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Florida Statute 327.4105 
Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program 

 
327.4105 Pilot program for regulation of mooring vessels outside of public mooring fields.—
The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, in consultation with the Department of 
Environmental Protection, is directed to establish a pilot program to explore potential options for 
regulating the anchoring or mooring of non-live-aboard vessels outside the marked boundaries of 
public mooring fields.  
(1)  The goals of the pilot program are to encourage the establishment of additional public mooring 
fields and to develop and test policies and regulatory regimes that:  

(a)  Promote the establishment and use of public mooring fields. 
(b)  Promote public access to the waters of this state. 
(c)  Enhance navigational safety. 
(d)  Protect maritime infrastructure. 
(e)  Protect the marine environment. 
(f ) Deter improperly stored, abandoned, or derelict vessels. 

(2)  Each location selected for inclusion in the pilot program must be associated with a properly 
permitted mooring field. The commission, in consultation with the department, shall select all 
locations for the pilot program prior to July 1, 2011. Two locations shall be off the east coast of the 
state, two locations shall be off the west coast of the state, and one location shall be within Monroe 
County. The locations selected must be geographically diverse and take into consideration the 
various users and means of using the waters of this state. 
(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of s. 327.60, a county or municipality selected for participation 
in the pilot program may regulate by ordinance the anchoring of vessels, other than live-aboard 
vessels as defined in s. 327.02, outside of a mooring field. Any ordinance enacted under the pilot 
program shall take effect and become enforceable only after approval by the commission. The 
commission shall not approve any ordinance not consistent with the goals of the pilot program. 
(4)  The commission shall:  

(a)  Provide consultation and technical assistance to each municipality or county selected 
for participation in the pilot program to facilitate accomplishment of the pilot program’s goals. 

(b)  Coordinate the review of any proposed ordinance with the department; the United 
States Coast Guard; the Florida Inland Navigation District or the West Coast Inland Navigation 
District, as appropriate; and associations or other organizations representing vessel owners or 
operators. 

(c) Monitor and evaluate at least annually each location selected for participation in the 
pilot program and make such modifications as may be necessary to accomplish the pilot program’s 
goals. 
(5)  The commission shall submit a report of its findings and recommendations to the Governor, the 
President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives by January 1, 2014. 
(6)  The pilot program shall expire on July 1, 2014, unless reenacted by the Legislature. All 
ordinances enacted under this section shall expire concurrently with the expiration of the pilot 
program and shall be inoperative and unenforceable thereafter. 
(7) Nothing in this section shall be construed to affect any mooring field authorized pursuant to s. 
253.77, s. 327.40, or part IV of chapter 373, as applicable, or any lawful ordinance regulating the 
anchoring of any vessels within the marked boundaries of such mooring fields. 
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Appendix B 

 
 

Section 327.60, Florida Statutes 
  

3



 

Florida Statute 327.60 
Limitations on County or Municipality Regulations Related to Operation of Vessels 

 
327.60 Local regulations; limitations.—  
(1) The provisions of this chapter and chapter 328 shall govern the operation, equipment, and all 
other matters relating thereto whenever any vessel shall be operated upon the waters of this state or 
when any activity regulated hereby shall take place thereon. 
(2) Nothing in this chapter or chapter 328 shall be construed to prevent the adoption of any 
ordinance or local regulation relating to operation of vessels, except that a county or municipality 
shall not enact, continue in effect, or enforce any ordinance or local regulation:  

(a) Establishing a vessel or associated equipment performance or other safety standard, 
imposing a requirement for associated equipment, or regulating the carrying or use of marine safety 
articles; 

(b) Relating to the design, manufacture, installation, or use of any marine sanitation device 
on any vessel; 

(c) Regulating any vessel upon the Florida Intracoastal Waterway; 
(d) Discriminating against personal watercraft; 
(e) Discriminating against airboats, for ordinances adopted after July 1, 2006, unless 

adopted by a two-thirds vote of the governing body enacting such ordinance; 
(f) Regulating the anchoring of vessels other than live-aboard vessels outside the marked 

boundaries of mooring fields permitted as provided in s. 327.40; 
(g) Regulating engine or exhaust noise, except as provided in s. 327.65; or 
(h) That conflicts with any provisions of this chapter or any amendments thereto or rules 

adopted thereunder. 
(3) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit local governmental authorities from the 
enactment or enforcement of regulations which prohibit or restrict the mooring or anchoring of 
floating structures or live-aboard vessels within their jurisdictions or of any vessels within the 
marked boundaries of mooring fields permitted as provided in s. 327.40. However, local 
governmental authorities are prohibited from regulating the anchoring outside of such mooring fields 
of vessels other than live-aboard vessels as defined in s. 327.02. 
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Local Government Ordinances 

 
City of St. Augustine 

City of St. Petersburg 

City of Sarasota 

Monroe County 

Martin County  
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ORDINANCE NO. 12-5003 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARASOTA, FLORIDA 
AMENDING THE SARASOTA CITY CODE, CHAPTER 10, 
BEACHES AND WATERWAYS, ARTICLE II, BOATING; TO 
AMEND DIVISION 3 THEREOF TO PROVIDE FOR THE 
LIMITED REGULATION OF ANCHORAGE AND MOORING 
OF VESSELS OUTSIDE THE MARKED BOUNDARIES OF 
PROPERLY PERMITTED MOORING FIELDS IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH A PILOT PROGRAM ESTABLISHED 
BY THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE AND ADMINISTERED 
BY THE FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
COMMISSION; PROVIDING FOR THE SEVERABILITY OF 
THE PARTS HEREOF IF DECLARED INVALID OR 
UNENFORCEABLE; PROVIDING FOR READING BY TITLE 
ONLY AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WHEREAS, on April 2, 2012, the City Commission approved a contract with 
Dock and Marine Construction, Inc. for the construction of Phase I of the City of 
Sarasota Bayfront Mooring Field; and, 

WHEREAS, the City has executed and recorded a Sovereignty Submerged 
Lands Fee Waived lease from the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust 
Fund of the State of Florida for the bay bottom below the proposed mooring field site; 
and, 

WHEREAS, the City has obtained the Environmental Resource Permit necessary 
to construct and operate the proposed mooring field from the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection; and, 

WHEREAS, the City has adopted Ordinance 12-5002 on first reading which adds 
a new Division to Article II of Chapter 10 of the City Code containing regulations to be 
applicable within the City of Sarasota Bayfront Mooring Field and generally updating 
Chapter 10 of the City Code; and, 

WHEREAS, the City is prohibited from enacting and applying regulations 
pertaining to the mooring and anchorage of vessels outside the Sarasota Bayfront 
Mooring Field and other permitted mooring fields by Sec. 327.60 Florida Statutes which 
was amended in 2009 to provide that a county or municipality could not "enact, continue 
in effect, or enforce" any ordinance regulating vessel anchorage "outside the marked 
boundaries of permitted mooring fields"; and, 

WHEREAS, as a limited exception to the general rule under Sec. 327.60 F.S. 
that local governments are not allowed to regulate anchorage outside of designated 
mooring fields, the Florida Legislature also enacted Sec. 327.4105 Florida Statutes 

21



entitled "Pilot program for regulation of mooring vessels outside of public mooring 
fields"; and, 

WHEREAS, Section 327.4105 Florida Statutes provides that the Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission is directed to establish a "pilot program" in order to 
"explore potential options for regulating the anchoring or mooring of non live aboard 
vessels outside the marked boundaries of public mooring fields;" and, 

WHEREAS, the City of Sarasota applied for approval to participate in the "pilot 
program" so as to be able to acquire the authority to regulate the anchorage or mooring 
of vessels outside of designated mooring fields in a limited manner; and, 

WHEREAS, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission has 
approved the City's request to be a participant in the "pilot program" established by Sec. 
327.4105, Florida Statutes; and, 

WHEREAS, in order to participate in the pilot program, the City must now adopt 
an Ordinance providing for the regulation of vessel anchorage and mooring outside of 
approved mooring fields;" and, 

WHEREAS, this ordinance is intended to regulate the anchorage and mooring of 
vessels in a limited manner within the jurisdictional waters of the City and outside the 
boundaries of approved mooring fields; and, 

WHEREAS, this ordinance cannot become effective and enforceable unless and 
until it is approved by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission; and, 

WHEREAS, The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission may not 
approve an ordinance that is not consistent with the goals of the pilot program as 
enumerated in Sec. 327.4105(1)(a) through (f), Florida Statutes; and, 

WHEREAS, on November 3, 2011, City staff conducted a public input meeting in 
order to solicit comments from stake holders as to the content of a proposed ordinance 
to regulate the anchorage and mooring of vessels outside of permitted mooring fields; 
and, 

WHEREAS, on December 5, 2011, the City Commission discussed the adoption 
of an ordinance to participate in the pilot program and directed that an ordinance be 
prepared which would prohibit anchorage or mooring in excess of 12 hours within 150 
feet of any designated mooring field and within 150 feet of waterfront property and 
which would also prohibit anchorage or mooring in excess of 90 days anywhere else 
within the City's jurisdictional waters outside of permitted mooring fields. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF 
SARASOTA, FLORIDA: 
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Section 1. 

The Sarasota City Code, Chapter 10, "Beaches and Waterways," Article II, 

"Boating," Division 3, "Mooring," is hereby amended to provide as follows. Text to be 

repealed and deleted from the Code appears in strikethrough (strikethreugh) format; 

new text appears in underlined (underlined)  format. 

"Chapter 10. Beaches and Waterways 

Article II. Boating 

Division 3. MOORING and ANCHORING  

Sec. 10-50. Mooring Prohibited,Generally, 

Anchorage and mooring outside mooring fields.  

No person shall allow a vessel (as defined in Section 10-20(o) of this code) to  

anchor or moor at any location outside of a properly permitted mooring field for more  

than ninety (90) consecutive days. After midnight of the 90th consecutive day, the  

owner, operator, occupants or person in custody of the vessel shall relocate the vessel  

to a properly permitted mooring field or to a location outside the municipal boundaries of 

the City.  

For purposes of this Division 3, the term "properly permitted mooring field" shall  

mean an area designated for the mooring of vessels that has been approved and  

permitted for such purpose by all state and federal agencies with jurisdictional authority.  

It shall not be relevant to a determination of a violation of this section that the 

vessel was temporarily moved from a site or location and then later returned to that  

same site or location or in close proximity thereto, unless the vessel shall have been  

absent from the site or location for a period of seventy two (72) hours between each  
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anchoring or mooring. Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit or restrict a 

vessel from being tied up to a properly permitted dock or restrict a vessel from being  

moored pursuant to a mooring permit issued by the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection anywhere in the jurisdictional waters of the City.  

power or by sail. This section shall not apply to a rowboat, dinghy, canoe or other 

Eg1GBeFFEICI-19-V-G 

or by sail. Nor shall this section apply to the anchorage of non live aboard vessels or 

(b) 
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Ill 	propenv E 
	

ELX-GELe 

the vessel or watercraft is moored with the permission of the riparian owner or the 

12LL1717 
	

41-44F9-14814- 	 Uri= 

if the vessel or watercraft-is moored at a commercial marina, yacht basin or yacht club 

Sec. 10-51. 	Same--Rreperty-of-Cityi. Anchoring and mooring on City 
property 

(a) 	It shall be unlawful for any person to anchor, moor or tie off a vessel or 

watercraft at, to or on any dock, seawall, piers or any real property or beaches owned 

by the city, except for active loading or unloading and except for tenders (such as 

dinghies, row boats and similar vessels) in active service to their properly anchored or 

moored mother vessel. The foregoing exception for tenders in active service is limited  
4 
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to 12 continuous hours within any 24 hour period. s 	 E1- 

dock, seawall, pier or property has been posted by the City as "Mooring Prohibited." 

(b) 	It shall be unlawful for any person to anchor, moor or tie off a vessel or 

watercraft at, to or on any dock, seawall, pier, r al property or b aches owned by the 

rile_ 	excel] 
	

CLIE1 
	

B-G-GIG 

seawall, pier or real property has not been posted as "Mooring Prohibited." 

Sec. 10-52. 	Same — Anchoring and mooring within 150 feet of 
shoreline or sea wall.  

In order to protect marine infrastructure, such as but not necessarily limited to 

docks, wharves, sea walls, marine railways and boat ramps, it shall be unlawful for any 

person to anchor or moor a vessel for a period of time in excess of twelve (12) hours in  

a manner which allows the vessel or any part of the vessel to be within one hundred fifty 

(150) feet of waterfront real property as measured from the natural shoreline or sea  

wall. However, the owner of privately owned submerged lands may anchor or moor a  

single vessel on his or her property in excess of twelve (12) hours, subject to the 

limitation in Section 10-50. The preceding sentence shall not be construed to limit or 

restrict a vessel from being tied up to a properly permitted dock or restrict a vessel from  

being moored pursuant to a mooring permit issued by the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection anywhere in the iurisdictional waters of the City. Within the 

EIR-143-1140C 

or used for residential dwelling purposes; provided however, that this section shall not 
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Sec. 10-53. 	Ma-FFEE 

Anchoring and mooring in close proximity to properly 
permitted mooring fields.  

It shall be unlawful for any person to anchor or moor a vessel for a period of time 

in excess of twelve (12) hours in a manner which allows the vessel or any part of the 

vessel to be within one hundred fifty (150) feet from the marked boundaries of a 

properly permitted mooring field.  

Sec. 10-54. 	Emergency Exceptions to anchoring and  mooring 

prohibitions. 

Notwithstanding Sections 10-50 through 10-53 above, vessels may remain 

anchored or moored for longer periods of time than provided therein in the event of a 

temporary mechanical breakdown or when imminent or existing extreme weather 

conditions would impose an unreasonable risk of harm to persons or property, in which  

case vessels may remain anchored or moored until the vessel is repaired, which shall  

occur within five (5) days, or in the event of extreme weather, until weather conditions 

improve.  

