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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the results of a survey study conducted with Monroe County residents on their views on tourism issues.  The survey, sent to 47,190 registered voters in the county, probes residents on issues of tourism benefits and disadvantages, tourism board composition and tourism-promotion expenditure prioritization, and growth management along United States Highway 1 (US1).  

The survey study was conducted by the Monroe County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), in conjunction with the Tourism Development Council.  The BOCC received a total of 11,419 completed surveys at a return rate of 24.2%.  Survey entry and analysis was conducted at the University of Miami.  

The findings of the study suggest that that tourism is a very contentious issue in the region.  Residents generally request lower funding for the TDC and more funding for local infrastructure, especially infrastructure related to environmental amenities.  Residents also want to see changes in the tourism board composition, preferring to include more public membership.  Residents prefer to be reached by media sources over more traditional workshops, meetings, and panel discussions.  The report describes these and more results that may prove invaluable for decision makers in the near future. 
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BACKGROUND

Tourism plays an important role in Monroe County.  As the largest employer in the region, it affects practically every facet of the Florida Keys, including the economy, environment, society, and culture.  As tourism has grown in the Keys, it has surpassed other forms of employment, including fishing, and commerce.  In 1996, it was estimated that over 3 million visitors recreated in the Keys (Leeworthy and Wiley, 1997; 1996).  

There are many different kinds of visitors to the region, ranging from day trippers who visit from mainland Florida, an assorted group that visits Key West and its various festivals, nature visitors who frequent the county’s many parks, and outdoors enthusiasts who fish off the islands.  In addition to the year-round influx of visitors, the Keys also attract large numbers of tourists during special events.  Fantasy Fest in Key West and the spiny lobster recreational mini-season are two, different examples of such events.  

Due to the increase in tourism and its associated impacts on the Florida Keys, the Monroe County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), in conjunction with its Growth Management Division and Tourist Development Council (TDC), developed and conducted a mail survey to solicit opinions of registered voters. 
The TDC is an advisory committee to the BOCC, and it recommends to the commission on how the three-cent bed tax revenues should be spent.  The bed tax is a tax on lodging accommodations that the county may use to pay for tourism advertising, investment in local project, and other uses.  

Serving on the tourism resident survey committee were Commissioners Freeman, Williams and four TDC board members. This survey was designed to give registered voters an opportunity to express their feelings and perceptions of the benefits and burdens of tourism. The tourism resident survey committee appointed two staff members from the TDC and two from Growth Management to review potential consulting agencies to work on the survey and to refine the survey language.  This second group functioned at the tourism resident survey sub-committee.

The survey, administered in January 2000 through a mail survey to Monroe County registered voters, solicited resident views on the types of tourists and tourism activities, the priority of tourism and bed-tax related issues, growth management topics, and methods by which registered voters can best receive information and get involved on local issues.  

This report describes in detail the results of the survey sent to approximately 48,000 registered voters in Monroe County, and it discusses the views held by respondents on tourism and tourist-related issues.  The methodology section demonstrates how the survey was constructed, conducted, and analyzed.  The results section presents all results and trends, and it discusses the findings in further detail through stratified subgroups.  By utilizing a more detailed, stratified approach, the section examines the role that factors such as subdistrict, age, length of residency, and employment play in respondents’ views 

on tourism.  Finally, the appendices provide the original data in tabular format for completeness.  

The results from the survey will aid the BOCC and the TDC in establishing baseline indicators for tourism. The survey results could also assist the Growth Management Division in developing policies and procedures that are responsive to communities’ needs.

METHODOLOGY

Process

At the November 10, 1999, Board of County Commissioners meeting in Key Largo draft survey language and the distribution of the survey were discussed.  The TDC and members of the public recommended that the Board consider populations other than, or in addition to registered voters, such as persons holding drivers’ licenses.  After listening to the comments of the TDC and the public and board discussion on distribution of the survey, the BOCC selected Monroe County registered voters as its survey population.

The benefits of surveying the registered voter population are as follows: 

· It is a well-defined population that contains a finite total and has mailing addresses; moreover, it was recently compiled, as the registered voter information was collected last in 1998

· It allows for a more complete survey, where the entire population- and not a sample, as in the case of drivers’ licenses- can be sampled

· It consists of a group that is active in government issues
The survey developed by the tourism resident survey committee and sub-committee was printed and mailed in early January 2000.

