonita Springs Middle 647 876 74% 745 876 85% 737 876 84% 725 847 86% 744 847 88% 751 847 89%

Middle Total 647 876 74% 745 876 85% 737 876 84% 725 847 86% 744 847 88% 751 847 89%
Estero High School 1427 1695 84% 1425 1695 84% 1316 1695 78% 1275 1657 77% 1231 1657 74% 1225 1657 74%

High Total 1427 1695 84% 1425 1695 84% 1316 1695 78% 1276 1657 77% 1232 1657 74% 1225 1657 74%

S1 Total 6038 7640 79% 6438 7640 84% 6350 7640 83% 6201 7281 85% 6116 7281 84% 6454 7281 89%
S2 Total 2272 2655 86% 2237 2655 84% 2207 2655 83% 2180 2559 85% 2149 2559 84% 2268 2559 89%
S3 Total 2084 2186 95% 1842 2186 84% 1816 2186 83% 1849 2171 85% 1824 2171 84% 1925 2171 89%

Elementary Total 10394 12481 83% 10517 12481 84% 10373 12481 83% 10230 12011 85% 10089 12011 84% 10647 12011 89%

Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%
S1 Total 2350 2751 85% 2336 2751 85% 2318 2751 84% 2313 2705 86% 2374 2705 88% 2399 2705 89%
S2 Total 1692 2014 84% 1710 2014 85% 1697 2014 84% 1717 2008 86% 1762 2008 88% 1781 2008 89%
S3 Total 647 876 74% 745 876 85% 737 876 84% 725 847 86% 744 847 88% 751 847 89%

Middle Total 4689 5641 83% 4791 5641 85% 4752 5641 84% 4755 5560 86% 4880 5560 88% 4931 5560 89%

 
Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%

S1 Total 4039 4933 82% 3101 3691 84% 2865 3691 78% 2791 3625 77% 2693 3625 74% 2683 3625 74%

S2 Total 1425 1926 74% 1618 1926 84% 1495 1926 78% 1447 1879 77% 1396 1879 74% 1391 1879 74%

S3 Total 1427 1695 84% 1425 1695 84% 1316 1695 78% 1275 1657 77% 1232 1657 74% 1225 1657 74%

High Total 6891 8554 81% 6144 7312 84% 5676 7312 78% 5513 7,161 77% 5321 7161 74% 5299 7161 74%

 SOURCE:  Table PSFE 12, Draft Public School Facilities Element, prepared by the Lee County School District, October 2008
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Table 16-3 — Projections for EAST Zone, By School Type and By Sub-Zone

SCHOOL 2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014
Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%

E1
Bayshore Elementary 590 693 85% 581 693 84% 604 693 87% 570 639 89% 566 639 89% 630 639 99%
Edgewood Elementary 479 741 65% 622 741 84% 645 741 87% 636 713 89% 632 713 89% 703 713 99%
Manatee Elementary 765 1042 73%
Michigan Int. Elem. 366 442 83% 629 750 84% 653 750 87% 669 750 89% 665 750 89% 739 750 99%
Orange River Elem. 766 817 94% 685 817 84% 712 817 87% 682 765 89% 678 765 89% 754 765 99%
Tice Elementary 545 587 93% 492 587 84% 511 587 87% 481 539 89% 478 539 89% 531 539 99%

Elementary Total 3511 4322 81% 3010 3588 84% 3125 3588 87% 3038 3406 89% 3019 3406 89% 3357 3406 99%
Lee Middle 462 926 50% 769 926 83% 780 926 84% 796 917 87% 802 917 87% 658 917 72%
Michigan Int’l Middle 118 221 53%
Oak Hammock Middle 794 1192 67%

Middle Total 1374 2339 59% 769 926 83% 780 926 84% 796 917 87% 802 917 87% 658 917 72%
Dunbar High 867 1242 70% 813 1242 65% 638 983 65% 634 983 65% 631 983 64%

High  Total 0 0 867 1242 70% 813 1242 65% 638 983 65% 634 983 65% 631 983 64%

E2
Gateway Elementary 749 758 99% 636 758 84% 660 758 87% 607 680 89% 603 680 89% 670 680 99%
Harns Marsh Elementary 898 912 98% 765 912 84% 794 912 87% 778 872 89% 773 872 89% 859 872 99%
Manatee Elementary 874 1042 84% 908 1042 87% 929 1042 89% 924 1042 89% 1027 1042 99%
River Hall Elementary 873 1046 83% 876 1046 84% 911 1046 87% 910 1020 89% 904 1020 89% 1005 1020 99%
Sunshine Elementary 1152 1191 97% 999 1191 84% 1037 1191 87% 988 1108 89% 982 1108 89% 1092 1108 99%
Treeline Elementary 850 1034 82% 867 1034 84% 901 1034 87% 922 1034 89% 916 1034 89% 1019 1034 99%
Elementary "V" 922 1034 89% 916 1034 89% 1019 1034 99%
Elementary "W" 916 1034 89% 1019 1034 99%