Notwithstanding Sections 10-50 and 10-53 above, vessels may remain anchored  

or moored for longer periods of time than provided therein when all properly permitted  

mooring fields in the City are full and have no space for new occupants. However, the 

preceding sentence shall only be construed to allow a vessel that remains anchored or 
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moored for a longer period of time than provided in Section 10-50 to do so until space 

becomes available in a properly permitted mooring field. It shall not be construed to 

allow a vessel to anchor or moor at any location outside of a properly permitted mooring  

field for a second consecutive ninety (90) day period.  

Notwithstanding Sections 10-50 through 10-53 above, the City Commission may 

allow or permit vessels that are participants in a boat show, race, parade or other public 

event to anchor or moor in a location that would otherwise be prohibited by those 

sections, so long as the vessel owner complies with resolutions or agreements  

governing the public event.  

Sections 10-50 through 10-53 shall not apply within the Florida Intracoastal  

Waterway, as that term is defined by state statutes.  

The provisions of sections 10-50, 10 51, 10 52 and 10 53 shall not apply: 

B-TeR49C 

temporarily moored, the prohibitions of the referenced sections—net-withstanding for a 

period of time not to exceed seventy two (72) hours; provided, however, that the owner 

or operator of a vessel or watercraft moored in violation of the above mentioned 

D-F14(4C 
	

9-8-FR4(4-G 

a50-14314134-F6814-1-FeC 
	

ri 	IRRIELJDOR IT1 

aouirea 	To conrorm ra 

watercraft cannot be repaired within seventy two (72) hours, it shall be towed or 
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(2) 	To any vessel or watercraft  which is utilized, temporarily for promotional  

purposes as  part of an event, show,  boat show or  the like permitted by the city 

commission. 

Sec. 10-55. Determination of a violation and enforcement. 

For the purpose of determining whether or not the time limitation of Section 10-50  

has been violated, the initial physical observation of a vessel at a particular location  

outside a properly permitted mooring field shall be documented in writing and a final  

observation of the vessel at the same location or approximate location more than ninety 

(90) days later shall also be documented in writing. The initial and the final observation  

as described in the preceding sentence plus the physical observation of the vessel at 

the same location or approximate location, a minimum of two (2) times, with a minimum  

of thirty (30) days between each observation, during the allowed ninety (90) day time  

period shall be deemed prima facie evidence of a violation of Section 10-50. The 

required observations may be made by officers, employees, agents of the city, private  

citizens or both. In the case of observation by private citizens, such citizen shall be 

required to make affidavit as to the observation.  

For the purpose of determining whether or not the 

time limitations  of Section 10 50, Sections  10-52 or 10-53 have been violated, the 

physical observation of a vessel or watercraft at the same location or approximate 

location, a minimum of two (2) times during an allowed time period and one (1) time 

beyond the maximum authorized time period shall be deemed prima facie evidence of a 
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violation of the aforementioned sections. The required observations may be made by 

officers, employees or agents of the city, private citizens or both. In the case of 

observation by private citizens, such citizen shall be required to make affidavit as to the 

observation. 

Further, it shall not be relevant  to a  determination of a  violation of the 

aforementioned sections  that the vessel or  watercraft was  temporarily moved  from a  site  

Dcaiion 	Or in DFC CU 

unless  the vessel or  watercraft shall have been absent from the site or  location for a 

The provisions of this Chapter 10, Article II, Division 3 of the City Code shall be 

enforced by the City Police Department. However, Sarasota County Sheriffs 

Department and the Division of Law Enforcement of the Florida Fish and Wildlife 

Conservation Commission shall have concurrent jurisdiction to enforce said provisions.  

The law enforcement agency issuing a citation for violation of this Division shall present 

the completed citation to the owner or occupant of the subject vessel or, in the 

alternative, shall mail the citation to the owner of the vessel at the mailing address 

shown on the title or registration of the vessel, by U.S. Mail, certified, return receipt 

requested.  

The City may prosecute a violation of this Division in any manner allowed by law,  

specifically including but not limited to prosecution for a municipal ordinance violation in  

County Court and an action for mandatory injunctive relief ordering that a vessel be 

moved from a particular location. A violation of this ordinance shall be considered a  

non-criminal violation and shall be punished by a fine not exceeding Five Hundred  
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Dollars ($500.00), except for a first time violation which shall be punished by a fine not 

exceeding Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250.00).  

Section 2.  In accordance with Section 327.4105 Florida Statutes, the 

provisions of this Ordinance pertaining to Division 3 of Article II of Chapter 10 of the 

City Code shall expire concurrently with the statutory pilot program on July 1, 2014 

unless the Florida Legislature acts to re-enact, extend or otherwise modify the pilot 

program so as to allow the provisions hereof to remain in effect. The remaining 

provisions of Chapter 10, Article II of the City Code shall remain in effect subsequent to 

the expiration of the pilot program unless sooner repealed by ordinance of the City 

Commission. 

Section 3.  Should any section, sentence, clause, part or provision of this 

Ordinance be declared invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the 

same shall not affect the validity of this Ordinance as a whole, or any part thereof other 

than the part declared to be invalid. 

Section 4.  Ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby repealed to the extent of 

such conflict. 

Section 5.  This Ordinance shall take effect upon the later of the following 

events: 

(1) The City receives authorization from the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection to commence operations at the Sarasota Bayfront Mooring 

Field. 

(2) This ordinance is approved by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 

Commission as required by Section 327.4105(3) Florida Statutes. 
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OF SAWOTA, FLORIDA 

uzaryie Atwell, Mayor 

PASSED on first reading by title only, after posting on the bulletin board at City 

Hall for at least three (3) days prior to first reading, as authorized by Article IV, 

Section 2(d) of the Charter of The City of Sarasota, Florida this 7th day of May, 2012. 

PASSED on second reading and finally adopted this 16th day of July, 2012. 

Yes 
	

Mayor Atwell 

Yes 
	

Vice Mayor Shaw 

Yes 
	

Commissioner Caragiulo 

Yes 
	

Commissioner Snyder 

Yes 
	

Commissioner Turner 

cityatty/ordinances/12-5003(pilot program)/rmfigF07-17-2012 
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Attachment A-  Maps of Managed Anchoring Zones 
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Key West Harbor 
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Cow Key Channel 
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Boot Key Harbor 
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Attachment B-  Maps of No Anchoring Buffer Zones 

 

Boot Key Harbor 
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Key West Mooring Field/Seaplane Basin 
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Boca Chica Basin 
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Appendix D 
 

Monthly Vessel Count Data 
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Each month during the Pilot Program the number of vessels on moorings and at 
anchor within one mile of the Pilot Program mooring fields were counted and 
categorized. This was done both prior to and after implementation of the Pilot 
Program ordinances to help gauge their effectiveness toward attaining the goals 
of the Pilot Program. 
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Graphs illustrating the numbers and types of boats at each individual Pilot 
Program location follow in the order of City of St. Augustine, City of Stuart and 

Martin County, Monroe County and City of Marathon, Monroe County and City of 
Key West, City of Sarasota and City of St. Petersburg. 
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2016 
Public Opinion Survey and Results 
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2016 Public Opinion Survey and Results 
 
 
 

Survey Questions 
Conducted online from October 1st through October 9th 2016 

 

 

 

Section One 
< Note: Presented to All Respondents > 

 
1) How did you learn of this survey?  Select all that apply. 

o FWC website or email 
o Letter from FWC in the mail 
o Flyer or posting at marina 
o Newspaper/magazine 
o Club newsletter/website/email/meeting 
o Word of mouth/neighbors/other boaters 
o Public meetings 
o Pamphlet handouts/educational materials 
o Contact with public officials 
o Other method 

 
2) How did you become aware of the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program?  Select all that apply. 

o Because of this survey 
o FWC website or email 
o Letter from FWC in the mail 
o Flyer or posting at marina 
o Newspaper/magazine 
o Club newsletter/website/email/meeting 
o Word of mouth/neighbors/other boaters 
o Public meetings 
o Pamphlet handouts/educational materials 
o Contact with public officials 
o Other method 
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3) When did you first become aware of the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program? 
o Very recently, since being informed of this survey. 
o Recently, within the past 6 to 8 months 
o During 2015 
o During 2014 
o During 2013 
o During 2012 
o During 2011 
o During 2010 
o During 2009 

 
4) Prior to this survey, have you participated in an Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program public 

input opportunity, either in person or through verbal, written, or online comments? 
o Yes, just once 
o Yes, multiple times 
o No 

 
5) Please provide the 5 number zip code of your primary residence.  If your primary residence is 

outside the USA please write the name of the country/province of your primary residence: 
                                                                                        

 
6) Do you reside in Florida?  

o Yes, I am a Full-time Florida resident 
o Yes, I am a Part-time Florida resident 
o No, I am a resident of another state or country and temporarily visit Florida 
o No, I am a resident of another state or country and have not visited Florida 

 
7) Is your Florida residence located in: 

o St. Augustine 
o Stuart 
o Martin County outside of Stuart 
o Marathon 
o Key West 
o Sarasota 
o St. Petersburg 
o Another Florida location 
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8) Is your Florida residence:  
o A dwelling located inland 
o A waterfront dwelling 
o A boat kept in a marina 
o A boat kept in a mooring field 
o A boat kept at anchor 

 
9) Do you own a boat? 

o Yes, I own a boat 
o No, I do not own a boat 

 
10) Do you own a boat suitable for overnight trips? 

o Yes, I own a boat suitable for overnight trips  
o No, I do not own a boat suitable for overnight trips  

 
11) Do you boat in Florida? 

o Yes, I boat in Florida 
o No, I do not boat in Florida   
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Section Two 
< Note: Presented to only to respondents indicating ownership of a boat to which anchoring restrictions might apply and 
they used that boat in Florida during the Pilot Program.  > 
 

The following set of questions pertains to use of the Cabin Motorboat, Houseboat, Cabin Sailboat 
or Motor Sailboat you indicate that you use in Florida waters. 

 

12) Has your boat been underway in Florida at any time since January 2011? 
o Yes, my boat has been underway in Florida since January 2011. 
o No, my boat has NOT been underway in Florida since January 2011. 
 

13) How often, on average, do you get your boat underway (moving) in Florida? 
o Every day or multiple days per week 
o Every week 
o Every couple of weeks 
o Once a month 
o Once every couple of months 
o A couple times per year 
o Once a year or less often 

 
14) How do you use your boat(s) most often in Florida?  

o Day trips only 
o Mostly day trips with occasional overnight trips of short duration 
o Overnight trips of moderate to long duration 
o As a residence or domicile 
o I do not boat in Florida 

 
15) Where do you primarily store your boat when not actively using it in Florida? 

o Docked at a marina 
o Docked at a residence 
o At anchor 
o At a managed mooring field 
o On a private mooring 
o Stored in a high and dry facility 
o On a trailer 
o I am a cruiser from out of state so I am always using my boat when in Florida. 

 
16) Where do you primarily keep your boat when using it as a residence in Florida? 

o Docked at a marina 
o Docked at a residence 
o At anchor 
o At a managed mooring field 
o On a private mooring 
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17) When traveling or staying overnight on your boat in Florida, in which regions of Florida do you 

travel, visit, or stay overnight?  Please select all that apply. 
o East Florida – Fernandina, Jacksonville Beach, St. Augustine, Daytona, Titusville, Cocoa, 

Melbourne, Vero Beach, Ft. Pierce, Stuart 
o Southeast Florida – Palm Beach, Ft. Lauderdale, Miami 
o The Florida Keys – Key Largo, Islamorada, Marathon, Key West 
o South Gulf Coast Florida – Marco Island, Naples, Ft. Myers, Sanibel, Punta Gorda, Venice, 

Sarasota, Cortez, Tampa Bay, St. Petersburg, Clearwater 
o North Gulf Coast Florida – Crystal River, Cedar Key, St. Marks, Apalachicola, Port St. Joe, 

Panama City, Destin, Ft. Walton Beach, Pensacola 
o The Okeechobee Waterway – Stuart, Lake Okeechobee, Fort Myers 
o The Saint Johns River – Jacksonville, Green Cove Springs, and points up river 

 
18) When traveling overnight in Florida waters, how long is your average trip? 

o One night 
o 2-3 nights 
o 4-7 nights 
o 8-13 nights 
o 2-3 weeks 
o About a month  
o 1-3 months 
o Longer than 3 months 

 
19) When traveling overnight in Florida waters, what is the maximum distance you typically prefer to 

travel between overnight stops? 
o 20 miles 
o 40 miles 
o 60 miles 
o 80 miles 
o 100 miles 
o More than 100 miles 

 
20) When traveling overnight in Florida waters, how many nights, on average, do you typically stay in 

one location before traveling to another location? 
o One night 
o 2-3 nights 
o 4-7 nights 
o 8-13 nights 
o 2-3 weeks 
o About a month 
o 1-3 months 
o Longer than 3 months 
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21) When traveling overnight in Florida waters, what is the longest time you usually stay at your 
favorite destination(s)? 
o One night 
o 2-3 nights 
o 4-7 nights 
o 8-13 nights 
o 2-3 weeks 
o About a month 
o 1-3 months 
o Longer than 3 months 

 
22) When traveling or staying on your boat overnight in Florida, how do you actually anchor or moor 

your boat?  (A later question will ask how you prefer to anchor or moor your boat. But for now 
please let us know how you actually anchor or moor when travelling or staying on your boat 
overnight in Florida.) Please select all that apply, and numerically rank selections, 1 being most 
frequent method of mooring, 3 being least frequent method of mooring, and 4 indicating you 
never use that type of mooring.         
     Most  Sometimes Least  Never 
     Used  Used  Used  Used 

       1     2     3     4 
Stay at marinas or dock facilities      O     O     O     O 
Stay at a managed mooring field      O     O     O     O 
Anchor in an officially designated anchorage     O     O     O     O 
Anchor in other convenient locations     O     O     O     O 

  
23) Hypothetically speaking, when traveling or staying on your boat overnight in Florida, if all 

possible methods of anchoring or mooring your boat were available at any given location, how 
would you prefer to anchor or moor your boat? Please select all that apply, and numerically rank 
selections, 1 being most preferred method of mooring, 3 being least preferred method of 
mooring, and 4 indicating you prefer to never use that type of mooring.    
     