Beginning on January 3, 2000, surveys were sent out to 47,190 registered voters in Monroe County.  These addresses for these registered voters were provided from the County’s Elections Office.  Limitations of the database and some technical difficulties in printing mailing labels, necessitated an additional mailing. The agency that was contracted by the County to print and mail the surveys estimates that in total 51,000 surveys were sent out. Although registered voters were initially given until January 25, 2000 to mail in their surveys, responses received as late as February 1, 2000 were accepted and are included in the of the final results.  All of the surveys were forwarded to the University of Miami, where the data analysis and report on the survey results was generated.  

To satisfy the concern that wrong mailings and changed addresses may affect responses, Monroe County Planning and Building Departments also distributed surveys to registered voters in Monroe County at their offices in the Upper, Middle and Lower Keys. More than 50 registered voters received and returned their surveys in this manner.  

University of Miami’s Role 

The tourism resident survey sub-committee chose an independent agency to ensure both unbiased data analysis and expertise.  The sub-committee sent out a call for proposals in December 1999; applicants needed to possess excellent database development and management skills, experience in survey design and analysis, and the capability to produce a concise, coherent report.  Manoj Shivlani, a senior research associate at the University of Miami, was selected, and his team conducted all data compilation and analysis, as well as report generation.   

Specifically, Shivlani developed a spreadsheet-based database, which coded all survey information.  He also disseminated a coding format and conducted a short tutorial with each person involved in data entry; the material and activities were part of an effort to maximize quality control.  Moreover, Shivlani only selected assistants who had prior training in database management and were capable of working independently.  

Overall, the data entry, analysis, and report generation lasted 3 weeks.  

Statistical Methods 

The data is presented mostly as frequencies and percentages, for both the overall population and for distinct subgroups.  Statistically important findings are discussed where subgroups differ significantly from the overall population.  Finally, data trends are discussed where applicable.  

Frequencies describe the relative importance of opinions and perceptions, and statistically important findings confirm the significance of the patterns among and between groups.  The data format is maintained at its simplest level, however, to ensure that the document is comprehensible for a general audience.  

Concerns relating to sampling error can be largely avoided since the survey was sent to an entire population (registered voters) and not just a sample of this population.  When surveying a sample of a population, researchers provide confidence intervals that represent the extent to which errors are due to chance. Therefore, when looking at these results we can say that 'registered voters who participated in the survey feel X, or 80% of respondents indicated y' when reporting on the survey responses. 

Quality control methods

As discussed previously, quality control was an important factor in the survey process.  To ensure that the survey data was uniformly input, Shivlani developed a standard database that data entry assistants could utilize in a variety of formats (Excel, Quattro Pro, etc.).  Also, Shivlani wrote a coding format that he gave to each assistant.  Finally, all applicants were screened for knowledge and experience in database entry, and they were then introduced to the project with a short tutorial.  

Strengths, assumptions, and constraints 

The greatest strength of this survey effort is its scope.  Unlike most such studies that attempt to sample a population, this effort has actually targeted the entire population.  Such thoroughness ensures that segments of the population shall not be omitted, and it lends great credibility to the findings as representative Monroe County registered voters.  Although the reasons for selecting the voter method have already been discussed previously, it is important to reiterate that the current method has certain advantages over others not selected.  

As in other surveys, there are certain constraints to this project.  First, the respondents can only provide limited comments on why they answered certain questions in certain ways.  Second, certain respondents may view the survey as being either biased in favor of or against their interests.  Due to the high profile role of tourism in the Florida Keys it is likely that a segment of the recipients may regard the survey as biased.  Third, because the survey is conducted by mail, it is inevitable that several respondents may answer in collusion with others.  In-person interviews, a more expensive and time-consumption option, are among the only methods by which to reduce such group responses (Alreck and Settle, 1985).    

Pick-up surveys

To ensure that all registered voters had an opportunity to participate in the survey effort, registered voters who did not receive their surveys in the mail were able to pick up fill out surveys and drop off surveys at County offices in the Upper, Middle and Lower Keys.  This represents a change from the original methodology; moreover, such pick-up surveys may potentially provide duplicate and even falsified data.   Therefore, the pick-up survey data is not considered as part of the overall data set; instead, it is discussed separately in an addendum report that is included as an appendix to UM’s final report.  

 RESULTS

The results are presented in actual summaries and data trends.  Tabular and graphical representations are provided where applicable.  The results are also described in subgroups, or stratifications.  These are based on the following data provided by the respondents:  age, district, employment, and length of residency in the Keys.  