Elementary Total 4522 4941 92% 5018 5983 84% 5212 5983 87% 6056 6790 89% 6935 7824 89% 7711 7824 99%
Oak Hammock Middle 990 1192 83% 1005 1192 84% 1035 1192 87% 1043 1192 87% 855 1192 72%
Varsity Lakes 910 1024 89% 851 1024 83% 863 1024 84% 864 995 87% 870 995 87% 713 995 72%
Middle "LL" 860 1200 72%

Middle Total 910 1024 89% 1841 2216 83% 1868 2216 84% 1900 2187 87% 1913 2187 87% 2429 3387 72%
Lehigh Senior 1516 1732 88% 1208 1732 70% 1133 1732 65% 1112 1713 65% 1105 1713 65% 1100 1713 64%
Riverdale High School 1706 1926 89% 1343 1926 70% 1260 1926 65% 1251 1926 65% 1242 1926 65% 1237 1926 64%

High Total 3222 3658 88% 2551 3658 70% 2393 3658 65% 2363 3639 65% 2347 3639 65% 2337 3639 64%
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Table 16-3 — Projections for EAST Zone, By School Type and By Sub-Zone (continued) 

SCHOOL 2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014
Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%

E3
Alva Elementary 412 391 105% 328 391 84% 341 391 87% 269 302 89% 268 302 89% 298 302 99%
Lehigh Elementary* 867 1034 84% 901 1034 87% 922 1034 89% 916 1034 89% 1019 1034 99%
Mirror Lakes Elementary 1027 1061 97% 890 1061 84% 924 1061 87% 892 1000 89% 886 1000 89% 986 1000 99%
Veterans Park Elementary 891 1178 76% 988 1178 84% 1026 1178 87% 963 1080 89% 957 1080 89% 1064 1080 99%
East Zone Staging ** 792 758 104% 636 758 84% 660 758 87% 676 758 89% 672 758 89% 747 758 99%

Elementary Total 3122 3388 92% 3710 4422 84% 3852 4422 87% 3723 4174 89% 3699 4174 89% 4114 4174 99%
Alva Middle 560 513 109% 426 513 83% 432 513 84% 446 513 87% 449 513 87% 368 513 72%
Lehigh Acres Middle 1025 1057 97% 878 1057 83% 891 1057 84% 875 1007 87% 881 1007 87% 722 1007 72%
Veterans Park Middle 600 589 102% 489 589 83% 496 589 84% 469 540 87% 472 540 87% 386 540 72%

Middle Total 2185 2159 101% 1794 2159 83% 1820 2159 84% 1789 2060 87% 1802 2060 87% 1476 2060 72%
East Lee County High 1623 1946 83% 1357 1946 70% 1273 1946 65% 1263 1946 65% 1255 1946 65% 1250 1946 64%

High Total 1623 1946 83% 1357 1946 70% 1273 1946 65% 1263 1946 65% 1255 1946 65% 1250 1946 64%

E1 Total 3511 4322 81% 3010 3588 84% 3125 3588 87% 3038 3406 89% 3019 3406 89% 3357 3406 99%

E2 Total 4522 4941 92% 5018 5983 84% 5212 5983 87% 6056 6790 89% 6935 7824 89% 7711 7824 99%

E3 Total 3122 3388 92% 3710 4422 84% 3852 4422 87% 3723 4174 89% 3699 4174 89% 4114 4174 99%

Elementary Total 11155 12651 88% 11738 13993 84% 12189 13993 87% 12817 14370 89% 13653 15404 89% 15182 15404 99%

E1 Total 1374 2339 59% 769 926 83% 780 926 84% 796 917 87% 802 917 87% 658 917 72%

E2 Total 910 1024 89% 1841 2216 83% 1868 2216 84% 1900 2187 87% 1913 2187 87% 2429 3387 72%

E3 Total 2185 2159 101% 1794 2159 83% 1820 2159 84% 1789 2060 87% 1802 2060 87% 1476 2060 72%

Middle Total 4469 5522 76% 4404 5301 83% 4468 5301 84% 4485 5164 87% 4517 5164 87% 4563 6364 72%

E1 Total 0 0 867 1242 70% 813 1242 65% 638 983 65% 634 983 65% 631 983 64%

E2 Total 3222 3658 88% 2551 3658 70% 2393 3658 65% 2363 3639 65% 2347 3639 65% 2337 3639 64%

E3 Total 1623 1946 83% 1357 1946 70% 1273 1946 65% 1263 1946 65% 1255 1946 65% 1250 1946 64%

High Total 4845 5604 86% 4775 6846 70% 4479 6846 65% 4264 6568 65% 4236 6568 65% 4218 6568 64%

* Lehigh Elementary located in East Zone Staging School for 20082009 school year while existing campus is remodeled.
** East Zone Staging School will become Elementary "I" in 20092010 school year when converted to permanent campus.