     Most  Neutral  Least  Never 
     Preferred  Preference Preferred  Use 

       1     2     3     4 
Stay at marinas or dock facilities      O     O     O     O 
Stay at a managed mooring field      O     O     O     O 
Anchor in an officially designated anchorage     O     O     O     O 
Anchor in other convenient locations     O     O     O     O 
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24) When traveling in Florida waters and anchoring for a stop or overnight stay, how far do you 
traditionally anchor your boat from private property or marine infrastructure? 
o A minimum distance less than 50 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 50 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 100 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 150 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 200 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 300 feet 
o A minimum distance greater than 300 feet 

 
25) When traveling in Florida waters, on average, how often do you need to pump out? 

o 1-3 days 
o 4-5 days 
o 6-7 days 
o 8-9 days 
o 10-11 days 
o Longer 
o N/A  Not applicable, my boat is fitted a marine sanitation device that does not require pump 

out or my boat is not fitted with a marine sanitation device. 
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Section Three 
< Note: All respondents are presented with these questions to gauge their opinions about the hypothetical anchoring restrictions 
discussed at public workshops and a prior online survey.  > 
 

26) In the event Florida’s legislature chooses to address the regulation of anchoring on state waters, 
which one of the following alternatives best describes your thoughts on how anchoring should be 
regulated? (Select one) 
o Anchoring restrictions should be consistent and would apply everywhere in the State, 

regardless of whether or not local governments are interested in restricting anchoring 
within their jurisdictions. 

o Local governments that choose to adopt anchoring restrictions may only adopt specific 
state-authorized standards on waters in their jurisdiction.  In those jurisdictions where the 
local government chooses to not regulate anchoring, anchoring would be unrestricted. 

o Local governments should have the authority to regulate anchoring on state waters in their 
jurisdiction in any manner they choose. 
 

27) If the State were to grant limited authority to local governments to regulate anchoring, that 
authority should be granted to: (Select one) 

o Authority to regulate anchoring should remain solely with the State. 
o Authority to regulate anchoring should be granted to only county governments. 
o Authority to regulate anchoring should be granted to both county governments, city 

governments and other similar political subdivisions. 
o Authority to regulate anchoring should be granted to only city governments and other 

similar political subdivisions. 
 

28) Please identify your level of agreement with the concept that there may be a reasonable distance 
that anchored vessels should be expected to stay back (minimum setback distance) from public 
boating access infrastructure, such as boat ramps: 

o Strongly agree 
o Somewhat agree 
o Neutral 
o Somewhat disagree 
o Strongly disagree 

 

29) What do you feel is the most appropriate, if any, minimum setback distance from public boating 
access infrastructure? 

o No setback distance 
o A minimum distance of at least 50 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 100 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 150 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 200 feet  
o A minimum distance of at least 300 feet 
o A minimum distance greater than 300 feet 
o Depends on the location 

90



 
30) Please identify your level of agreement with the concept of an appropriate minimum setback 

distance from waterfront residences: 
o Strongly agree 
o Somewhat agree 
o Neutral 
o Somewhat disagree 
o Strongly disagree 
 

31) What do you feel is the most appropriate, if any, minimum setback distance from waterfront 
residences? 

o No setback distance 
o A minimum distance of at least 50 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 100 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 150 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 200 feet 
o A minimum distance of at least 300 feet 
o A minimum distance greater than 300 feet 
o Depends upon the location 

 
32) Please identify your level of agreement with the concept of restricting unattended storage of 

vessels at anchor in excess of an appropriate time frame: 
o Strongly agree 
o Somewhat agree 
o Neutral 
o Somewhat disagree 
o Strongly disagree 
 

33) What is the maximum timeframe you feel would be most appropriate for unattended storage of 
a boat at anchor on Florida waters? 

o Unattended storage of boats at anchor should never be allowed 
o 7 days 
o 15 days 
o 30 days 
o 60 days 
o 90 days 
o 120 days 
o 6 months to 1 year 
o There should be no time limit on the unattended storage of boats at anchor 
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Section Four 
< Note: These questions are presented only to respondents identifying themselves as having boated within at least one of the 
Pilot Program municipalities during the period of the Pilot Program ordinances.  The question are intended to ascertain any 
changes they had to make in their behavior or action due to the Pilot Program ordinance(s). > 
 

34) Have you boated in any of the following Florida locations since January 2011? 
(Please select all that apply.) 

o City of St. Augustine 
o City of Stuart/Martin County 
o City of Marathon 

o City of Key West 

o City of Sarasota 
o City of St. Petersburg 
o Other Florida locations 
o Did not boat in Florida since January 2011   

 

< Note:  These next 3 questions were presented only to boaters indicating they have been to one or more of the Pilot Program 
locations. > 

35) If you have boated in <Insert City Name> both prior to and after implementation of the Pilot 
Program ordinance, have you noticed a difference in your ability to anchor or moor your boat?  
o I have not boated in this location both prior to and after implementation of the Pilot 

Program ordinance. 
o No, I have not experienced a change since implementation of the Pilot Program ordinance. 
o Yes, it is now easier to anchor or moor my boat. 
o Yes, it is now more difficult to anchor or moor my boat. 
o I do not know. 
 

36) If you have boated in <Insert City Name> both prior to and after implementation of the Pilot 
Program ordinance, have you noticed a difference in congestion of the local waterways due to 
unattended, neglected or derelict boats? 
o I have not boated in this location both prior to and after implementation of the Pilot 

Program ordinance. 
o No, I have not experienced a change since implementation of the Pilot Program ordinance. 
o Yes, it is now less congested due to anchored, neglected or derelict boats. 
o Yes, it is now more congested due to unattended, neglected or derelict boats. 
o I do not know 
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37) If you have boated in <Insert City Name> after implementation of the Pilot Program ordinance, 

has compliance with the ordinance been an unreasonable burden to you? 
o I have not boated in this location after implementation of the Pilot Program ordinance. 
o No, I have not had to make any changes to my boating. 
o No, I have had to make some changes to my boating but the changes were not 

unreasonable. 
o Yes, I have had to make unreasonable changes to my boating due to the Pilot Program 

ordinance. 
o I do not know. 
 

38) If you had to change any behavior or action in order to comply with the Pilot Program, please 
indicate locations.  Check all that apply 
o City of St. Augustine 
o City of Stuart/Martin County 
o City of Marathon 
o City of Key West 
o City of Sarasota 
o City of St. Petersburg 
o None 

 
39) In order to comply with requirements of the anchoring ordinance in < Insert City Name >, 

implemented as part of the Pilot Program, what action or change in behavior did you have to 
take?  Select all that apply 
o Purchase new equipment or perform improvements to your boat 
o Get your boat underway to demonstrate its operability 
o Alter how often you pumped out 
o Use the safe harbor provision 
o Change your traditional/preferred anchoring location or distance from infrastructure or 

private property 
o Alter the amount of time you stayed in one location 
o Use a mooring field instead of anchoring 

 
40) Has the distance at which you anchor from marine infrastructure or private property in < Insert 

City Name > changed during the Pilot Program? 
o Yes, I now anchor further from the marine infrastructure or private property 
o No, I anchor at the same distance  
o Yes, I now anchor closer to the marine infrastructure or private property 
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Section Five 
< Note: These questions are presented only to respondents identified as being familiar with specific ordinances of the Pilot 

Program in order to solicit their evaluation of individual Pilot Program ordinances.  > 
 

The following questions are related to the participant area(s) you are most familiar with. 
 

41) Are you familiar with any of the Pilot Program local ordinances? 
o Yes, I am familiar with one or more of the Pilot Program local ordinances and would like to 

provide input about the specific ordinance(s.) 
o No, I am not familiar with any specific municipality’s ordinance but I am familiar with the 

Pilot Program and would like to comment about the Pilot Program in general. 
o No, I am not familiar with the Pilot Program at all, but would like to comment about 

anchoring and mooring in Florida. 
 

42) Which Pilot Program participant’s anchoring ordinance(s) are you familiar with? Select all that 
apply. 
o City of St. Augustine  
o City of Stuart/Martin County 
o City of Marathon 
o City of Key West 
o City of Sarasota 
o City of St. Petersburg 

 
43) For the anchoring ordinance in < Insert City Name >, please rate the relative effectiveness of the 

ordinance in addressing each of the Pilot Program goals listed below.  1 is highly effective, 2 is 
somewhat effective, 3 is neutral, 4 is somewhat ineffective, 5 is highly ineffective.  NA indicates 
not enough information to decide. 

         Most Effective            Neutral      Least Effective 
       1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Promote the establishment and use of public mooring fields O O O O O O  
Promote public access to the waters of Florida   O O O O O O 
Enhance navigational safety     O O O O O O 
Protect maritime infrastructure    O O O O O O 
Protect the marine environment    O O O O O O 
Deter improperly stored, abandoned or derelict vessels  O O O O O O 
Overall effectiveness      O O O O O O 
 

44) Did the ordinance for < Insert City Name > solve or improve any problems for you or your 
community? 

o Yes  
o No 
o I do not know 
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45) What problems did the ordinance for < Insert City Name > solve or improve for you or your 

community?  Select all that apply. 
o Boats are no longer anchoring too close to my home 
o Boats are no longer anchoring for too long a duration 
o Reduced likelihood of illegal sewage discharge from boats 
o Improved opportunity to securely moor my boat 
o Cost effective mooring of my boat 

o Feel safer that boats will not break loose and hit my boat or property during a storm 
o Reduced the number of problem boats in my area 
o Other 
 

46) Please describe the other problem(s) that the ordinance for < Insert City Name > helped solve or 
improve. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
47) What problem(s) should have been addressed by the ordinance for < Insert City Name > but were 

not? 
   _____________________________________________________________________ 
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Section Six 
< Note: Presented only to respondents indicating familiarity with overall Pilot Program but not with any specific ordinance.  > 

 
The following questions apply to the Pilot Program in general 

and not to any specific ordinance. 
 

48) To what degree were you affected by the Pilot Program? 
o High Positively Affected 
o Somewhat Positively Affected 
o Not Affected 
o Somewhat Negatively Affected 
o High Negatively Affected 

 
49) Please describe how you were affected by the Pilot Program? 
 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

50) Based upon your experience with the Pilot Program in general, please rate the relative 
effectiveness of the Pilot Program in addressing each of the goals listed below.  If you do not 
have enough information to decide please indicate so by selecting NA.  1 is highly effective, 2 is 
somewhat effective, 3 is neutral, 4 is somewhat ineffective, 5 is highly ineffective.  NA indicates 
not enough information to decide. 

         Most Effective            Neutral      Least Effective 
       1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Promote the establishment and use of public mooring fields O O O O O O  
Promote public access to the waters of Florida   O O O O O O 
Enhance navigational safety     O O O O O O 
Protect maritime infrastructure    O O O O O O 
Protect the marine environment    O O O O O O 
Deter improperly stored, abandoned or derelict vessels  O O O O O O 
Overall effectiveness     O O O O O O 
 
 

51) Do you think the Pilot Program, in totality, had any other effects?  If so please explain: 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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52) Has the distance that boats anchor from your shoreline or property changed during the Pilot 

Program? 
o Yes, boats now anchor further from my property 
o No, I have not observed a change 
o Yes, boats now anchor closer to my property 
o Boats no longer anchor in vicinity of my property 

 
53)  Has the duration that boats anchor in vicinity to your property changed during the Pilot  

Program? 
o Yes, boats now anchor for a shorter duration near my property 
o No, I have not observed a change 
o Yes, boats now anchor for a longer duration near my property 
o Boats no longer anchor in vicinity of my property 

 
54)  Are there any suggestions or comments you would like to make regarding the Anchoring and 

Mooring Pilot Program? 
_____________________________________________ 
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Section Seven 
< Note: Presented to All Respondents.  > 

 
55)  The survey is about to conclude.  Are there any final suggestions or comments you would like to 

make regarding anchoring and mooring in Florida?   
____________________________________________ 

 
 

Thank you for taking the time to provide your thoughts and input. 

The results of this survey will be posted to the FWC website later this fall and incorporated into 
a report to be presented to the Governor and Legislature on or before January 1st, 2017. 

 
- END OF QUESTIONS  - 

  

98



Public Opinion Survey and Results 
2016 

Analysis of Results 

 

 

99



 

 

 

100



 

  

101



 

 

 

 

102



 

 

103



 

 

104



 

 

105



 

 

106



 

 

107



 

 

 

108



 

 

 

 

109



 

 

 

110



 

 

 

 

111



 

 

 

 

 

112



 

 

 

113



 

 

 

 

 

114



 

 

 

115



 

 

 

 

116



 

 

 

 

117



 

 

 

118



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

119



 

 

 

120



 

 

 

 

121



 

 

 

122



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

123



 

 

 

 

124



 

 

 

 

125



 

 

 

 

126



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

127



 

 

 

 

128



 

 

 

 

 

129



 

 

 

 

130



 

 

131



 

 

 

132



 

 

 

 

133



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

134



 

 

 

135



 

 

 

136



 

 

 

137



 

 

138



 

 

 

 

 

139



 

 

 

 

140



Appendix F 

2013
Public Opinion Survey and Results 

141



Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program - Public Stakeholder Opinion Survey 

 

List of Questions 
 

Conducted Online from September 18, 2013 through October 7, 2013 
 

 

In 2009 the Florida Legislature enacted a temporary pilot program to explore potential options 
for regulating the anchoring or mooring of non-live-aboard vessels outside the marked 
boundaries of public mooring fields. The City of St. Augustine, the City of St. Petersburg, the 
City of Sarasota, the City of Stuart in conjunction with Martin County, and the cities of Key West 
and Marathon in conjunction with Monroe County were granted temporary authority to 
regulate mooring in their jurisdictional waters through local ordinance.  All ordinances enacted 
under authority of the pilot program will expire on July 1, 2014 and will be inoperative and 
unenforceable thereafter, unless reenacted by the Legislature. 
 