Because of the large totals of non-responses for certain questions, the non-responses are retained for the consistency of results.  However, where they are removed for further analysis, the omission of non-responses is clearly stated.  

Total population

The total population analyzed for this final report is 11,419 respondents, which is the equivalent of a 24.2% response rate. 

The results in the draft report are presented in the following sections:

1. Generic questions

2. TDC questions

3. BOCC questions

4. Growth Management questions

Questions from the original survey are provided to orient the reader to the section and topic.  Results are presented mostly in percentage format, and other data trends are discussed wherever applicable.  

Generic questions

These questions include those related to the demographic nature of the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey, as well as questions concerning the respondents’ participation in regional activities.  

1.  Please indicate the Florida Keys community in which you live:

- District One:  Key West

- District Two:  Key West – South End of 7 Mile Bridge

- District Three:  7 Mile Bridge to Long Key Bridge

- District 4:  Long Key Bridge to mid-Plantation Key

- District 5:  Mile Marker 87.5 North

Most respondents are from District 2 (28.7%) and Districts 1 (26.3%).  District 5 constitutes 24.7% of the replies, whereas Districts 3 and 4 comprise only 11.9% and 6.5% of the surveys.  A total of 216 persons (or 1.9%) chose not to reveal their districts.  

TABLE 1:  DISTRICT 
DISTRICT
NUMBER
PERCENTAGE

1.  District 1:  Key West
3007
26.3

2.  District 2:  Key West – South End of 7-Mile Bridge
3274
28.7

3.  District 3:  7 Mile Bridge to Long Key Bridge
1362
11.9

4.  District 4:  Long Key Bridge to mid-Plantation Key
740
6.5

5.  District 5:  Mile Marker 87.5 North
2820
24.7

6.  Unlisted
216
1.9

TOTAL
11419


2.  How long have you lived in the Keys?


- less than 1 year

- 1-3 years


- 4-5 years

- 6-10 years

- More than 10 years

Most persons replying to the survey have lived in the Florida Keys for longer than 10 years (60%).  An additional 16.5% have lived there between 6-10 years.  By contrast, only 12.3% have lived in the Florida Keys for 3 years or less.  The average for all respondents is between 6-10 years.  
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Figure 1:  Length of residency in the Florida Keys
TABLE 2:  LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

YEARS LIVING IN THE KEYS
NUMBER
PERCENTAGE

1.  Less than 1 year
291
2.6

2.  1-3 years
1110
9.7

3.  4-5 years
1130
9.9

4.  6-10 years
1889
16.5

5.  More than 10 years
6862
60.1

6.  No response
137
1.2

An overwhelming 93.3% reported that they are full-time residents of the Keys, and only 5% stated that they are not.  Only 40% of the surveys listed how many months they live in the Keys, and the average response was over 10 months.  It is assumed that the non-responses to this question were based on the full-time residency of a majority of the respondents.  

3.  Please indicate your work status:

- retired




- work full time in Monroe County

- work part time in Monroe County

- work full time outside Monroe County


- work part time outside Monroe County
- have multiple jobs in Monroe County

The majority of the registered voters who participated this survey work either full time (44.5%), part time (7.3%), or multiple jobs (5%) in the Florida Keys. Almost 35% of the respondents are retired.  Only (6.3%) are employed outside Monroe County.  

TABLE 3:  EMPLOYMENT

JOB TYPE
NUMBER
PERCENTAGE

1.  Retired
3918
34.3

2.  Work full time in county
5083
44.5

3.  Work part time in county
833
7.3

4.  Work full time out of county
467
4.1

5.  Work part time out of county
252
2.2

6.  Have multiple jobs in county
575
5.0

7.  Non response
291
2.6

4.  What is your age?

We divided the age groups into the following:  18-30; 31-40; 41-50; 51-60; and over 60.  The three largest age groups were respondents between over 60 years (30.3%), 51-60 years (25.2%), and 41-50 years (23.3%).  The average age of the respondents was 54.1 years.  
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Figure 2:  Age of respondents
5.  How do you prefer to get involved in get information about local issues?

Workshops
Panel Discussions
Official Public Meetings

Surveys
Local Civic Groups


TV

Newspapers

Internet 
Radio


Direct Mail
Other

Respondents ranked their preferred form of information source on local issues.  The percentage responses are presented to demonstrate which sources were mostly frequently listed.  