 SOURCE:  Table PSFE 10, Draft Public School Facilities Element, prepared by the Lee County School District, October 2008 
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Table 16-4 — Projections for WEST Zone, By School Type and By Sub-Zone

SCHOOL 2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014
Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%

W1
J. Colin English Elementary 422 601 70% 531 601 88% 553 601 92% 561 584 96% 568 584 97% 599 584 103%
Littleton Elementary 628 738 85% 652 738 88% 680 738 92% 624 649 96% 631 649 97% 666 649 103%
North Ft Myers Acad. Elem. 548 876 63% 774 876 88% 807 876 92% 820 853 96% 830 853 97% 875 853 103%

Elementary Total 1598 2215 72% 1958 2215 88% 2040 2215 92% 2005 2086 96% 2029 2086 97% 2141 2086 103%
North Ft Myers Acad. Midd. 438 438 100% 412 438 94% 349 438 80% 340 426 80% 344 426 81% 347 426 82%

Middle Total 438 438 100% 412 438 94% 349 438 80% 340 426 80% 344 426 81% 347 426 82%
Island Coast High 1094 2004 55% 1881 2004 94% 1802 2004 90% 1772 2004 88% 1796 2004 90% 1790 2004 89%

High Total 1094 2004 55% 1881 2004 94% 1802 2004 90% 1772 2004 88% 1796 2004 90% 1790 2004 89%

W2
Caloosa Elementary 993 1075 92% 950 1075 88% 990 1075 92% 1015 1056 96% 1027 1056 97% 1084 1056 103%
Diplomat Elementary 944 1086 87% 960 1086 88% 1000 1086 92% 935 973 96% 946 973 97% 999 973 103%
Elementary "C" 994 1034 96% 1006 1034 97% 1061 1034 103%
Elementary "A" 1006 1034 97% 1061 1034 103%
Hancock Creek Elementary 874 1044 84% 923 1044 88% 961 1044 92% 976 1015 96% 987 1015 97% 1042 1015 103%
Hector A. Cafferata, Jr.
Elementary 732 883 83% 780 883 88% 813 883 92% 750 780 96% 759 780 97% 800 780 103%
Tropic Isles Elementary 880 1051 84% 929 1051 88% 968 1051 92% 959 997 96% 970 997 97% 1023 997 103%

Elementary Total 4423 5139 86% 4542 5139 88% 4732 5139 92% 5628 5855 96% 6700 6889 97% 7070 6889 103%
Caloosa Middle 892 1005 89% 945 1005 94% 801 1005 80% 765 957 80% 772 957 81% 780 957 82%
Diplomat Middle 863 973 89% 914 973 94% 775 973 80% 773 967 80% 780 967 81% 788 967 82%
Mariner Middle 928 1141 81% 1072 1141 94% 909 1141 80% 903 1130 80% 911 1130 81% 921 1130 82%
Middle "MM" 950 1192 80% 953 1192 80% 962 1192 81% 972 1192 82%

Middle Total 2683 3119 86% 2931 3119 94% 3435 4311 80% 3393 4246 80% 3425 4246 81% 3461 4246 82%
Mariner High 1631 1635 100% 1535 1635 94% 1470 1635 90% 1445 1635 88% 1465 1635 90% 1460 1635 89%
North Fort Myers High 1748 1763 99% 1655 1763 94% 1585 1763 90% 1559 1763 88% 1580 1763 90% 1575 1763 89%

High Total 3379 3398 99% 3190 3398 94% 3055 3398 90% 3004 3398 88% 3045 3398 90% 3035 3398 89%
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Table 16-4 — Projections for WEST Zone, By School Type and By Sub-Zone  (continued)

SCHOOL 2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014
Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%

W3
Cape Elementary 751 898 84% 794 898 88% 827 898 92% 839 873 96% 849 873 97% 896 873 103%
Gulf Elementary 1216 1347 90% 1190 1347 88% 1240 1347 92% 1244 1294 96% 1259 1294 97% 1328 1294 103%
Patriot Elementary 769 1046 74% 924 1046 88% 963 1046 92% 1005 1046 96% 1017 1046 97% 1073 1046 103%
Pelican Elementary 1088 1362 80% 1204 1362 88% 1254 1362 92% 1244 1294 96% 1259 1294 97% 1328 1294 103%
Skyline Elementary 1017 1380 74% 1220 1380 88% 1271 1380 92% 1211 1260 96% 1226 1260 97% 1293 1260 103%
Trafalgar Elementary 830 1036 80% 915 1036 88% 954 1036 92% 996 1036 96% 1008 1036 97% 1063 1036 103%

Elementary Total 5671 7069 80% 6246 7069 88% 6509 7069 92% 6538 6803 96% 6617 6803 97% 6982 6803 103%
Challenger Middle 1046 1230 85% 1156 1230 94% 980 1230 80% 953 1192 80% 962 1192 81% 972 1192 82%
Gulf Middle 874 943 93% 886 943 94% 751 943 80% 730 914 80% 737 914 81% 745 914 82%
Trafalgar Middle 956 1034 92% 972 1034 94% 824 1034 80% 818 1023 80% 825 1023 81% 834 1023 82%

Middle Total 2876 3207 90% 3014 3207 94% 2556 3207 80% 2501 3129 80% 2524 3129 81% 2551 3129 82%
Cape Coral High School 1964 1759 112% 1651 1759 94% 1582 1759 90% 1555 1759 88% 1577 1759 90% 1571 1759 89%
Ida Baker High School 1920 1940 99% 1821 1940 94% 1744 1940 90% 1715 1940 88% 1740 1940 90% 1733 1940 89%