This is your opportunity to provide valuable input on the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot 

Program.  The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission is seeking help from local 

boaters, cruising boaters and local residents in evaluating the effectiveness and fairness of the 

temporary ordinances.  The survey should take approximately 5 to 10 minutes.   

 

1) How did you first become aware of the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program?  Select all that 

apply. 

o Was not aware until now 

o Newspaper/magazine 

o Club newsletter 

o Website or email 

o Word of mouth 

o Public meetings 

o Pamphlet handouts/Educational materials 

o Contact with public officials 

o Other 

 

2) How did you learn of this survey? 

o Letter in the mail 

o Flyer at marina 

o Article in newspaper 

o Other method 
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3) Prior to this survey, have you participated in an Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program public 

input opportunity, either in person or through verbal, written, or online comments, within the 

past 4 years? 

o Yes 

o No 

 

4) Please provide the zip code of your primary residence: 

 

5) Where do you reside? 

o Full time Florida resident 

o Part time Florida resident 

o Full time resident of another state/country and temporarily visit Florida 

 

6) Is your Florida residence: 

o A dwelling located inland 

o A waterfront dwelling   

o A boat kept in a marina  

o A boat kept in a mooring field 

o A boat kept at anchor 

 

7) Do you own a boat? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

8) What type(s) of boat(s) do you use most often in Florida waters?  Select all that apply. 

o Cabin Motorboat    

o Houseboat      

o Cabin Sailboat    

o Motor Sailboat    

o Boat type other than listed above     

 

The following set of questions pertains to use of the Cabin Motorboat, Houseboat, Cabin 

Sailboat or Motor Sailboat you indicate that you use in Florida waters. 

 

9) How do you use your boat(s) most often in Florida?   

o Day trips only 

o Mostly day trips with occasional overnight trips of short duration 

o Trips of moderate to long duration 

o As a residence or domicile 
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10) When travelling or staying on your boat overnight in Florida, how do you anchor or moor your 

boat? Please select all that apply, and numerically rank selections, 1 being most frequent method 

of mooring, 5 being least frequent method of mooring, and 6 indicating you never use that type 

of mooring.         
    Most Used    Never Used 

    1 2 3 4 5 6 

Stay at marinas or dock facilities   O O O O O O 

Stay at a managed mooring field   O O O O O O 

Anchor in an officially designated anchorage  O O O O O O 

Anchor in other convenient locations  O O O O O O 

  

 

11) Have you boated in any of the following Florida locations since January, 2011? 

(Please select all that apply.) 

o City of St. Augustine 

o City of Stuart/Martin County 

o City of Marathon or City of Key West 

o City of Sarasota 

o City of St. Petersburg 

o Other Florida locations 

o Did not boat in Florida during this time 

  

12) In which of the following areas of Monroe County did you boat? 
o Vicinity of City of Marathon    
o Vicinity of City of Key West    
o Other areas within Monroe County not affected by the Pilot Program  

 
13) When traveling in Florida waters, on average, how often do you pump out? 

o 1-3 days 
o 4-5 days 
o 6-7 days 
o 8-9 days 
o 10-11 days 
o Longer 
o N/A 
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14) When traveling in Florida waters, how many nights, on average, do you anchor before using a 
mooring field/marina? 
o Never anchor, always use a mooring field/marina 
o 1-3 nights 
o 4-7 nights 
o Over a week 
o 2-3 weeks 
o About a month  
o Longer 
o Always anchor, never use a mooring field/marina 
o Never stay overnight  

 

15) When traveling in Florida waters and using a mooring field or marina, on average, how long do 
you stay? 
o One night 
o 2-3 nights 
o 4-7 nights 
o Over a week 
o 2-3 weeks 
o About a month  
o Longer 
o Never use a mooring field/marina 

     

16) How far do you traditionally anchor your boat from private property or marine infrastructure? 
o 20-50 feet 
o 51-100 feet 
o 101-150 feet 
o 151-200 feet 
o More than 200 feet 

 

17) Where do you primarily keep your boat(s) when in Florida?  Select all that apply. 

o On a trailer  

o Stored in a high and dry facility 

o Docked at a dwelling located on navigable water 

o Docked in a marina  

o At a managed mooring field  

o Private mooring 

o At anchor 

 
18) Has your boat been underway at any time since January 2011? 

o Yes  

o No  
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19) How often, on average, do you get your boat underway? 

o Every week 
o Every couple of weeks 
o Monthly 
o Every 2-3 months 
o Twice a year 
o Yearly or less often 
 

20) How long is your average trip? 
o Day use 
o 2-3 days 
o 4-7 days 
o Over a week 
o 2-3 weeks 
o About a month  
o 1-3 months 
o Longer 

  

21) If you had to change any behavior or action in order to comply with the Pilot Program, please 
indicate locations.  Check all that apply 
o City of St. Augustine 

o City of Stuart/Martin County 

o City of Marathon 

o City of Key West 

o City of Sarasota 

o City of St. Petersburg 

o None 

 

22) In order to comply with requirements of the anchoring ordinance in < Insert City Name >, 

implemented as part of the Pilot Program, what action or change in behavior did you have to 

take?  Select all that apply 

o Purchase new equipment or perform improvements to your boat 

o Get your boat underway to demonstrate its operability 

o Alter how often you pumped out 

o Use the safe harbor provision 

o Change your traditional/preferred anchoring location or distance from infrastructure or 

private property 

o Alter the amount of time you stayed in one location 

o Use a mooring field instead of anchoring 
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23) Has the distance at which you anchor from marine infrastructure or private property in < Insert 

City Name > changed during the Pilot Program? 

o Yes, I now anchor further from the marine infrastructure or private property 

o No, I anchor at the same distance  

o Yes, I now anchor closer to the marine infrastructure or private property 

 

The following questions are related to the participant area(s) you are most 

familiar with. 

24) Which Pilot Program participant’s anchoring ordinance(s) are you familiar with? Select all that 

apply. 

o City of St. Augustine 

o City of Stuart/Martin County  

o City of Marathon 

o City of Key West 

o City of Sarasota 

o City of St. Petersburg 

o I am familiar with the pilot program, but not with any specific ordinance 

 

25) For the anchoring ordinance in < Insert City Name >, please rate the relative effectiveness of the 

ordinance in addressing each of the Pilot Program goals listed below.  1 is highly effective, 2 is 

somewhat effective, 3 is neutral, 4 is somewhat in-effective, 5 is highly in-effective.  NA indicates 

not enough information to decide. 
      Most Effective   Least Effective 

       1 2 3 4 5 NA 

Promoting the establishment and use of mooring fields  O O O O O O  

Providing more access to the waterways   O O O O O O 

Enhancing navigational safety    O O O O O O 

Increased protection of maritime infrastructure   O O O O O O 

Protection of the marine environment    O O O O O O 

Deter improperly stored, abandoned or derelict boats  O O O O O O 

Overall effectiveness     O O O O O O 

 

26) Did the ordinance for < Insert City Name > solve or improve any problems for you or your 

community? 

o Yes  

o No 

o I do not know 
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27) What problems did the ordinance for < Insert City Name > solve or improve for you or your 

community?  Select all that apply. 

o Boats are no longer anchoring too close to my home 

o Boats are no longer anchoring for too long a duration  

o Reduced likelihood of illegal sewage discharge from boats 

o Improved opportunity to securely moor my boat 

o Cost effective mooring of my boat 

o Feel safer that moored boats will not break loose and hit my boat or property during a storm 

o Reduced the number of problem boats in my area 

o Other  

 

28) Please describe the problem that the ordinance for < Insert City Name > helped solve or improve. 

 

29) What problems should have been addressed by the ordinance for < Insert City Name > but were 

not? 

 

The following questions apply to the Pilot Program in general and not to any specific 

ordinance. 

 

30) To what degree were you affected by the Pilot Program? 

o High Positively Affected 

o Somewhat Positively Affected 

o Not Affected 

o Somewhat Negatively Affected 

o High Negatively Affected 

 

31) Please describe how you were affected by the Pilot Program: 

 

32) Do you think the Pilot Program, in totality, had any of the following effects? 

Please select all that apply. 

o Increased the establishment or use of mooring fields 

o Provided more public access to state waters 

o Enhanced navigational safety 

o Increased protection for maritime infrastructure 

o Protected the marine environment 

o Deterred improperly stored, abandoned, or derelict boats 

o None of the above 

o Unsure 

o Other (please specify) 

 

33) Please specify other effects of the pilot program: 
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The following questions apply to Florida waterfront property residents.  

 

34) Has the distance that boats anchor from your shoreline or property changed during the Pilot 

Program? 

o Yes, boats now anchor further from my property 

o No, I have not observed a change. 

o Yes, boats now anchor closer to my property 

o Boats no longer anchor in vicinity of my property 

 

35)  Has the duration that boats anchor in vicinity to your property changed during the Pilot 

Program? 

o Yes, boats now anchor for a shorter duration near my property 

o No, I have not observed a change 

o Yes, boats now anchor for a longer duration near my property 

o Boats no longer anchor in vicinity of my property 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide your thoughts and input. 
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Online Public Opinion Survey Results 

Section 327.4105, Florida Statutes 

Pilot Program for 

Regulation of Mooring Vessels 

Outside of Public Mooring Fields 
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How did you first become aware of the

Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program?
Select all  that apply.

Website or Email

Pamphlet Handouts

Newspaper or Magazine

Not Aware Unti l  Now

Word of Mouth

Club Newsletter

Other

Public Meetings

Contact with Public Officials

3 8 %

8 8 8

3 0 %

6 9 6

24 %

5 6 0

2 3 %

5 37

16 %

371

7 %

16 7

7 %

16 7

5 %

1 2 2

4 %
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 The survey was open for 20 days. 

 Nearly 95% of the responses were received during the first 14 days. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

30 

118 
89 

51 
33 

628 

428 

317 

158 
119 

54 
33 

100 
69 

32 26 25 15 17 21 

0 

100 

200 

300 

400 

500 

600 

700 

Public Opinion Survey - 2,363 Responses 
Daily Responses 

Wednesday, September 18th through Monday, October 7th 

151



Participated in

Prior Public Input Opportunity

No Prior Input

1,991 Responses

84%

Yes
333 Responses

14%

No Response

( 39 )  2%

 

 As the stakeholders are of diverse backgrounds and geographically dispersed, FWC attempted to 
inform the public of the survey through various means including electronic and social media 
communications, traditional news media, boating and cruising clubs, local postings and bulletins 
and direct mail. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

How did you learn of

this survey?

Email via Various Sources

Website / Forum / Blog

BoatU.S. Communication

FWC Letter

Article in Newspaper

Other

Boating Related Club

FWC Flyer at Marina

FWC Email
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Unknown or No 
Response 
(74) 3% 

Other States 
421 Responses 

 18% 

Florida 
1847 Responses 

78% 

Canada 
21 Responses 

 1% 

Primary Residence Reported by Zip Code 

Resident of Another 
State or Country 
398 Responses 

17% 

Part time Florida 
Resident 

196 Responses 
 8% 

Full Time Florida 
Resident 

1716 Responses 73% 

No Respone 
(53) 2% 

Reported Residency Status 
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 Red dots on the map show locations of primary residence reported by 96% (2,268) of the survey 

respondents. 

 While the majority of respondents (1,874 or 78%) report their primary residence to be within 

Florida, a significant number of respondents (421 or 18%) report their primary residence to be 

somewhere else within the continental United States.  A few respondents reported a primary 

address in Alaska. 

 The remaining 4% of respondents either reside in a foreign country (mostly eastern Canada) or 

did not report the location of their primary residence.   

 

 

 

 

  

Location of Primary Residence

Florida = 1 ,847 responses (78%)        39 Other States = 421 responses (18%)
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 The relative size of the red dots represents the relative number of respondents from each of the 

Florida counties. 

 About 80% of Florida respondents report living in one of 15 Florida counties as listed in the 

table. 

 All of the five pilot program sites are within these top 15 counties as highlighted with yellow 

background in the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Location of Primary Residence

Top 15 Counties (80%)

1,847 respondents (78%) report their primary residence to be in Florida
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 Respondents were asked to indicate the type of their residence while in Florida. 

 The majority of respondents (1,600 or 67%) reported an almost even split of residing in a 
dwelling on the waterfront or residing in a dwelling located inland from the waterfront. 

 The next numerous type of residence is a boat kept in a marina (310 or 13%). 

 Followed closely by a boat kept on anchor (209 or 9%). 

 The least number of respondents report residing on a boat kept in a mooring field (75 or 3%).

 
 The vast majority of respondents (2,196 or 93%) report owning at least one boat of some 

description and size. 

 This does not necessarily indicate that the boat(s) they own are of a type and size that could 
potentially be regulated by an ordinance under the pilot program. 

Type of Residence

in Florida

Did not answer this question

Waterfront Dwelling

Dwelling Located Inland

Boat Kept in a Marina

Boat Kept at Anchor

Boat Kept in a Mooring Field

Do you own a boat?