TABLE 4:  PREFERRED SOURCES OF INFORMATION FOR LOCAL ISSUES

SOURCE OF INFORMATION
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
TOTAL*

1.  Workshops
3.3
2.3
3.1
1.9
1.8
1.7
2.2
1.7
1.3
0.8
20.0 (2278)

2.  Discussions
1.5
1.8
2.2
1.6
1.6
1.7
2.1
2.1
1.4
0.5
16.4 (1869)

3.  Meetings
11.3
6.7
8.0
3.2
2.1
1.5
1.0
0.9
0.8
0.5
36.0 (4105)

4.  Surveys
5.5
3.9
4.5
2.9
2.3
1.8
1.4
1.3
1.1
0.4
25.1

(2862)

5.  Civic groups
4.7
3.2
3.3
2.1
1.6
1.5
1.2
1.4
1.0
0.9
20.9 (2382)

6.  Television
10.4
8.3
8.6
3.1
1.8
1.2
1.0
1.0
0.7
0.4
36.4 (4154)

7.  Newspapers
54.4
11.6
5.5
1.8
0.9
0.5
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.1
75.4 (8614)

8.  Internet
4.8
2.7
3.0
2.1
1.4
1.1
0.9
1.0
1.9
1.9
20.8 (2371)

9.  Radio
11.7
14.4
8.5
2.7
1.6
1.0
0.8
0.7
0.7
0.3
42.4 (4847)

10.  Direct mail
14.7
6.4
6.2
2.7
1.6
0.9
0.7
0.5
0.5
1.2
35.4 (4045)

* Totals are listed in parentheses
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Figure 3:  Preferred sources of information on local issues
One fifth (20%) listed workshops as a preferred source of information, and 10.6% listed the source as among the four most important.  

Over 16% listed panel discussions as the source of information that they would prefer to get information on local issues.  Only 7.1% ranked the source as among the four most important sources available.  

A large percentage, 36%, felt that official meetings are a good source of local information.  And 29.2% ranked it as among their four most important sources.  This suggests that official meetings are an important way for registered voters who participated in this survey to get involved.

 A quarter of the respondents felt that surveys are a good way to get information on local issues, and only 16.9% felt that it is among the four most important sources.  

Local civic groups were listed by 20.9% of the registered voters who participated in this survey, and 13.1% listed the source as among the four most important.
A large number of respondents favored television (36.4%) and radio(42.4%) as preferred sources of information.  Over 30% and 37% ranked television and radio respectively among their top four choices.  

Newspapers comprised the most important source of information.  Over three quarters (75.4%) of the registered voters who participated in this survey would favor newspapers to provide them with information on local issues, and 73.3% believe that the source is among the four most important choices.  

Internet sources, a relatively new technology, were less popular than more established forms of media. Over 20% of the registered voters who participated in this survey would prefer the internet as a source of information, although only 12.5% ranked it among the four most important sources.  

Finally, 35.4% stated that they would live to have direct mail as a preferred source of information, and almost 30% ranked it among their four most important choices.  

Only a minority of the registered voters who participated in this survey favor traditional forms of information, such as meetings, panel discussions, and workshops.  They appear to prefer media sources above others, especially newspapers.  

6.  Do you belong to any local organizations, associations, or clubs?

IF YES, please name them

As the last question in the Generic Section, registered voters were asked if they belong to a local organization, association, or club.  A large percentage, 9.8%, did not respond to the question, 44.8% stated that they did have a group affiliation, and a majority of 45.4% stated that they did not.  

TDC questions

1.  Overall, how has tourism in Monroe County affected you over the past year?

a.  Positively

b.  Negatively

c.  No effect

d.  Don’t know



44.4% of the registered voters who participated in this survey of the survey respondents felt that they have had a negative experience with tourism in the last year.  However, a third, 33.0%, argued otherwise, stating that their recent experience with tourism has been positive.  Only 14.2% and 2.8% believed that the experience has had no effect or that they don’t know, respectively.  
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Figure 4:  Views on the effects of tourism

2.  What do you feel are the benefits of tourism in Monroe County?

Jobs



Lower Taxes


More Events


More recreational opportunities


Cultural promotion

Diversity of business




A strong economy

None



Don’t Know


Other

Most survey respondents listed jobs (65%), a strong economy (56.1%), lower taxes (38.2%), and diversity of business (23.7%) as tourism’s main benefits.