High Total 3884 3699 105% 3472 3699 94% 3326 3699 90% 3270 3699 88% 3316 3699 90% 3304 3699 89%

W1 Total 1598 2215 72% 1958 2215 88% 2040 2215 92% 2005 2086 96% 2029 2086 97% 2141 2086 103%
W2 Total 4423 5139 86% 4542 5139 88% 4732 5139 92% 5628 5855 96% 6700 6889 97% 7070 6889 103%

W3 Total 5671 7069 80% 6246 7069 88% 6509 7069 92% 6538 6803 96% 6617 6803 97% 6982 6803 103%

Elementary Total 11692 14423 81% 12746 14423 88% 13281 14423 92% 14171 14744 96% 15346 15778 97% 16193 15778 103%

W1 Total 438 438 100% 412 438 94% 349 438 80% 340 426 80% 344 426 81% 347 426 82%

W2 Total 2683 3119 86% 2931 3119 94% 3435 4311 80% 3393 4246 80% 3425 4246 81% 3461 4246 82%

W3 Total 2876 3207 90% 3014 3207 94% 2556 3207 80% 2501 3129 80% 2524 3129 81% 2551 3129 82%

Middle Total 5997 6764 89% 6357 6764 94% 6340 7956 80% 6234 7801 80% 6293 7801 81% 6359 7801 82%

W1 Total 1094 2004 55% 1881 2004 94% 1802 2004 90% 1772 2004 88% 1796 2004 90% 1790 2004 89%

W2 Total 3379 3398 99% 3190 3398 94% 3055 3398 90% 3004 3398 88% 3045 3398 90% 3035 3398 89%

W3 Total 3884 3699 105% 3472 3699 94% 3326 3699 90% 3270 3699 88% 3316 3699 90% 3304 3699 89%

High Total 8357 9101 92% 8543 9101 94% 8183 9101 90% 8046 9101 88% 8157 9101 90% 8129 9101 89%

SOURCE:  Table PSFE 11, Draft Public School Facilities Element, prepared by the Lee County School District, October 2008



PUBLIC SCHOOLS ELEMENT                                             AS ADOPTED BY ORDINANCE 09-03 [2008-02-TEXT] PAGE 16 – 12 / as amended 11-25-2009

Table 16-5 — Projections for Barrier Island and Special Centers

SCHOOL 2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014
Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util% Enroll Cap Util%

Barrier Island Schools
Fort Myers Beach Elem 153 200 77% 170 200 85% 170 200 85% 161 179 90% 161 179 90% 161 179 90%
Pine Island Elementary 301 391 77% 332 391 85% 332 391 85% 329 347 95% 329 347 95% 329 347 95%
The Sanibel School (Elem) 244 263 93% 224 263 85% 223 263 85% 231 241 96% 231 241 96% 231 241 96%
The Sanibel School (Mid) 126 132 95% 112 132 85% 112 132 85% 115 122 94% 115 122 94% 115 122 94%

Total 824 986 84% 838 986 85% 837 986 85% 836 889 94% 836 889 94% 836 889 94%

Special Facilities
Buckingham Exceptional
Ctr. 105 100 105% 110 100 110% 116 100 116% 122 100 122% 128 100 128% 134 100 134%
Dunbar Community
School 0 260 0% 0 260 0% 0 260 0% 0 260 0% 0 260 0% 0 260 0%
New Directions 518 665 78% 544 665 82% 571 665 86% 599 640 94% 629 640 98% 661 640 103%
ALC West 76 265 29% 79 265 30% 83 265 31% 88 265 33% 92 265 35% 96 265 36%
Royal Palm Exceptional
Center 181 230 79% 190 230 82% 199 230 87% 209 230 91% 220 230 95% 230 230 100%
High Tech Central 78 675 12% 82 675 12% 86 675 13% 90 675 13% 94 675 14% 99 675 15%
High Tech North 100 324 31% 105 324 32% 110 324 34% 115 324 36% 121 324 37% 127 324 39%

Total 1058 2519 58% 1110 2519 61% 1165 2519 64% 1223 2494 68% 1284 2494 71% 1347 2494 75%

SOURCE:  Table PSFE 13, Draft Public School Facilities Element, prepared by the Lee County School District, October 2008
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LEVEL-OF-SERVICE STANDARD
“Level of service” (LOS) is the relationship between demand and
supply. For schools, LOS is expressed as a ratio of student
enrollment to school capacity for all schools of each type
(elementary, middle, high, and barrier islands/special centers).

To establish a formal level of service, the school district first
identifies the current level of service that is being provided. Then
the district projects future demand from additional students,
identifies needed capacity in nearby schools, and determines the
cost to construct additional school capacity. This cost is then
compared to available funds for construction.

This process is similar to how the school district has always
identified where new schools should be constructed. The
difference now is that a public school “level of service” must
become a regulatory standard in every county and city. Should
the adopted standard not be met in any CSA, further
development approvals cannot be granted.

To determine the capacity of each school, the school district uses
a methodology established by the state Department of Education
known as the Florida Inventory of Schoolhouses (FISH). This
capacity is the number of students that may be housed in a
school at any given time based on a state-determined percentage
of the number of existing “student stations.”