Yes

2,196 Responses

93%

No Response

( 44 )  2%

No

123 Responses

5%
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 Respondents were asked to describe the type(s) of boat(s) they use most often in Florida. 

 The majority of respondents (938 or 40%) report they use a sailboat with a cabin. 

 That is closely followed by respondents (740 or 31%) reporting the use a motorboat with a 

cabin. 

 This is then followed by motor sailboats (357 or 15%). 

 Only a small portion of respondents (15 or <1%) report using a houseboat in Florida. 

 Other types of boats (432 or 18%) include open motor boats, open sailboats, personal 

watercraft, canoes or kayaks.  The use of these other types of boats would most likely not be 

regulated by an anchoring ordinance under the pilot program. 

 Therefore, a majority of respondents indicate they use at least one type of boat that could 

potentially be regulated by an anchoring ordinance under the pilot program. 

 These responses total more than 100% because each respondent could report using more than 

one type of boat.  

 

 

  

What type(s) of boat(s) do you use most often

in Florida?  Check all that apply.

Cabin Sailboat

Cabin Motorboat

Motor Sailboat

Houseboat

Other Type of Boat

No Boat

No Response

4 0 %

9 3 8

31 %

74 0

1 5 %

3 57

< 1 %

1 5

1 8 %

4 3 2

5 %

1 2 3

3 %

6 0
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 The majority of respondents (1,796 or 96%) report using their boats in a manner that could 

potentially subject them to regulation under an anchoring ordinance. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

How do you use your boat(s) most often

in Florida?

Day Trips Only

As a Residence or Domicile

Trips of Moderate to Long Duration

Mostly Day Trips with Occasional 

Overnight Trips of Short Duration
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 These graphs illustrate the responses of boaters when asked to rank their preference for a 

particular method of securing their boat overnight when traveling. 

 The available methods of mooring are: stay at marinas or dock facilities, stay at managed 

mooring fields, anchor in officially designated anchorages, anchor somewhere else besides 

designated anchorages. 

 Degree of preference is ranked on a 6 point scale from never used or on a scale from least used 

to most used. 

 Never used is illustrated in red on the left, most used is illustrated in green on the right, neutral 

preference is illustrated in gray. 

 Height of each column indicates the number of responses. 

 Anchoring in convenient locations other than designated anchorages appears to be the most 

preferred method of securing a boat. 

 Staying at managed mooring fields appears to be the least preferred method of securing a boat. 
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 The majority of boaters (1,519 or 83%) report they prefer to anchor more than 150 feet from 
private property of marine infrastructure. 

 Over 90% (1,692 or 82%) report they prefer to anchor more than 100 feet from private property 
or marine infrastructure. 

 

 The majority of boaters using their boats for trips of various durations prefer to anchor far from 
private property or marine infrastructure. 

How far do you traditionally anchor your boat from 

private property or marine infrastructure?

How far do you traditionally anchor your boat from 

private property or marine infrastructure?

160



 

 The majority of respondents (1,723 or 98%) report they recently had their boat underway within 
the time frame of the pilot program. 

 

 

 The majority of respondents (1,399 or 81%) report they get their boat underway at least one 
time per month. 

 Extremely few respondents (25 or 1%) report they get their boat underway only one time per 
year or less frequently. 

Has your boat been underway

at any time since January 2011?

Yes

98%

1,723 No

2%

33

How often, on average, do 

you get your boat underway?
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 Half the respondents (869 or 51%) report trips of duration of either day use or 2 to 3 days 
duration. 

 About a fourth of respondents (383 or 23%) report using their boats for trips of a month or more 
duration. 

 

 There was a fairly even distribution of respondents reporting recent boating activity at the pilot 
program locations around the state.  Between 465 or 20% to 610 or 26% reported boating in at 
least one of the pilot program sites since January 2011. 

 A majority of respondents reported boating at somewhere in Florida other than a pilot program 
location.  

 These numbers total more than 100% as each boater could report boating at more than one 
location. 

How long is your average trip?

26% 
604 

23% 
544 

26% 
610 20% 

465 

22% 
512 

21% 
501 

63% 
1478 

0 

200 

400 

600 

800 

1000 

1200 

1400 

1600 

Locations Respondents Have Boated Since 
January 2011 
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 Respondents were asked to indicate the specific pilot program ordinance(s) they are familiar 
with. (Each respondent could indicate familiarity with more than one ordinance.) 

 There was a fairly even response among specific pilot program ordinances. 

 Slightly more than half the respondents (1,295 or 55%) indicate they are not familiar with any 
specific pilot program ordinance. 

 

 The number of respondents reporting boating recently in each pilot program location (overall 
height of blue columns) is compared to the number of respondents reporting familiarity with 
each specific pilot program ordinance (height of orange columns). 

 The number of respondents reporting boating in each pilot program location is greater than the 
number of respondents reporting familiarity with each specific pilot program ordinance.    

Specific Ordinances

Respondents are Familiar With

5 5 %

1 , 2 95

1 8 %

41 9

10 %

24 3

1 9 %

4 5 9

1 2 %

2 8 5

1 3 %

2 9 8 10 %

2 3 4

Specific Ordinances Respondents Familiar With
vs.

Locations Boated
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Number of Ordinances

Respondents Report Being Familiar With

Number of Ordinances

9% 
212 

20% 
480 

47% 
1110 

16% 
376 

6% 
147 

2% 
38 

0 

200 

400 

600 

800 

1000 

1200 

Highly 
Negative 

Soomewhat 
Negative 

Not Affected Somewhat 
Positive 

Highly Positive Not Applicable 

To what degree were you affected by the 
pilot program? 
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41% 978 

13% 312 

24% 570 

21% 499 

27% 635 

43% 1,005 

15% 353 

24% 556 

8% 191 

0 200 400 600 800 1000 

Promote Use of Mooring Fields 

Provide More Access to Waterways 

Enhance Navigational Safety 

Protect Maritime Infrastructure 

Protect Marine Environment 

Deter Abandoned or Derelict Boats 

Unsure 

None of the Above 

Other 

Reported Effects of Pilot Program in Totality        
Pilot Program Goals       Number of Responses 

Effectiveness of Each Ordinance

Towards Achieving the 6 Pilot Program Goals

M o o r i n g  F i e l d s

O v e r a l l  E f f e c t

D e r e l i c t s

E n v i r o n m e n t

I n f r a s t r u c t u r e

S a f e t y

A c c e s s

P r o g r a m  G o a l s

M o o r i n g  F i e l d s

A c c e s s

S a f e t y

I n f r a s t r u c t u r e

E n v i r o n m e n t

D e r e l i c t s

O v e r a l l  E f f e c t

P r o g r a m  G o a l s
St. Petersburg

M o r e  E f f e c t i v eL e s s  E f f e c t i v e

0 + 1- 1- 2 + 2

St. Augustine

M o r e  E f f e c t i v eL e s s  E f f e c t i v e

0 + 1- 1- 2 + 2

Key West

M o r e  E f f e c t i v eL e s s  E f f e c t i v e

0 + 1- 1- 2 + 2

Sarasota

M o r e  E f f e c t i v eL e s s  E f f e c t i v e

0 + 1- 1- 2 + 2

Marathon

M o r e  E f f e c t i v eL e s s  E f f e c t i v e

0 + 1- 1- 2 + 2

Stuart & Martin

M o r e  E f f e c t i v eL e s s  E f f e c t i v e

0 + 1- 1- 2 + 2
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Promote Use of Mooring Fields

Provide More Access to Waterways

Enhance Navigational Safety

Protect Maritime Infrastructure

Protect Marine Environment

Deter Abandoned or Derelict Boats

Overall Ef fectiveness

City of St. Augustine Ordinance

Pilot Program Goals Rated Effectiveness

More EffectiveLess Effective

0 +1-1-2 +2

Promote Use of Mooring Fields

Provide More Access to Waterways

Enhance Navigational Safety

Protect Maritime Infrastructure

Protect Marine Environment

Deter Abandoned or Derelict Boats

Overall Ef fectiveness

City of St. Petersburg Ordinance

Pilot Program Goals Rated Effectiveness

More EffectiveLess Effective

0 +1-1-2 +2
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Promote Use of Mooring Fields

Provide More Access to Waterways

Enhance Navigational Safety

Protect Maritime Infrastructure

Protect Marine Environment

Deter Abandoned or Derelict Boats

Overall Ef fectiveness

City of Sarasota Ordinance

Pilot Program Goals Rated Effectiveness

More EffectiveLess Effective

0 +1-1-2 +2

Promote Use of Mooring Fields

Provide More Access to Waterways

Enhance Navigational Safety

Protect Maritime Infrastructure

Protect Marine Environment

Deter Abandoned or Derelict Boats

Overall Ef fectiveness

Monroe / Key West Ordinance

Pilot Program Goals Rated Effectiveness

More EffectiveLess Effective

0 +1-1-2 +2
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Promote Use of Mooring Fields

Provide More Access to Waterways

Enhance Navigational Safety

Protect Maritime Infrastructure

Protect Marine Environment

Deter Abandoned or Derelict Boats

Overall Ef fectiveness

Monroe / Marathon Ordinance

Pilot Program Goals Rated Effectiveness

More EffectiveLess Effective
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Promote Use of Mooring Fields

Provide More Access to Waterways

Enhance Navigational Safety

Protect Maritime Infrastructure
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Deter Abandoned or Derelict Boats

Overall Ef fectiveness

Martin County / City of Stuart Ordinance

Pilot Program Goals Rated Effectiveness

More EffectiveLess Effective

0 +1-1-2 +2
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 Respondents were asked to rate the overall effectiveness of each specific pilot program 
ordinance. 

 Effectiveness is ranked on a 5 point scale with -2 being least effective (orange), -1 being 
somewhat ineffective (yellow), 0 being neutral (gray), 1 being somewhat effective (light green), 
and 2 being most effective (dark green). 

 Height of the columns indicates number of responses received for that category. 

 The more green color, the more highly rated; the more orange color, the more negatively rated.  

 Mathematical averages are also provided on each graph. 

 The number of people responding in regard to each ordinance is indicated below the site name, 
percentages are relative to the total number of 2,363 survey respondents. 

 The Marathon and St. Augustine ordinances received the highest ratings. 

 The St. Petersburg and Sarasota ordinances received the lowest ratings. 
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No, I have not observed a change 

Boats no longer anchor in the vicinity of my property 

Yes, boats now anchor further from my property 

Yes, boats now anchor closer to my property 

Has the distance that boats anchor from your 
shoreline or property changed during the pilot 

program? 
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property 

Yes, boats now anchor for a longer duration near my 
property 

Has the duration that boats anchor in vicinity to 
your property changed during the pilot program? 
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Introduction – 
 

The City of St. Petersburg is located in Pinellas County, on the west coast of Florida and is the 
fourth largest city in the state. St. Petersburg has a reported population of almost 245,000, 
which swells even larger during the tourist season. The City is situated on a peninsula and is 
fortunate to be surrounded by the waters of Tampa Bay and Boca Ciega Bay. The City has a 
land mass of 133 square miles. However, the City also has a large footprint on the waters of 
the State. St. Petersburg has approximately 325 linear miles of coastline and 86 square miles 
of waterway. It is this vibrant and beautiful waterfront, which made it very important to our 
community to participate in the State’s Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project, to better protect 
the “crown jewel” of our City. We would like to take this opportunity to thank all the 
individuals at the State level who provided our City with guidance and assistance during this 
entire process. It is also important to recognize the assistance provided by City staff, local 
industry professionals and concerned residents, whose input was crucial to our participation. 
 

Summary of the Ordinance Development Process – 
 

The development of our ordinance began years before the start of the Anchoring and Mooring 
Pilot Project. The City of St. Petersburg, as with many other coastal communities, was 
experiencing problems with the long term improper storage of vessels, as well as derelict 
vessels within the city. These problems typically started with the improper long term storage 
of vessels. These vessels were infrequently maintained or ignored completely and allowed to 
deteriorate to the point they became derelict.  Except for a few locations, the reasonable and 
proper anchoring of vessels was not a concern for the City. We as a City have always 
recognized   the fact our waterways should be open to use and enjoyed by our residents and 
visitors alike. However, the presence of these improperly stored vessels, especially in certain 
locations, would often create hazards to navigation, threats to marine infrastructure and the 
environment. 
 
The City of St. Petersburg recognized early on that Florida law precluded local governments 
from regulating the anchorage of non-live aboard vessels. The City attempted to control the 
issue of the derelict vessels by city code, similar to the Florida derelict vessel laws. The 
problem that we identified was by the time a vessel fell into the category of being derelict, 
which was unlawful by state statute, the amount of action required to remove the vessel 
became extensive, costly and time consuming. 
 

As early as 1996, the City took a proactive approach toward the issue. Although we were 
unable to heavily regulate any vessel which by today’s terminology would be called an “At 
Risk” vessel, we would make an attempt to make contact with the vessel owner. We would 
encourage the owner to start maintaining the vessel in order to gain voluntary compliance. In  
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Summary of Ordinance Development Continued … 
 
using this approach, we were successful in only a few cases. This approach would typically 
delay a vessel from becoming a derelict for a short time period. The vessels usually would 
become a bigger problem later on. It became clear that without the possibility of any type of 
sanctions the vessel owners would allow the vessels to deteriorate. 
 

As the years continued, we gained valuable experience and knowledge on this matter. We 
were able to determine what the root issues were, recognized what we hoped to accomplish 
and identified the enforcement tools needed to achieve this goal. 
 