TABLE 5:  BENEFITS OF TOURISM

BENEFIT
MEAN
1
2
3
TOTAL*

1.  Jobs 
1.5
40.3
17.0
7.7
65.0 (7422)

2.  Lower taxes 
1.8
17.1
9.4
11.6
38.2 (4357)

3.  More events
2.1
6.3
5.2
7.4
18.9 (2162)

4.  Recreation
2.1
3.8
3.0
5.3
12.1 (1378)

5.  Cultural 

     promotion
2.0
4.5
3.1
4.6
12.3 (1400)

6.  Business

     diversity
2.1
7.3
6.0
10.5
23.7 (2710)

7.  Strong economy
1.6
29.0
19.1
8.0
56.1 (6412)

8.  None
1.3
12.8
0.9
2.1
15.8 (1808)

9.  Other
1.3
3.0
0.2
0.5
3.7 (428)

10.  Don’t know
2.0
2.0
1.0
1.7
4.7 (529)

*Totals are listed in parentheses; percentages refer to top three responses
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Figure 5:  Benefits of tourism
3.  What do you see as the disadvantages of tourism to Monroe County?

Traffic




Increased cost of living

Overcrowding



Environmental degradation

Loss of community character

Noise

Garbage



None

Don’t know



Other

Most survey respondents listed traffic (80%), environmental degradation (57.2%), overcrowding (52.6%), increased costs of living (39.6%), and loss of community (26.6%) as tourism’s main disadvantages.  

TABLE 6:  DISADVANTAGES OF TOURISM

DISADVANTAGE
MEAN
1
2
3
TOTAL

1.  Traffic
1.5
49.6
19.1
11.6
80.3 (9164)

2.  Increased costs
1.7
19.7
10.4
9.5
39.6 (4512)

3.  Overcrowding
2.0
17.0
18.9
16.6
52.5 (5994)

4.  Environmental
1.7
29.1
14.0
14.1 
57.2 (6546)

5.  Loss of community
2.0
10.8
5.8
10.0
26.6 (3033)

6.  Noise
1.8
7.2
2.7
4.5
14.4 (1645)

7.  Garbage
1.9
8.2
4.0
5.3
17.5 (1995)

8.  None
1.4
4.8
0.3
1.0
6.1 (702)

9.  Other
1.3
2.8
0.3
0.4
3.5 (395)

10.  Don’t know
1.8
0.4
0.2
0.4
1.0 (119)

*Totals are listed in parentheses; percentages refer to top three responses
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Figure 6:  Disadvantages of tourism
4a.  Should Monroe County try to attract:


a.  More visitors
b.  Same numbers of visitors


c.  Fewer visitors
d.  Don’t know

4b.  If more visitors, then should we attract more visitors even if the impact would increase the disadvantages?
YES
NO

4c.  If less visitors, then should we attract less visitors even if the impact would decrease tourism benefits?  YES     NO


4d.  What sort of visitor do you think we should attract for your community?
Just over half of the survey respondents (51.7%) believe that the county should attract fewer visitors, 28.4% would prefer the same number of visitors, and 14.4% are in favor of more visitors.  Only 11.8% of those replying that they would like more visitors are in favor of increasing the tourists at the expense of increasing the disadvantages of tourism.  Conversely, over half (50.7%) are in favor of reducing the number of tourists even if it would mean fewer tourism benefits to the county.  

The most frequently listed tourists preferred by the registered voters who participated in this survey are repeat visitors (60.1%), longer stay visitors (49.9%), families (45.8%), high income tourists (45.9%), eco-tourists (44.6%), fishers (31.9%), and cultural and historic visitors (37.6%).  Daytrippers are among the least desirable visitors to the registered voters who participated in this survey

TABLE 7:  PREFERRED VISITOR TYPES

PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE
NUMBER
PERCENTAGE

1.  Repeat visitors
6866
60.1

2.  Longer stay visitors
5696
49.9

3.  Eco-tourists
5090
44.6

4.  High income tourists
5246
45.9

5.  Families
5231
45.8

6.  Couples
3322
29.1

7.  Daytrippers
1051
9.2

8.  Cruiseship passengers
1930
16.9

9.  Gay/lesbian
1868
16.4

10.  Seniors
2760
24.2

11.   Fishers
3640
31.9

12.  Boaters
2616
22.9

13.  Divers
3194
28.0

14.  Cultural/historical visitors
4295
37.6

15.  Others
838
7.3

16.  Don’t know
219
1.9
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Figure 7:  Preferred visitor types
5a.  Tourism means more leisure facilities and more quality events for residents