The number of regular classrooms is multiplied by the number of
student stations to create the “Permanent FISH Capacity” for
each school. (“Permanent” capacity excludes relocatable
classrooms from the capacity of schools.) No capacity is assigned
to small instructional spaces or to specialized classrooms such as
science labs and art or music rooms. 

Tables 16-2 through 16-5 list each school administered by the
school district according to its student assignment zone (South,

East, West, and Barrier Islands/Special Centers, respectively)
and its sub-zone (e.g., S1, S2, S3, etc.). Data is provided
showing each school’s current enrollment and its permanent
FISH capacity. Projections of future student demand are applied
to each school for each year through 2011/12. New schools are
shown as available in future years according to the school
district’s current construction schedule.

A “utilization percentage” (enrollment divided by capacity) is
also provided in these tables for each school each year. This
percentage can be thought of as a “level of service” for that
school. Subtotals of enrollment, capacity, and utilization
percentage are provided for each school type in each sub-zone
and zone. This presentation of data makes it possible to evaluate
taking the utilization percentage for various groupings of schools
and making that percentage the formal “level of service” for
concurrency purposes.

Based on this data, the school district has agreed with Lee
County and the five municipalities4 to jointly establish the
following level-of-service standard for concurrency purposes:

(1) Elementary:  100% of Permanent FISH Capacity as adjusted
by the School Board annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

(2) Middle:  100% of Permanent FISH Capacity as adjusted by
the School Board annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

(3) High:  100% of Permanent FISH Capacity as adjusted by the
School Board annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

(4) Special Purpose: 100% of Permanent FISH Capacity as
adjusted by the School Board annually to account for
measurable programmatic changes.

4Interlocal Agreement, approved April 7, 2008  (copy attached)
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For purposes of this subsection, a “measurable programmatic
change” means a change to the operation of a school and
measurable capacity impacts including, but not limited to,
double sessions, floating teachers, year-round schools and
special educational programs.

Relocatable classrooms shall be utilized to maintain the LOS on
a temporary basis when construction to increase capacity is
planned and in process.  The temporary capacity provided by
relocatables shall not exceed 20% of the Permanent FISH
Capacity and shall be used for a period not to exceed three
years.  Relocatables may also be used to accommodate special
education programs as required by law and to provide
temporary classrooms while a portion of an existing school is
under renovation.

This standard will be applied to each of the three student
assignment zones, not to individual schools or to sub-zones.
Policy 16-B-1 of this element contains the final wording for this
standard. Policy 16-B-3 describes the process for modifying this
standard.
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PROJECTED ADDITIONS TO SCHOOL CAPACITY
Countywide, four additional elementary schools are proposed in
this plan, adding about 4,000 additional elementary student
stations. The replacement of Michigan Elementary School will
add about 308 student stations.                             

To accommodate the growth at the middle school level, two new
middle schools will open in the next 5 years, adding about 2,668
new middle school student stations. No new high schools are
planned. 

The school district currently owns enough land to build all
schools planned to open through 2012, with a bank of properties
for some of the schools planned to open after that date.

SCHOOL DISTRICT CAPITAL FUNDING
The school district relies on both local and state funding for new
construction and renovation. The primary local funding is from
property taxes and school impact fees. 

The school district has levied the maximum allowable rate of
1.75 mills for capital costs in its most recent budget.

In 2005, Lee County adopted school impact fees. The current
rate is approximately $4,116 for a single-family home and
$1,624 for multifamily units. These fees offset a portion of the
cost of additional student stations required by new residential
development. 

The school district may also sell bonds or offer certificates of
participation. The district currently has $574,230,000 in
outstanding certificates which were used to construct 24,879
student stations.  

School expansion projects also rely on state capital outlay
funding sources derived from motor vehicle license taxes, known

as Capital Outlay and Debt Service funds (CO&DS), and gross
receipts tax revenue from utilities, known as Public Education
Capital Outlay funds (PECO). Table 16-6 summarizes funds
available to the school district for capital improvements over the
coming five years.

FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY
Florida law requires that this element of the comprehensive plan
must address how the level-of-service standard will be achieved
and maintained.

The school board is required by state law to adopt each year a
financially feasible “Five-Year Capital Facilities Plan.” That plan
details the capital improvements that are needed and the
revenues that are available to meet the demand for additional
student stations.

The summary of capital improvements shown in Table 16-7
details the school district’s planned expenditures over the current
five-year planning period. The school district’s capital
improvements program does not require funding from Lee
County or the individual cities. 