The issues we identified were that vessels were often stored throughout the waterways, as a 
cost saving measure for the owners. As long as the stored vessels were properly maintained, 
they usually presented few problems. However, with time the stored vessels usually would fall 
into disrepair. As a vessel’s condition worsened, the owner was less likely to commit the 
resources necessary to repair the vessel. The owners would then end up abandoning the 
vessel, giving it away, or selling it to another individual. Often, long term stored vessels would 
end up becoming a derelict vessel, or worse, would end up posing a hazard when they 
eventually broke loose and collided with marina facilities. We noted that the true “cruisers” or 
transient vessels usually did not present such issues, as these vessels were well maintained 
and tended to by their owners. 
 

We determined the goal was to ensure that owners properly maintained the vessels to 
prevent them from reaching a point of no return, where the owner no longer had the ability to 
effectively deal with the vessel.  
 
We were able to identify that there were usually a number of common indicators which 
demonstrated the lack of proper maintenance on the vessel.  Examples would include a vessel 
with heavy marine growth, an accumulation of water within the bilge and having rotted or 
frayed anchor lines. We learned through experience that if such conditions were allowed to 
continue, the vessel would either sink, break free from its mooring or both. Unfortunately, 
these early common indicators were outside the realm of regulation and it was only after the 
vessel sunk or became a hazard that action could be taken. However, in these situations it 
would be too late and the owners were usually already trying to distance themselves from the 
liability. We believe it is much simpler to deal with the issues while they are still manageable 
and long before they become major environmental problems. 
 

We also recognized that the tools we needed were those which could hold vessel owners 
accountable for properly maintaining their vessels and contained some type of penalty for 
non-compliance. 
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Summary of Ordinance Development Continued… 
 
Prior to the inception of the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project, we conducted several site 
visits to other city’s having similar issues. In 2006, we also held a waterfront and boating 
access summit, in which over one hundred persons attended and participated in meaningful 
discussion. We discovered there was much misinformation amongst the public, about the 
City’s ability to regulate anchoring. However, there was support for establishing mooring 
field(s) within the city. 
 

Before and during the development of our ordinance, we continually spoke with members of 
the community. We sought out as much input and suggestions from the community as 
possible.  We included members from the various marine industry professionals, other 
governmental agencies, educational facilities and private user groups, such as, yacht clubs and 
boater’s organizations. 
 

Upon the actual inception of the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project, we held several 
additional meetings. Most of the meetings were open to the general public, including two 
public forums, where the general public was asked to provide input. We also held various 
presentations in front of City Council and at the City Council’s Public Services and 
Infrastructure Committee meetings. All of which were open to the public and where the public 
was allowed to comment. We also made presentations and took comments from groups such 
as the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council and the St. Petersburg Yacht Club. We also made 
more individualized contact with numerous marine industry professionals. These included 
marina managers, towing and salvage operators, educational facilities, such as, the University 
of South Florida – St. Petersburg and Eckerd College. We did not track the actual hours spent 
on these meetings and presentations, however many hours were spent preparing the 
presentations and meeting with the various stakeholders.  
   

One of the major concerns during the development process was the possibility of creating a 
large amount of displacement. We took into consideration that an area not regulated by an 
ordinance, could be affected by any surrounding areas, which were regulated. We also had to 
consider any unintended consequences of the ordinance. Our goal was to develop an 
ordinance that would allow for open use of the waterways, but would also allow us to hold 
vessel owners accountable for vessels which were being neglected.  
 

Although, we felt that a widespread anchoring prohibition should not even be a consideration, 
we recognized some measure of control within certain areas was necessary. These areas are 
primarily locations such as marinas, public access areas, and other areas which, by their use 
and activity level, showed the need for some restrictions. Such restrictions could range from 
prohibiting mooring within marina waterways to requiring a limit on the amount of time a  
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Summary of Ordinance Development Continued… 
 
vessel could anchor within other similar maritime areas. We feel that the scope and level of 
use needs to be considered when making such a determination. An attempt to balance the 
actual allowable use and infrastructure / safety concerns should also be considered. 
 

Another important consideration was the ability of law enforcement to enforce the ordinance. 
Our own marine law enforcement officers were heavily involved in the development of the 
ordinance in order to ensure the ordinance could be effectively applied from a law 
enforcement perspective.  
  
We also considered establishing widespread anchoring time restrictions, such as those 
proposed in some early draft legislation prior to the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project. We 
had serious concerns regarding the feasibility of tracking such time periods. We determined it 
would be impossible to accurately track a vessel throughout our City’s vast waterways. We 
eventually decided such time restrictions on a large scale, would negatively impact our ability 
to properly apply the ordinance. We did feel however, such time restrictions could be 
managed within smaller regional areas such as a marina or harbor. 
 
This brought us back to examining the core issue of addressing improperly stored vessels. The 
concern became how to objectively identify common indicators of a vessel, which if ignored 
would likely become a hazard. While some factors may not pose a serious concern in the short 
term, others may require more immediate action. We eventually compiled a list of several 
common indicators which could be used to identify vessels which were likely to pose a hazard. 
We designed a process whereby the owner could be provided a notice allowing adequate time 
to take corrective action, if the vessel did not present an immediate hazard.  However, we 
included provisions which would allow for immediate action if a vessel presenting a more 
serious condition, such as sinking or leaking pollutants, etc. 
 

The ordinance was divided into two major sections in order to accomplish our common goals 
for the project. The first portion addresses the issue of vessels that have displayed the 
common indicators which indicate a hazardous vessel or a vessel which has a high likelihood of 
becoming a hazard. This section applies citywide and is intended to allow for anchoring in 
most portions of the city, while requiring a certain level of seaworthiness and attentiveness on 
the part of an owner. The other section focuses on restricted anchoring within certain areas 
identified as having the need for such restrictions for the safety of persons or maritime 
infrastructure. 
 

We considered this to be the best approach to deter the storage of improperly maintained 
vessels and thereby enhancing navigational safety, protecting the environment and maritime 
infrastructure. We also felt by reducing the amount of improperly stored hazardous vessels  
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Summary of Ordinance Development Continued… 
 
and by limited restrictions of certain areas, we could promote public use of waterways within 
our area that were traditionally hazardous to the boating public.    
 

Communication of the Ordinance – 
 

During the developmental process of the ordinance we utilized many resources and conferred 
with as many stakeholders as we could identify. This process included two public input 
meetings, City Council Public Services & Infrastructure Committee meetings, City Council 
meetings and a meeting with the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. Meeting notices were 
communicated through a variety of methods. These methods included posting on the City’s 
website and the Florida Wildlife Conservation Commission’s web site, local newspaper and 
television reports, and the City’s Public Access television. We also reached out to the Boat U.S. 
Organization and were able to engage in useful dialog during the process. Through the City’s 
Marketing Department, we reached out to local businesses and residential neighborhoods. We 
also reached out to area marinas, sailing centers and yacht clubs seeking input as well as 
providing information.  
 

The public comment received varied greatly. In several cases there was a misunderstanding 
about what the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project was designed to accomplish. Some of the 
positions taken were supportive and felt that action needed to be taken in order to protect the 
waterways. Others were critical and felt this was another example of government taking rights 
and freedoms away. Some critics felt that the existing laws were sufficient and there was no 
need to create more regulation.  We quickly learned that most people were not fully aware of 
what the laws actually said or how an officer may or may not be able to enforce them, as they 
are unaccustomed to the rules and guidelines an officer must follow. The City did develop and 
make available an informational brochure to explain some of the local anchoring regulations 
to the public. The brochures are made available to marina users and commonly provided to 
vessel owners by law enforcement upon any related contact of this nature. 
 

Effectiveness of the Ordinance – 
 

While the effectiveness of our ordinance can be measured in many ways, the most critical for 
us is the reduction of vessels being stored in our waters, which as mentioned previously, leads 
to the waterways being littered with derelict vessels. In 2011, there were ten reported cases of 
derelict vessels and another ten were reported in 2012. So far this year, there have been 
seven derelict vessels reported. However, derelict vessels have many causes including storms, 
boating crashes, running aground and illegal dumping to name a few. So while our goal is 
always to reduce the number of derelict vessels, there will always be a few whose causes are  
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Effectiveness of the Ordinance Continued… 
 
outside the realm of neglect on the part of the owner. For this reason, we prefer to measure 
the effectiveness of our ordinance in the overall reduction of vessels being stored and 
suffering from neglect. 
 

As noted earlier, the City has been addressing this issue for many years, long before there was 
an “At Risk” program and certainly before the implementation of the Anchoring and Mooring 
Pilot Project. During the years prior to the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project, we were 
averaging approximately eighty to ninety stored vessels within our city limits at any given time. 
We began an aggressive campaign to locate the owners of these stored vessels and apply 
whatever pressure we could to convince the owner to remove the vessel or correct the 
observed deficiencies. This approach did provide limited success in some cases, but frequently 
owners continued to fail to attend to their vessels and we were forced to wait until the vessel 
became derelict before taking action. Even before our ordinance became effective, we began 
to see long term owners of stored vessels begin removing their vessels in anticipation of 
knowing the law was no longer on their side. Since the ordinance has been in effect, we have 
seen a dramatic reduction in the number of stored vessels. Today, we have approximately 
twenty to thirty stored vessels located within our city limits. 
 

Since the inception of our ordinance in July of 2012, we have reported 34 ordinance violations. 
Of those 34 violations, 19 were related to anchoring within a restricted area. We received full 
compliance with those 19 violations, once the ordinance was explained and alternate 
anchoring locations were provided. The remaining 15 violations, dealt with the “Hazardous 
Vessel” portion of our ordinance. Of those 15 violations, 4 of the vessels were removed from 
the waterway by owner and disposed of. For seven of the 15, the owners corrected the 
reported issues and brought the vessel into compliance. The remaining 4 violations are still 
pending, awaiting contact with the owner or the owner has requested more time in order to 
remove the vessel. Please see the following charts:   
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Effectiveness of the Ordinance Continued… 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
As the data shows, we have seen a dramatic decrease in the number of vessels being stored. 
Additionally, we have been able to keep vessels from being stored in traditional locations, 
where there is a negative impact on marine infrastructure.  
 

Another indication of the success of participation is found in the use of the City’s Mooring 
Field, located in the North Yacht Basin (Vinoy Basin). As part of the program, the City installed 
13 mooring balls in the basin and has plans to install 13 more in the future. In 2012, the North 
Yacht Basin Mooring Field provided safe and secure mooring to 234 users. This was an average 
of 19.5 users per month during 2012. So far, in 2013 the mooring field has been utilized 210 
times for an average of 30 users per month. There is no doubt this trend will continue as the 
word continues to spread about the existence of the mooring field. It should be noted we 
counted individual users of the mooring field as opposed to vessels, due to the fact some users 
used the mooring field multiple times within the month or stayed longer than one month. 
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Effectiveness of the Ordinance Continued… 
 
Through conversations with users of the mooring field, we have found the overwhelming 
majority have had a positive experience related to its use. The only negative comments we 
have learned of, have been concerning the suggestion of the installation of a breakwater to 
reduce wave action within the basin during inclement weather. Please see the charts below 
for a breakdown of monthly mooring field usage by quarter. 
 

 
 

The City Municipal Marina requires all vessel holding tanks to be pumped out when entering 
the mooring field and every ten days thereafter. The Marina’s pump out vessel has responded 
20 times since the mooring field opened. Again, this does not include the number of times 
vessels came to the pump out station prior to entering or upon leaving the mooring field. We 
feel this is a demonstration of the City’s commitment to reduce possible sources of pollution 
of our waterways. 
 

Overall, we believe our participation in the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project has been a 
tremendous success. Our participation has allowed us to create a sensible and enforceable 
ordinance which has assisted us in preserving the right for everyone to use the waterways, 
while balancing our responsibility of protecting this precious resource. We strongly believe our 
ordinance has had a major effect in cleaning up our waterways and thus has met every single 
one of the project’s goals. 
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Effectiveness of the Ordinance Continued… 
 
Our mooring field has exceeded our expectations and is poised to expand if the current growth 
rate continues. The users of the mooring field have been delighted at being able to moor their 
vessel for a night, a weekend or a month or more and enjoy all of the amenities our downtown 
area as to offer. 
 

With our strategic control of certain areas within the city, we have been able to make available 
areas which were previously closed due to the anchorage of stored vessels. This has allowed 
for several of the area youth groups and sailing organizations to utilize these areas, where 
previously it was too hazardous. This was also crucial in enhancing navigational safety and the 
protection of maritime infrastructure as it has reduced the number of incidents regarding 
vessels which have broken free from anchor and posed an immediate threat to nearby 
marinas. Additionally, there has been a decrease in the incidence of fouled anchor lines caused 
by vessels attempting to navigate around clusters of stored vessels. We have received many 
comments from marina managers, who are pleased that vessels left for storage no longer are 
a concern for the safety of their client’s and tenant’s vessels. 
 

It is important to also mention we have not seen any of the repercussions which were 
predicted to occur by some. Critics suggested our area would become a “dead zone” as 
transient boaters would refuse to come to a place that was hostile to boaters. We believe the 
use of the mooring field and the City’s transient dock have shown this to be untrue. In fact, we 
feel we have attracted more boaters to the area, now that there are designated places where 
boaters can go to enjoy the City’s amenities. Also, critics suggested the City wanted to 
participate in this project as a way to hit boaters with regulations and fines as a way to “cash 
in” on unsuspecting boat owners. As of the writing of this report, we have not had to issue one 
single fine to any individuals found to be violating our ordinance. We credit this with the 
structure of our ordinance which allows time for an owner to comply, as well as an overall 
customer service attitude which entails educating and explaining to boat owners the reason 
for the ordinance. This results in recognition of the importance of being in compliance. Lastly, 
some critics accused the City of using this ordinance as a way to wage war on fishermen. 
Again, not once has our ordinance had any effect whatsoever on anyone fishing. 
 