5b.  Tourism is good for the economy

5c.  Benefits of the current levels of tourism are greater than the costs

5d.  My community is better maintained because of tourism

5e.  Tourism forces up prices for residents

5f.  Funding tourism draws money from resident projects

5g.  The natural environment is harmed by tourism

5h.  My everyday activities are made more difficult by tourism

An overwhelming majority (78%) of registered voters who participated in this survey agree that tourism is good for the Keys economy.  Just over half of survey respondents (52.3%) feel the costs of the current levels of tourism are greater than the benefits and 50.7% believe that tourism does not result in more leisure activities and quality events for residents.  A majority (59.3%) feels their community is not better maintained because of tourism.  Almost three quarters (73.4%) agree that tourism negatively affects prices for residents, and 56.4% agree that funding tourism takes money away from resident projects.  Most respondents also share a negative opinion on the tourists’ impacts on the environment, as almost 75% (74.6%) agreed that the natural environment is harmed by tourism.   Finally, 63.3% of those surveyed agree that tourism has made their daily activities more difficult.  

TABLE 8:  VIEWS ON TOURISM

QUESTION
Disagree strongly
Disagree
Agree Strongly
Agree
Don’t Know
No response

a.  More leisure activities
21.4
29.3
11.1
30.8
4.5
3.0

b.  Good for economy
7.0
9.7
28.1
49.6
3.2
2.4

c.  Benefits greater than    

costs
25.2
27.1
15.3
18.2
11.8
2.5

d.  Community better maintained
25.3
34.0
11.3
18.7
8.7
2.1

e.  Prices forced up
5.3
13.2
38.7
34.7
6.3
1.9

f.  Money drawn away
8.2
19.0
26.0
30.4
14.1
2.3

g.  Environment harmed
4.6
13.0
40.4
34.2
5.9
2.0

h.  Activities more difficult
9.1
22.0
30.1
33.2
3.5
2.1

* responses reported in percentages

BOCC questions

1. What is your opinion of the make-up of the DACs?

- prefer present membership

- prefer an equal number of members from the tourist industry and general public

- prefer membership of 3 from the tourist industry and 6 from the general public

- other

- don’t know

Most persons (38.2%) would prefer an equal number of members from the tourist industry and the general public to comprise the five District Advisory Committees (DACs), although 32.8% prefer 3 members from the tourist industry and 6 from the general public.  Only 12.8% favor the present membership composition. 
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Figure 8:  DAC membership preferences

2.  Please indicate which of the following statements you agree with:

- the TDC should spend more on promotion

- the TDC should spend more on local capital projects

- the TDC should maintain its current levels of spending

- don’t know

An overwhelming majority, 74.8% of the registered voters who participated in the survey, believe that the TDC should spend more money on local capital projects.  Only 11.9% of the registered voters who participated in the survey feel that the TDC should maintain current levels of spending.  
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Figure 9:  Expenditure of TDC funds

3.  Expenditure of TDC funds are controlled by state law and must be related to tourism.  If the TDC were to spend more BED TAX money locally, rank your preferences for the following possible expenditures from 1 to 8, with 1 being your most preferred option.

- construct/maintain a convention center or auditorium for secondary use as a community   

   center

- construct/maintain a sports stadium for secondary use as a recreational facility

- construct/maintain museums and historical sites

- construct/maintain zoological parks, artificial reefs, fishing piers, and nature centers

- maintain and renourish public beaches

- protect, clean, and enhance public shorelines

- construct/maintain beach park facilities

- monitor water quality at public beaches and pay for maintenance costs

The most popular expenditure options, ones that ranked highest among the top four choices, were protecting public shorelines (75.4%), maintaining public beaches (69.8%), monitoring water quality (66.8%), constructing park facilities (52.5%), and constructing nature-related centers (49.8%).  

TABLE 9:  EXPENDITURE OF TDC FUNDS

QUESTION
MEAN
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
TOTAL

1.  Community 

      center
6.0
6.8
3.0
2.6
2.7
4.6
7.6
26.9
19.7
73.9 (8434)

2.  Recreation            

     facility
6.7
3.2
2.2
1.8
2.1
3.4
6.4
19.2
34.2
72.5 (8278)

3.  Museums
5.2
5.5
5.1
5.0
7.4
11.5
26.8
9.0
7.2
77.5 (8846)

4.  Nature   

     centers
3.6
18.3
10.2
9.8
11.5
19.9
7.0
3.5
2.5
82.7 (9443)

5.  Public  

     beaches
3.0
19.5
19.6
17.7
12.8
8.0
5.1
2.1
1.4
86.0 (9825)

6.  Public 

     shorelines
2.8
19.3
25.1
20.5
10.5
5.8
3.3
1.8
0.9
87.2 (9952)

7. Park 

facilities
4.0
9.3
9.2
14.8
19.2
13.5
9.9
4.1
3.0
83.0 (9479)

8. Water

      quality
3.0
29.7
12.1
12.1
13.0
8.7
5.8
2.4
3.1
86.8 (9915)

* Totals are listed in parentheses

4.  Would your support increasing the bed tax by another cent if the money were used for local expenditures?  YES 

NO

Just over half of the respondents (50.7%) stated that they would support increasing the bed tax by one cent if the funds were used for local expenditures; 37.6% would not support the increase.  