A comparison of Tables 16-2 through 16-7 show that the school
district’s capital financing plan is sufficient to fund necessary
capital improvements and is financially feasible.
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Table 16-6— Estimated Revenues for Public School Capital Improvements 

Revenue Source
FY 2008 – 2009

Budget
FY 2009-2010

Projected
FY 2010-2011

Projected
FY 2011-2012

Projected
FY 2012-2012

Projected
Five-Year

 Total

Local Ad Valorem Tax
   (Discretionary Capital Outlay Revenue)

147,296,040 141,630,808 136,183,469 133,513,205 140,188,865 698,812,387

PECO and 2-Mil Maintenance
and Other 2-Mil Expenditures

(367,110,689) (248,503,334) (219,173,383) (225,568,282) (209,324,672) (1,269,680,360)

PECO Maintenance Revenue 2,891,818 3,472,847 4,647,908 4,396,618 4,381,272 19,790,463

Available 2-Mil for New Construction: (219,814,649) (106,872,526) (82,989,914) (92,055,077) (69,135,807) (570,867,973)

CO & DS Revenue 1,011,549 1,011,549 1,011,549 1,011,549 1,011,549 5,057,745
PECO New Construction Revenue 6,081,424 0 1,370,343 4,189,361 1,674,646 13,315,774
Other Revenue for Other Capital projects 665,800 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 1,065,800
Impact fees received 5,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 7,000,000 23,000,000
Interest, Including Profit on Investment 9,981,000 6,490,192 5,195,531 4,879,795 5,250,135 31,796,653
Fund Balance Carried Forward 336,106,236 175,368,500 112,472,249 96,774,372 108,121,977 828,843,334

Total Additional Revenue: 358,846,009 185,970,241 124,149,672 110,955,077 123,158,307  903,079,306

 

Total Available Revenue: 139,031,360 79,097,715 41,159,758 18,900,000 54,022,500 332,211,333

 SOURCES: Table PSFE 17, Draft Public School Facilities Element, prepared by the Lee County School District, October 2008
Five-Year District Facilities Work Program, 2008-2009, prepared by the Lee County School District, September 2008
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Table 16-7— Schedule of Capacity-Enhancing Capital Improvements

Expected cost, by fiscal year

Project Description Name /
Code

Added
Capacity

2008 - 2009 2009 - 2010 2010 - 2011 2011 - 2012 2012 - 2013 Total

New Elementary
East Zone (K-5)

Elem. V 1,000 $23,477,713 $0 $0 $0 $0 $23,477,713

New Elementary
West Zone (K-5)

Elem. A 1,000 $0 $8,145,000 $19,005,000 $0 $0 $27,150,000

New Elementary
East Zone (K-5)

Elem. W 1,000 $0 $8,145,000 $19,005,000 $0 $0 $27,150,000

New Elementary
South Zone (K-5)

TBD 1,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,922,500 $9,922,500

New Elementary
East Zone (K-5)

TBD 1,000 $0 $0 $0 $9,450,000 $22,050,000 $31,500,000

New Elementary
West Zone (K-5)

Elem. C 1,000 $0 $0 $0 $9,450,000 $22,050,000 $31,500,000

Replacement Elementary
South Zone (K-5)

Heights 0 $2,428,064 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,428,064

Replacement Elementary
South Zone (K-5)

Michigan 750 $23,066,661 $0 $0 $0 $0 $23,066,661

$0Oak Hammock Middle
East Zone (6-8)

KK 1,334 $3,842,498 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,842,498

New Middle
East Zone (6-8)

LL 1,334 $13,065,107 $26,159,893 $0 $0 $0 $39,225,000

New Middle
West Zone (6-8)

MM 1,334 $300,000 $31,047,822 $3,149,758 $0 $0 $34,497,580

$0 $0 $0New ALC
West Zone

ALC
West

265 $1,001,497 $3,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,601,497

0Sub-totals: $67,181,540 $77,097,715 $41,159,758 $18,900,000 $54,022,500 $258,361,513

Other Capital Improvements 
That Don’t Add School Capacity: 

$74,849,820 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $76,849,820

$0Grand totals: $142,031,360 $79,097,715 $41,159,758 $18,900,000 $54,022,500 $335,211,333

 
 SOURCE: Capacity Project Schedules in Five-Year District Facilities Work Program, 2008-2009
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PROPORTIONATE SHARE MITIGATION
If school capacity is not available to accommodate a new
development, the school district may entertain mitigation offers
from the developer to offset the impact by creating additional
school capacity.

If a mitigation option is accepted, it will be memorialized in an
enforceable agreement between the developer, the affected local
government, and the school district. The contribution must be
directed toward a school capacity project identified in the
district’s Five-Year Capital Facility Work Plan. 

Capacity projects identified within the first three years of the
Five-Year Capital Facility Work Plan shall be considered as
committed projects. If capacity projects are planned in years four
or five of the district’s Five-Year Capital Facility Work Plan
within the same CSA as the proposed residential development,
the developer may pay a proportionate share of the identified
capacity project to mitigate the proposed development and
accelerate its schedule. 

When the student impacts from a proposed development cause
the adopted level of service to fail, a developer may enter into a
90-day negotiation period with the school district and the town
to review potential mitigation proposals. To be acceptable, a
proportionate share project must create a sufficient number of
additional student stations to maintain the established level of
service with the addition of the development project’s demand.
Mitigation options include but are not limited to:

(1) The funding of land acquisition or construction of a
public school facility to offset the demand for public
schools being created by the proposed development; or

(2) Establishment of a charter school with facilities
constructed in accordance with the State Requirements
for Educational Facilities (SREF) on a site that meets the
minimum acreage provided in the guidelines for SREF

and subject to guarantees that the facility will be conveyed
to the school district at no cost if the charter school ceases
to operate.