It is hard to describe in words how much nicer the waterways of our City have become since 
enacting this ordinance. We consider the waterways of our City the “crown jewel” of our area, 
which has now been polished into a brilliant gemstone. All of this was accomplished in a 
relatively short period of time and we are eager to see what can be done over a longer period. 
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The Future of the Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project- 
 

It goes without saying that we are delighted with the results of our participation in the 
Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project. We believe we have demonstrated that a fair and 
balanced approach to the issues regarding anchoring and mooring within our state can be 
obtained. While we recognize that every location will have its own set of unique issues, we are 
convinced our approach will address many of those issues.  
 

We are hopeful that our participation and success will result in meaningful legislation which 
will allow local governments to have some control over their areas. This is a critical component 
of our efforts, as it will encourage local governments to establish mooring fields, manage areas 
of marine infrastructure and areas of high volume use. However, we recognize if not 
structured properly, it could lead to widespread abuse. Therefore, we believe certain criteria 
would have to be established at the state level, which would provide local governments with 
guidance as to the areas they can and cannot control. Again, as shown by our ordinance, we 
believe those areas to be related to maritime infrastructure (marinas, ports, maritime 
industry, etc.) and the enhancement of navigational safety (areas of heavy usage, marinas, 
boat ramps, etc.). We feel this could be obtained by establishing criteria within the Florida 
Administrative Code, similar to the establishment of regulated zones with Chapter 68D F.A.C. 
This would require a local government to apply for and seek approval before establishing a 
“No Anchoring Zone” or a “Restricted Anchoring Zone”. 
 

Another critical component is the improper storage of vessels. Legislation which establishes 
minimum criteria for the storage of vessels on state waters is a must. We believe this could be 
easily accomplished by revamping the State’s “At Risk” vessel program to identify clear 
indicators of vessel neglect and include penalties for non-compliance. We feel we cannot 
overstate the importance of this component and believe the Legislature should adopt the 
attitude that long term improper storage of vessels on our waters is detrimental to the 
environment and undermines the balanced use of this precious natural resource. 
 

Absent any meaningful legislation, we would hope that the Legislature would at least allow the 
Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Project to continue beyond its 2014 deadline. While we have 
enjoyed much success with our ordinance, there is still work to be done. It would be a 
tremendous tragedy to abandon the work done thus far and ignore all this program has 
accomplished. We would like to take this opportunity to once again thank everyone for their 
involvement in this important project and would like to reaffirm our commitment to ensuring 
cleaner waterways for future generations. 
 
Report Prepared By: 
 
Officers Les Miller and Michael Robertson – St. Petersburg Police Marine Unit 
Manager Walt Miller – St. Petersburg Municipal Marina and Port 
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City of Sarasota Ordinance Pilot Program and Mooring Field Update 

Prepared by: Anthony Russo, Project Manager and Sam Chavers, Harbormaster 

August 31, 2013 

Background 

The City participated in the pilot program to address long standing issues related to 
derelict vessels in the immediate vicinity of the City Bay Front park, vessels 

anchored closely to private property throughout the City, illegal discharges and 
recurring beaching and sinking of vessels during storms.  Due to construction 

delays the City Mooring field was open simultaneously with the enactment of the 
pilot program ordinance.   

Clearly, the opening of the mooring field on November 1, 2012 including the 
associated submerged land lease alleviated issues experienced in the Bay Front.  

The abrupt clearing of vessels within the lease area purged many pre-derelict 
vessels from the bay.  Some of the remaining vessels either moved into the 
mooring field or anchored further outside the field thus falling into the provisions of 

the ordinance.   

Unfortunately the remaining vessels that moved have more or less moved south of 
the City mooring field establishing a new, unregulated anchoring area.  This area is 
healthy with sea grass beds based on aerial review, shallow during low tides and 

near two inland channels.  Vessels have been observed listing at low tide in this 
new area.  Vessels owners have additionally established a new dingy area near a 

public right of way that leads to a sidewalk. 

Based on public input the City ordinance is relatively lenient with regard to setbacks 

(150’ from land or mooring fields) and time on anchor in any location (90 days).   
Based on these provisions the setback to the mooring field may be too small and 

the time on anchor may be too generous to achieve all the goals of the pilot 
program.  Consideration should be made on the benefits of City wide restrictions 
versus localized restrictions.  Local anchoring restrictions could be considered for 

shallow areas.  Another consideration may be increased anchoring setbacks from 
shorelines versus seawalls since seawall generally abut deeper water.   

a. Description/summary of the ordinance development process.   

i. What did you learn about; 

1. Vessel usage; Actual usage of existing vessels remained 

similar.  Area saw a large increase in transient usage due 

to availability of mooring field. 

2. Language considerations; the ordinance language went 

through public hearings and minor concerns were aired 
and addressed. 
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3. Enforcement; It is hard to establish time limit violations 
since the water is not monitored on a daily basis as done 

on land with parking enforcement. 

4. Unintended consequences; many boaters just moved to 
other areas or into environmentally sensitive areas 

ii. Staff hours invested; City attorney approximately 80 hours, City 
project manager approximately 160 hours, Harbor Master 

approximately 40 hours, City Police approximately 24 hours on 
just ordinance development. 

b. How did you communicate the A&M ordinance to public? 

i. At the beginning we held two stakeholder meetings focusing on 

the known vessel owners in the bay.  Next we held an 
advertised public meeting to solicit any and all comments 

related to the ordinance.  Unfortunately the public meeting 
solicited numerous comments about the proposed mooring field 
since it was not built yet although numerous ordinance 

comments were received also.  Extensive email comments were 
also received.  Based on comments from stakeholders, public 

meeting and email a draft ordinance was prepared.  The draft 
ordinance was presented at a first reading of the City 
Commission.  The ordinance as approved at first reading was 

presented and accepted by the FFWCC.  The ordinance was then 
presented at a second reading public meeting and adopted. 

ii. Examples could include; 

1. How many pamphlets distributed; over 200 pamphlets 
were handed out at the harbormaster office and all boats 

anchored in the bay were posted with the public meeting 
announcements. 

2. Email;  email addresses were clearly listed on all 
pamphlets and public notices to contract the City project 
manager with input. 

3. Posting on website, included notices of public meetings on 

the city home page.  Local newspapers also ran articles 
about the public meetings. 

iii. Good or bad comments you received from the public regarding 
A&M.  Many comments focused on “freedom of the open water”  

however many other comments inferred it is past time to 
regulate this limited resource that is available to all but abused 
by a few. 

iv. Did you target communications with all stakeholders;  

1. Boaters, yes through direct contact. 
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2. Homeowners, through newsprint but not direct. 

3. Businesses, through newsprint but not direct. 

c. How did you measure the effectiveness of ordinance?  

i. Use of your mooring field before and during ordinance; the City 

mooring field opened as the ordinance was adopted so there 
was no before and after to compare.  As explained earlier 
however many of the vessels moved south and did not come 

into the mooring field.   

ii. How many citations/warnings-examples or explanations 

1. Some of the law enforcement (LE) in the local areas 

described getting voluntary compliance and not needing 
to warn or cite someone after explaining the ordinance.  

Basically, they showed the new tool in the toolbox, but 
didn’t need to use it. 

2. Sarasota LE handed out numerous pamphlets but did not 
need to issue any warnings or citations due to the liberal 
restrictions in the ordinance.  One citation for trespass 

was issued and upheld in the mooring field from an 
anchored vessel that would not leave or lease. 

iii. Did you meet the goals of the program? 

1. The goals of the pilot program are to encourage the 
establishment of additional public mooring fields and to 

develop and test policies and regulatory regimes that:  

a. Promote the establishment and use of public 

mooring       fields.  This goal was somewhat met 
however the 90 day open water anchoring 

allowance has not really encouraged owners to 
move into the field.  The field is being used more 
due to location. 

b. Promote public access to the waters of this state.  
Clearing of the derelict vessels to open the mooring 

field has indeed increased transient use of the bay 
front with numerous positive comments from 

visitors. 

c. Enhance navigational safety.  No observed impacts. 

d. Protect maritime infrastructure. Yes, there has 

been a significant reduction in vessels breaking 
anchor and landing on the shoreline.  

e. Protect the marine environment. There may have 
been potential adverse impacts due to the 
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relocation of anchored vessels to more shallow 
waters. 

f. Deter improperly stored, abandoned, or derelict 

vessels.  There may have been potential adverse 
impacts due to the relocation of anchored vessels 
to more shallow waters.  Since the ordiance was 

enacted in November 2012 there has been limited 
opportunity to test the 90 day time limit. 

2. Examples of how the goals were met 

a. Effluent pump out quantities during A&M time 
period.       

(a) 2011 – 3681 gallons 

(b) 2012 – 3174 gallons 

(c) Note: once field was built we no longer 

pump boats outside the field. 

b. Increase or decrease of derelict vessels or vessels 
exhibiting pre-derelict indicators.  Dramatic 
reduction in number of pre-derelict vessels due to 

opening of MF.  We feel there is better attention to 
vessels know that after 90 days they are subject to 

enforcement rather than waiting for them to turn 
derelict.  

c. Fewer instances of infrastructure damage.  Fewer 
vessels seem to be showing up on the beach. 

d. Suggestions of how A&M should proceed?   

i. The City desires to continue our local ordinance however we 
would like to know lessons learned from other municipalities for 
incorporation into our ordinance and we would like to rethink 

some of our set back and time restrictions to account for our 
unintended consequences. 

ii. Consider to increase boundaries from 150’ to a much greater 
distance from designated mf.  Enforcement is huge hinge point.  

Majority of mf tenants are very happy with the mf.  Less 
sewage, better anchorage, less crime and better overall 

perception of the mooring field tenants.  Mf working well but 
better enforcement of non-mf residents would enhance its 
benefits for the city. 
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County of Monroe 
Growth Management Division 

 
Office of the Director        Board of County Commissioners 
2798 Overseas Highway        Mayor George Neugent, Dist 2 
Suite #400         Mayor Pro Tem Heather Carruthers, Dist. 3 
Marathon, FL  33050        Danny L. Kolhage, Dist. 1 
Voice: (305) 289-2517                       David Rice, Dist. 4 
FAX: (305) 289-2854                       Sylvia Murphy, Dist. 5 
 

We strive to be caring, professional and fair 

 

 

Capt. Tom Shipp 
Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Boating and Waterways Section 
620 South Meridian Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1600 
 
August 30, 2013 
 
Capt. Shipp: 
As part of the Pilot Program for Anchoring and Mooring, and to assist with the A&M legislative report, I 
am providing the following information regarding the progress of the A&M ordinance for Monroe 
County.  Please contact me if you have any additional questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Richard Jones 
Monroe County Marine Resources Office 
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Monroe County A&M Ordinance Evaluation 
8-30-2013 

 
a. Description/summary of the ordinance development process 

i. What did you learn about: 
1. Vessel usage- it was confirmed that vessel usage (anchoring) was high in several 

unmanaged anchorages throughout the Keys, but that vessels in different locations 
create different impacts that had to be treated specifically to that locale.  The greatest 
issues recognized through the ordinance development process were: 1) most vessels 
appear to be pumping sewage directly overboard, and 2) many local liveaboard vessels 
are not being properly maintained and many are unattended, leading to derelict 
vessels.   

2. Language considerations- it was determined early in the ordinance development that 
regulations would be categorized into ‘no anchoring zones’ and ‘managed anchoring 
zones’.  Language for ‘no anchoring zones’ was developed based on the problem of 
vessels being anchored directly adjacent to mooring fields, and routinely causing 
impacts by dragging into mooring fields, into other vessels, or into docks and 
bulkheads along adjacent shorelines.  Language for the ‘no anchoring zones’ was very 
clear cut.  Language for ‘managed anchoring zones’ required more detailed 
consideration, and the specific rules evolved from the recognition that vessels are not 
being maintained and often become derelict.  Language prohibiting ‘pre-derelict 
condition’ vessels was developed, utilizing some existing language from the FWC At 
Risk Program.  County Commissioners however, did recognize that such conditions 
may come down to judgement calls by enforcement.  For that reason, ordinance 
language included the issuance of warnings prior to citations so that vessel owners 
would have the opportunity to address the deficiencies noted in the warnings. 

3. Enforcement- the County Commission desired that enforcement not be heavy handed, 
and enforcement language was developed to provide warnings prior to issuing 
citations, and that there would be a period of education and information prior to 
warnings or citations. 

4. Unintended consequences- enforcement by FWC (the primary enforcer for the 
ordinance) has not been as active as initially anticipated.  At the current time no data is 
available on warnings or citations issued.  County staff has held several meetings with 
FWC enforcement staff in recent months to coordinate ordinance implementation 
activities, and ensure that officers understand the ordinance and know that they can 
issue warnings and citations. 

ii. Staff hours invested-  County staff has worked on the A&M ordinance for the past four years.  
Staff has invested hundreds of hours in the development of the ordinance including holding 
public workshops, issuing press releases, and processing the ordinance through the state and 
county systems.  Staff also developed signage (both regulatory and informational) for marking 
the boundaries of the zones and informing boaters of the regulations.  Staff permitted and 
installed signage on the water and at adjacent marina facilities. 

iii. Intent of each ordinance provision to meet the goals of the program. 
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1. Managed Anchoring Zones were established for the purpose of protecting the marine 
environment, enhancing navigational safety, and deterring improperly stored, 
abandoned, or derelict vessels. 

2. No Anchoring Buffer Zones were established outside of, and immediately adjacent to, 
permitted public mooring fields for the purpose of protecting maritime infrastructure, 
enhancing navigational safety and promoting public access and the use of public 
mooring fields. 

 

b. How did you communicate the A&M ordinance to the public? 
i. The development of the ordinance began with the Marine & Port Advisory Committee 

(MPAC).  Subsequently, drafts were generated by staff and presented to the BOCC for input.  
During the process, stakeholder workshops were held in three areas of the Keys to solicit 
input from the public.  At each public meeting public comment was taken and the final 
ordinance reflects the concerns of the MPAC, the BOCC, the public, and the objectives of the 
A&M program.  