Growth Management questions

1.  How does the way your community looks along US 1 affect your quality of life?

Positively
Negatively
No effect
Don’t know

Almost 44% (43.3%) of the registered voters who participated in this survey believe that the way their community looks along US1 negatively affects their quality of life.  Only 14.4% feel otherwise, and 34.4% believe that it has no effect.

2.  How does the way your community looks along US 1 affect visitor satisfaction with their vacation experiences?

Positively
Negatively
No effect
Don’t know

39.7% of survey respondents believe that the way their community looks negatively affects visitor satisfaction with their vacation experience.  However, almost a quarter (24.6%) of the respondents feel that they don’t know, and a 13.3% believe that it has no effect.  
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Figure 10:  Effects of US1 on resident quality of life and visitor satisfaction

3.  Which of the following changes to the look of your community along US 1 would you like to see?

- create community gateway entrances

- improve pathways

- preserve local building styles

- ensure new buildings respect historical community architectural styles

- discourage chain/franchise retail establishments

- improve the quantity and quality of landscaping/parks

- no change

- don’t know

- other

The changes that registered voters who participated in this survey would most like to see along US1 include improvements in landscaping and parks (66.4%), improvement of bike and pedestrian pathways (60.7%), preservation of local building styles (40.4%), and respecting historical community architectural styles (40.2%).  Most of the 10.7% who responded asking for other improvements asked for the removal of billboards more than any other project

TABLE 10:  CHANGES ON US 1

CHANGES
MEAN
1
2
3
TOTAL

1.  Community entrances
1.9
8.7
5.0
7.0
20.8 (2370)

2.  Pathways
1.7
28.6
18.3
13.8
60.7 (6930)

3.  Local building styles
2.1
11.6
12.7
16.2
40.4 (4618)

4.  Respect historical styles
2.0
12.2
13.7
14.3
40.2 (4584)

5.  Discourage chain stores
1.7
20.4
10.4
9.0
39.9 (4553)

6.  Improve landscaping
1.8
30.4
21.4
14.6
66.4 (7585)

7.  No change
1.6
3.6
1.0
1.3
5.9 (664)

8.  Other
1.2
9.4
0.6
0.7
10.7 (1226)

9.  Don’t know
-
-
-
-
2.2 (253)


   * Totals are listed in parentheses

Subgroups

We analyzed a number of subgroups to determine whether such stratifications contributed to differences in perceptions on tourism issues.  The subgroups chosen for the analysis were:  Age, employment, length of residency, and subdistrict.  Each of these subgroups was based on information provided by respondents in the Generic Question Section of the survey instrument.  The subgroups are described individually in greater detail in their individual sections. 

Age 

Respondent ages were divided into five groups, from 18-30 years, 31-40 years, 41-50 years, 51-60 years, and over 60 years.  The perceptions were compared across age groups.  The age group breakdown numbers are percentages are shown in the graphic below:
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Figure 11:  Age of respondents

Because the population chosen for the survey was registered voters, the low end of survey respondents’ age is 18 years.  The majority of respondents fall under the ages of 51 to 60 years and over 60 years of age.  

Generic questions

The only generic questions that were analyzed across groups were those pertaining to the sources of information they would prefer for local issues.  Since we already stratified four separate questions from this section, it would be redundant to analyze each question for each stratification.  