The following standards apply to any mitigation accepted by the
school district:

(1) Proposed mitigation must be directed towards a
permanent school capacity improvement identified in the
school district’s financially feasible work program, which
satisfies the demands created by the proposed
development; and 

(2) Relocatable classrooms will not be accepted as mitigation.

The amount of the required mitigation shall be determined using
the following formula:

(# of housing units by type) x (student generation rate by
type of unit) x (student station cost adjusted to local costs)
= proportionate share mitigation amount

The student generation rate is 0.299 for single-family detached
homes and 0.118 for all multifamily dwelling units. The student
station cost adjusted to local costs will be calculated utilizing the
total cost per student station established by the Florida
Department of Education, plus a share of the land acquisition
and infrastructure expenditures as determined annually in the
school district’s Five-Year Capital Facilities Work Plan.

The costs associated with the identified mitigation shall be based
on the estimated cost of the improvement on the date that the
improvement is programmed for construction. Future costs will
be calculated using estimated values at the time the mitigation is
anticipated to commence. The cost of the mitigation required by
the developer shall be credited toward the payment of impact
fees imposed by local ordinance for the same need. If the cost of
the mitigation option agreed to is greater than the school impact
fees for the development, the difference between the developer’s
mitigation costs and the impact fee credit is the responsibility of
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the developer.  Any mitigation accepted by the school district
and subsequently agreed to by the town shall result in a legally
binding agreement between the school district, the town, and the
developer.

SCHOOL PLANNING AND SHARED COSTS
By coordinating the planning of future schools with affected
local governments, the school district can better identify the
costs associated with site selection and the construction of new
schools. Coordinated planning requires the school district to
submit proposed school sites to the affected local government for
review and approval. This process also permits the school district
and local governments to jointly determine the need for and
timing of on-site and off-site improvements necessary to support
each new school.

Necessary infrastructure improvements may include potable
water lines, sewer lines, drainage systems, roadways including
turn lanes, traffic signalization, site lighting, bus stops, and
sidewalks. These improvements are mandated at the time of site
plan approval. Approval conditions can address the timing and
responsibility for construction of required on-site and off-site
improvements.

COORDINATION
State law requires the school district and local governments to
consider co-locating public schools and public facilities. The
co-location and shared-use of facilities provide important
economic advantages to all parties and greater convenience to
the public. 

The school district and Lee County have recently shared the cost
to construct two facilities on school campuses that serve the
athletic facility needs of the school and serve as community
recreation centers.  During the preparation of its educational
plant survey, the school district can identify future co-location
and shared-used opportunities for new schools and public
facilities. 

Likewise, co-location and shared use opportunities should be
considered by the town and other units of local government
when updating their own comprehensive plans and when
planning and designing libraries, parks, community centers, and
auditoriums. Co-location and shared use of school and
governmental facilities for health care and social services should
also be considered. 
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GOALS - OBJECTIVES - POLICIES

Based on the analysis of public school issues in this element, the
following goals, objectives, and policies are adopted into the Fort
Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan:

GOAL 16: To provide a public school system
with a high-quality educational
environment that is accessible for all
of its students and has enough
capacity to accommodate enrollment
demand.

OBJECTIVE  16-A INTERGOVERNMENTAL
COORDINATION – Maintain an interlocal
agreement with the Lee County School
District that coordinates the location of public
schools with supporting infrastructure and
other public facilities and with this
comprehensive plan.

       POLICY  16-A-1 To ensure compatibility with surrounding
land uses and proximity to residential areas
they serve, public and private schools should
be located in the following categories on the
town’s future land use map: Mixed
Residential, Boulevard, Pedestrian
Commercial, or Recreation (but never
seaward of the 1978 coastal construction
control line), as required by Policy 4-B-14.
Schools located outside the town must be
located in accordance with policies of the
relevant local government.

       POLICY  16-A-2 The town and the school district shall jointly
determine the need for and timing of on-site
and off-site improvements necessary to
ensure safe access to public schools and shall
enter into an agreement with the school
district identifying the timing, location, and
the party or parties responsible for
constructing, operating, and maintaining
off-site improvements necessary to support
public schools. Examples of off-site
improvements include sidewalks and bicycle
paths.

       POLICY  16-A-3 The town strongly encourages the school
district to add middle-school classrooms to
the Fort Myers Beach Elementary School.

       POLICY  16-A-4 Governmental agencies providing parks,
libraries and community centers are strongly
encouraged to locate them near the Fort
Myers Beach Elementary School, which has
always served as a community focal point.

       POLICY  16-A-5 The town will coordinate with nearby local
governments and the school district on
emergency preparedness issues.

       POLICY  16-A-6 The town will coordinate an annual review of
this element and of school enrollment and
population projections with the school
district, county, and other cities as set forth in
the interlocal agreement with the Lee County
School District.

PUBLIC SCHOOLS ELEMENT
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OBJECTIVE  16-B ACCOMMODATING ENROLLMENT
DEMAND – The town will keep in force the
level-of-service standard (LOS) for public
schools that is contained in the most current
interlocal agreement with the school district
in order to correct existing deficiencies and
meet future needs.