1. Brochures were printed and provided to the public through the FWC and the County’s 
pumpout program. 

2. E-mails were sent to those citizens who signed up to receive notification of public 
meetings regarding the ordinance. 

3. The ordinance is posted on the County website and activities are updated as necessary. 
ii. At stakeholder workshops the County received oral and written comments, both for and 

against the program.  Many boaters were opposed to the program in general (expressing that 
existing regulations need to be enforced) and many shoreside residents supported the program 
and its intention. 

iii. The County targeted both boaters and shoreside property owners (residential and business) 
regarding ordinance development and stakeholder workshop schedules.  Numerous boaters 
(and shoreside residents) showed up to meetings held in their areas of the Keys.   

 

c. How did you measure the effectiveness of the ordinance? 
i. Use of the mooring field before and during ordinance-  vessels anchored outside of the Key 

West mooring field in the ‘no anchoring buffer zone’ have reduced in numbers.  While some 
of those vessels may have taken moorings, due to the summer and ‘off-season’, the total 
number of vessels in the mooring fields does not reflect an increase in utilization.  
Presence/absence of vessels has been communicated to County staff by FWC enforcement 
and the pumpout vendor (Pumpout USA).  

ii. How many citations/warnings have been issued?  At the time of this report no numbers of 
warnings or citations have been provided by FWC to the County.  FWC local enforcement  
has relied heavily on education and information for the initial implementation period, and 
have indicated an increase in compliance particularly in regard to proof of pumpout.   

iii. Did you meet the goals of the program?   
1. Some of the program goals have already been achieved.  The reduction of numbers of 

vessels anchored in ‘no anchoring buffer zones’ at Boca Chica Basin and in the 
Seaplane Basin has 1) enhanced navigational safety, 2) protected the maritime 
infrastructure, and 3) protected the marine environment.  Managed anchoring zones 
have also been instrumental in protecting the marine environment and deterring 
improperly stored, abandoned, or derelict vessels. 
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2. Examples of how the goals were met: 
a. The proof of pumpout requirement for ‘managed anchoring zones’ has been aided 

by the establishment of a Keys-wide pumpout program established by the County.  
That program provides stickers on vessels that are registered for routine pumpouts. 
Those stickers indicate to enforcement that the vessel is compliant with the proof 
of pumpout requirement.  Pumpouts performed in the Key West area (including 
managed anchoring zones at Boca Chica Basin, Cow Key Channel and Key West 
Harbor) from April-June 2013 include 697 vessel pumpouts collecting 13,079gal. 
of sewage. 

b. Derelict vessels in the Key West area have not yet been observed as being on the 
decline.  However, anecdotal information from local FWC enforcement indicates 
that some boat owners that have not maintained their vessels are abandoning their 
vessels and leaving the Keys (rather than acquiring another problem vessel).  This 
trend, based on the implementation of regulations, is anticipated to create a net 
decrease in derelict vessels over time. 

c. Instances regarding frequency of infrastructure damage have not yet been reported.  
However, based on increasing compliance in ‘no-anchoring buffer zones’, and the 
stepping up of enforcement of ordinance rules regarding the prohibition of pre-
derelict condition vessels in ‘managed anchoring zones’ it is anticipated that the 
incidence of vessels dragging anchoring into markers or docks will decrease over 
the long-term with the implementation of the ordinance.   

d. The habits and culture of long-term liveaboards in the Keys is anticipated to be 
modified with the implementation of the A&M ordinance.  Feedback from boaters 
and enforcement indicates that several liveaboard anchorages in the Keys have 
never had any management, and with the establishment of management (through 
rule making and enforcement) boaters are beginning to recognize the need to be 
responsible for their vessels and the proper disposal of sewage generated on their 
vessels.  The increase in use of the recently established free vessel pumpout 
service indicates that vessel owners, for the most part, are using such services and 
recognize the need to properly pumpout.  More time is needed to evaluate to 
success of the pre-derelict condition prohibition and the ability for FWC 
enforcement to recognize and issue warnings/citations for such infractions.  
Compliance within the ‘no anchoring buffer zones’ appears to be high, and boaters 
are starting to recognize that the County and the State are paying attention to 
vessels in crowded anchorages, and that adjacent mooring fields are available for 
their use. 
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Appendix G 

 

Extension Recommendations 

 

City of St. Augustine 

City of Stuart 

Martin County 

Seven Seas Cruising Association 
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Seven Seas Cruising Association 

2501 E. Commercial Blvd., Ste. 203, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33308 

Tel: 954-771-5660 – Fax: 954-771-5662 

 

 

Comments of the Seven Seas Cruising Association    October 31, 2013 

On the sunset of Florida Statute 327.4105, Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program 

The SSCA was founded in 1952 and is incorporated in Florida as a 501 (c) 7 not for profit corporation. 
The focus of our members is to cruise by boat both locally and worldwide, and to share cruising 
information with the membership.  Our “Leave a Clean Wake” motto emphasizes good seamanship, 
courtesy to fellow boaters, and a respect for local customs so that those who follow in our wake will be 
warmly received. With a membership of nearly 7000, many of whom are currently cruising the world, the 
SSCA is recognized as a major voice worldwide for the cruising community. 

Many of our members and other cruisers from around the world visit the Florida area every year. During 
the boating season visiting boaters have a positive impact on Florida communities and participate in tours, 
shop, dine in local restaurants and attend artistic events, and celebrations. 

SSCA was pleased to work with Florida state officials to enact sensible legislation which established the 
Mooring and Anchoring Pilot Program.  SSCA believes that we as a boating association, have a 
responsibility to actively participate in Florida’s efforts to develop ordinances which can be unique to a 
specific municipality’s concerns, yet consistent and concise enough to be understood by national and 
international boaters.   SSCA is hopeful these efforts will yield good ordinances, but more importantly, 
we hope these principles and practices will be consistently applied to the development of future 
ordinances. 

SSCA is sending this letter to thank the FWC Commissioners for their efforts to date, and to provide input 
on the way forward with regard to anchoring and mooring in Florida. 

The following are SSCA’s observations and concerns regarding 16 October public meeting in 
Tallahassee. 

1. The FWC commission staff is currently working up an information brief for the November FWC 
Commissioners meeting.  The brief from the staff is necessary to support a report the 
Commissioners are required by law to provide to the Florida legislative body in January on the 
A&M pilot program.  If no legislative action is taken, the A&M pilot program will sunset in July 
2014. 

2. When Florida statute 327.60 was implemented, it prohibited all Florida municipalities from 
establishing any new anchoring and mooring field regulations except those developed under the 
pilot program.  Currently the A&M pilot program outlined in Florida statute 327.4105 is the only 
avenue for municipalities to implement new anchoring and mooring field regulation and if 
municipalities did not file their proposal in 2009, they currently have no other opportunity to 
introduce new A&M regulations, now or in the future. 
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3. The survey data presented to the public on 16 October was incomplete partly because there was 
insufficient time to analyze the data following the closure of the survey to the public.  The 
response to the survey was good, and SSCA believes it reflects a fair input from our membership.  
This survey data does seem to indicate that the program has had mixed results with respect to the 
stated goals.  At the public meeting on 16 October the FWC Commission staff said they will 
forward the final survey data analysis when it is complete, SSCA awaits the completed staff 
analysis.  

4. The monthly vessel data taken by the municipalities from some of the pilot sites on the moored 
boats shows less than one year of post installation data as some sites have only recently 
completed their mooring fields.  The boat data presented at the public meeting on 16 October 
seems to show that the location of the mooring field had quite an influence on the survey results 
and the occupancy level as well as seasonal effects at the site.   

Having reviewed the data, and having participated in the latest public meeting discussion,  SSCA is 
concerned that without a clear process for municipalities to file for new anchoring and mooring field 
regulations following the sunset of the A&M pilot program, the wild west of anchoring and mooring in 
Florida will return.   

SSCA would also like to make the point that all mooring fields should provide a good balance with 
nearby, transient anchoring fields.  Unbalanced A&M fields will drive many responsible cruisers (at least) 
and local boaters (perhaps) away, without fixing the problem of derelict boats and long term storage 
vessels.  Establishing new A&M regulations without this careful balance may cause some derelict and 
storage boats to pull out, some to move around locally, while valued cruisers will simply go elsewhere. 

SSCA recommends that the A&M pilot program be continued beyond the July 2014 sunset date in order 
to collect the remaining data from the late adopters of the program (at least one year).   

SSCA also suggest the FWC use lessons learned from the A&M pilot program process, to propose a 
recommended process for establishment of subsequent anchoring and mooring field regulation, and this 
new process be codified with the public and municipalities and put into Florida statutes.   

Lastly, SSCA suggest that sufficient FWC staff resources be programed and funded to maintain oversight 
of Florida's anchoring and mooring fields. 

SSCA appreciates all the efforts involved in developing boating and littoral related ordinances and stands 
ready to work with state and local governments to produce safe and helpful boating regulations which 
encourage maritime recreation.  

 

Philip Johnson,      Chairman, Concerned Cruisers Committee 
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Comments of the Seven Seas Cruising Association October 31, 2013 

On the sunset of Florida Statute 327.4105, Anchoring and Mooring Pilot Program 

The SSCA was founded in 1952 and is incorporated in Florida as a 501 (c) 7 not for profit corporation. 
The focus of our members is to cruise by boat both locally and worldwide, and to share cruising 
information with the membership. Our “Leave a Clean Wake” motto emphasizes good seamanship, 
courtesy to fellow boaters, and a respect for local customs so that those who follow in our wake will be 
warmly received. With a membership of nearly 7000, many of whom are currently cruising the world, the 
SSCA is recognized as a major voice worldwide for the cruising community. 

Many of our members and other cruisers from around the world visit the Florida area every year. During 
the boating season visiting boaters have a positive impact on Florida communities and participate in tours, 
shop, dine in local restaurants and attend artistic events, and celebrations. 

SSCA was pleased to work with Florida state officials to enact sensible legislation which established the 
Mooring and Anchoring Pilot Program. SSCA believes that we as a boating association, have a 
responsibility to actively participate in Florida’s efforts to develop ordinances which can be unique to a 
specific municipality’s concerns, yet consistent and concise enough to be understood by national and 
international boaters. SSCA is hopeful these efforts will yield good ordinances, but more importantly, 
we hope these principles and practices will be consistently applied to the development of future 
ordinances. 

SSCA is sending this letter to thank the FWC Commissioners for their efforts to date, and to provide input 
on the way forward with regard to anchoring and mooring in Florida. 

The  following  are  SSCA’s  observations  and  concerns  regarding  16  October  public  meeting  in 
Tallahassee. 

1. The FWC commission staff is currently working up an information brief for the November FWC 
Commissioners  meeting. The  brief  from  the  staff  is  necessary  to  support  a  report  the 
Commissioners are required by law to provide to the Florida legislative body in January on the 
A&M pilot program. If no legislative action is taken, the A&M pilot program will sunset in July 
2014. 
When Florida statute 327.60 was implemented, it prohibited all Florida municipalities from 
establishing any new anchoring and mooring field regulations except those developed under the 
pilot program. Currently the A&M pilot program outlined in Florida statute 327.4105 is the only 
avenue for municipalities to implement new anchoring and mooring field regulation and if 
municipalities did not file their proposal in 2009, they currently have no other opportunity to 
introduce new A&M regulations, now or in the future. 

2. 
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3. The survey data presented to the public on 16 October was incomplete partly because there was
insufficient time to analyze the data following the closure of the survey to the public. The 
response to the survey was good, and SSCA believes it reflects a fair input from our membership. 
This survey data does seem to indicate that the program has had mixed results with respect to the 
stated goals. At the public meeting on 16 October the FWC Commission staff said they will 
forward the final survey data analysis when it is complete, SSCA awaits the completed staff 
analysis.
The monthly vessel data taken by the municipalities from some of the pilot sites on the moored 
boats shows less than one year of post installation data as some sites have only recently 
completed their mooring fields. The boat data presented at the public meeting on 16 October 
seems to show that the location of the mooring field had quite an influence on the survey results 
and the occupancy level as well as seasonal effects at the site.

4. 

Having reviewed the data, and having participated in the latest public meeting discussion,   SSCA is 
concerned that without a clear process for municipalities to file for new anchoring and mooring field 
regulations following the sunset of the A&M pilot program, the wild west of anchoring and mooring in 
Florida will return. 

SSCA would also like to make the point that all mooring fields should provide a good balance with 
nearby, transient anchoring fields. Unbalanced A&M fields will drive many responsible cruisers (at least) 
and local boaters (perhaps) away, without fixing the problem of derelict boats and long term storage 
vessels. Establishing new A&M regulations without this careful balance may cause some derelict and 
storage boats to pull out, some to move around locally, while valued cruisers will simply go elsewhere. 

SSCA recommends that the A&M pilot program be continued beyond the July 2014 sunset date in order 
to collect the remaining data from the late adopters of the program (at least one year). 

SSCA also suggest the FWC use lessons learned from the A&M pilot program process, to propose a 
recommended process for establishment of subsequent anchoring and mooring field regulation, and this 
new process be codified with the public and municipalities and put into Florida statutes. 

Lastly, SSCA suggest that sufficient FWC staff resources be programed and funded to maintain oversight 
of Florida's anchoring and mooring fields. 

SSCA appreciates all the efforts involved in developing boating and littoral related ordinances and stands 
ready to work with state and local governments to produce safe and helpful boating regulations which 
encourage maritime recreation. 

Philip Johnson, Chairman, Concerned Cruisers Committee 

Seven Seas Cruising Association 
2501 E. Commercial Blvd., Ste. 203, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33308 

Tel: 954-771-5660 – Fax: 954-771-5662 

212