       POLICY  16-B-1 The minimum acceptable level-of-service
standards for public schools within the Town
of Fort Myers Beach shall be:
i. Elementary Schools:  100% of permanent

capacity as adjusted by the school district
annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

ii. Middle Schools:  100% of permanent
capacity as adjusted by the school district
annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

iii. High Schools:  100% of permanent
capacity as adjusted by the school district
annually to account for measurable
programmatic changes.

iv. Special Purpose Schools:  100% of
permanent capacity as adjusted by the
school district annually to account for
measurable programmatic changes.

“Permanent capacity” of each of the four
types of schools means the combined capacity
for all schools of that type that are located in
the school district’s South Student
Assignment Zone, as depicted in Figure 3 of
this element. (Multi-zone magnet schools and
special centers are excluded.) Permanent
capacity is the capacity of permanent
buildings as determined by the Florida
Inventory of School Houses, 2006 edition,
published by the Florida Department of

Education’s Office of Educational Facilities.
“Measurable programmatic change” means a
change to the operation of a school and
measurable capacity impacts including, but
not limited to, double sessions, floating
teachers, year-round schools, and special
educational programs.

       POLICY  16-B-2 Relocatable classrooms may be utilized to
maintain the level of service on a temporary
basis when construction to increase capacity
is planned and in process.  The temporary
capacity provided by relocatables shall not
exceed 20% of the permanent capacity and
shall be used for a period not to exceed three
years.  Relocatables may also be used to
accommodate special education programs as
required by law and to provide temporary
classrooms while a portion of an existing
school is under renovation.

       POLICY  16-B-3 Modifications to these level-of-service
standards and concurrency service areas shall
be accomplished by amendment to the
Interlocal Agreement approved on April 7,
2008, and subsequent amendments to
policies in this comprehensive plan. Modified
levels of service and concurrency service
areas must maximize the utilization of school
capacity to the greatest extent possible  and
must be financially feasible, supported by
adequate data and analysis, and able to be 
achieved and maintained for the coming five
years.
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OBJECTIVE  16-C PUBLIC SCHOOL CONCURRENCY –  
Within six months after the effective date of
this element, the town shall amend the
concurrency management system in its land
development code to include public school
concurrency in the annual concurrency
assessment in order to ensure adequate
school capacity for at least the coming five
years. Public school concurrency shall be
applied by the town immediately as of the
effective date of this element.

       POLICY  16-C-1 The following residential uses are exempt
from the requirements of school concurrency:
i. Single family lots having received final

plat approval prior to the effective date of
the code amendments.

ii. Multi-family residential development
having received development order
approval prior to the effective date of the
code amendments.

iii. Amendments to residential development
orders issued prior to the effective date of
the code amendments, which do not
increase the number of residential units
or change the type of residential units
proposed.

       POLICY  16-C-2 The town’s concurrency provisions for public
schools shall apply to residential
development only, except as exempted in
Policy 16-C-1.
i. If school capacity is available or planned

to be under construction within the next
three years, the application can proceed
through the regular process.

ii. If school capacity is not available in the
South Student Assignment Zone, a

contiguous zone can be reviewed for
available capacity.
a. If school capacity in a contiguous

zone is available or is planned to be
under construction within the next
three years, the application can
proceed through the regular process.

b. If capacity is not available, the
applicant may begin a 90-day
negotiation period for mitigation.

       POLICY  16-C-3 The town and the school district shall review
mitigation options during the 90-day
negotiation period.
i. Mitigation options may include but are

not limited to:
a. The donation of land or of funding of

land acquisition or construction of a
public school facility sufficient to
offset the demand for public school
facilities to be created by the
proposed development; or

b. Establishment of a charter school
with facilities constructed in
accordance with the State
Requirements for Educational
Facilities (SREF) on a site that meets
the minimum acreage provided in
SREF and subject to guarantees that
the facility will be conveyed to the
school district at no cost to the
district if the charter school ceases to
operate.
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ii. The school district will consider
mitigation offers only if they meet the
following standards:
a. Proposed mitigation must be directed

towards a permanent school capacity
improvement identified in the school
district’s financially feasible work
program which satisfies the demands
created by the proposed
development. 

b. Relocatable classrooms will not be
accepted as mitigation.

iii. If mitigation can be agreed upon, the
town and the school district will enter
into an enforceable binding agreement
with the developer.

iv. If capacity is not available and mitigation
cannot be agreed upon, the town cannot
approve the application until such time as
capacity becomes available.

v. Further details on mitigation
requirements is provided in the Interlocal
Agreement with the school district.

OBJECTIVE  16-D SCHEDULE OF CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS –  The town’s five-year
schedule of capital improvements will include
school projects that are needed to address
existing deficiencies or meet future needs.

       POLICY  16-D-1 During the annual update of the capital
improvements element, the town shall
incorporate into its five-year schedule of
capital improvement any improvements
proposed by the school district during the
next five years that will be constructed within
the town’s municipal limits and which are
needed to address capacity deficiencies and
shall ensure the financial feasibility of the
school district’s facility work plans on which
this element is based. Capacity-enhancing
school improvements outside the Town of
Fort Myers Beach will be incorporated into
the five-year schedule of capital
improvements in accordance with Policy
11-A-7. The annual update process will
comply with all relevant statutory and
administrative code requirements.
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