TABLE 11:  SOURCES OF INFORMATION BY AGE GROUP

SOURCE OF INFORMATION
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

1.  Workshops
21.7 
22.5 
22.2
21.6
16.5
20.0 

2.  Discussions
18.5 
18.9 
17.4 
17.5
14.0
16.4 

3.  Meetings
31.4 
37.2
38.2 
38.9
33.4
36.0 

4.  Surveys
33.3 
31.1 
28.5
27.3
18.8
25.1

5.  Civic groups
20.7 
22.0 
22.1
21.1
20.5
20.9 

6.  Television
44.4
36.7 
36.1
36.3
37.5
36.4 

7.  Newspapers
77.7 
76.7 
79.2
77.0
73.6
75.4 

8.  Internet
31.6 
27.2 
24.6
22.2
14.6
20.8 

9.  Radio
57.0 
53.0 
50.8
43.0
31.6
42.4 

10.  Direct mail
40.8 
38.0 
37.9
37.2
33.0
35.4 

Generally, all age groups appear to prefer similar sources of information for local issues.  The most popular source of information preferred by all age groups is newspapers.  Respondents within the ages of 30 and under prefer surveys, television, internet, radio, and direct mail sources more than the total group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  Persons between the ages of 31-40 prefer internet and radio sources more than the total group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  The 41-50 year group would prefer radio sources more than would the total larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  Finally, the oldest group is less in favor of internet and radio media than all groups.  

TDC questions

We examined the effects of age on the perceptions held by the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey on the TDC questions.  Specifically, we analyzed whether certain age groups hold different opinions on the benefits and disadvantages of tourism, whether the county should attract more or less tourists, what types of tourists the county should attract, and their levels of agreement on a variety of tourism statements.  

TABLE 12:  BENEFITS OF TOURISM BY AGE GROUP

BENEFIT
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

1.  Jobs
73.6
72.5
69.0
67.0
58.4
65.0 

2.  Lower taxes
36.9
41.9
41.7
40.6
34.1
38.2 

3.  More events
25.0
24.3
19.8
20.0
15.5
18.9 

4.  Recreation
17.4
14.0
11.5
12.0
11.3
12.1 

5.  Cultural promotion
12.4
12.8
12.2
12.9
12.1
12.3 

6.  Business diversity
27.8
21.8
23.1
23.3
25.1
23.7 

7.  Strong economy
62.1
63.4
60.0
58.6
49.6
56.1 

8.  None
12.6
11.4
13.2
15.4
20.0
15.8 

9.  Other
2.4
3.0
4.2
3.9
3.6
3.7 

10.  Don’t know
5.3
4.6
3.6
3.8
6.0
4.7 

Younger respondents (40 years or younger) more strongly believe that the benefits of tourism are jobs, more events, recreational opportunities, and a strong economy than the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  The oldest respondents do not view the benefits of tourism as strongly as the entire group, especially in issues such as lower taxes or a stronger economy.  

TABLE 13:  DISADVANTAGES OF TOURISM BY AGE GROUP

DISADVANTAGE
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

1.  Traffic
76.3
75.0
78.7
80.4
85.9
80.3 

2.  Increased costs
51.1
46.6
40.7
37.8
36.3
39.6 

3.  Overcrowding
50.9
48.2
52.2
52.9
54.9
52.5 

4.  Environmental
54.6
58.7
62.2
59.0
53.5
57.2 

5.  Loss of community
20.3
24.7
27.0
26.8
27.7
26.6 

6.  Noise
9.1
11.7
13.2
15.3
16.5
14.4 

7.  Garbage
15.8
20.6
17.3
16.2
17.3
17.5 

8.  None
7.9
5.7
6.6
6.8
5.2
6.1 

9.  Other
4.1
3.5
3.5
3.7
3.2
3.5 

10.  Don’t know
1.8
1.0
1.2
1.2
0.7
1.0 

The youngest group, between the ages of 18-30, views increased costs as a greater disadvantage than does the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  Also, a much smaller percentage of the same group considers noise impacts as a disadvantage than do all respondents.  Persons between 31-40 years are also more concerned about the cost of living than the entire group.  Finally, persons over 60 are more troubled by traffic than all other groups.  

TABLE 14:  TOURIST TOTALS BY AGE GROUP

TOURIST TOTALS
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

More tourists
23.3
18.1
15.5
14.7
11.0
14.4 

Same number
30.8
32.5
30.7
28.2
26.2
28.4 

Less tourists
40.8
44.5
48.6
53.2
57.1
51.7 

Don’t know
4.5
4.4
3.5
2.8
4.0
3.6 

In terms of the numbers of visitors, 23.3% of respondents 30 years or younger believe that the county should try to attract more visitors, compared to over 41% who disagree.  The percentage of respondents who believe that tourist totals should be curtailed increases with age, as the oldest age group displays the lowest percentage for allowing more tourists among any group or the total group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  

TABLE 15:  PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE BY AGE GROUP

PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

1.  Repeat visitors
69.6
66.4
62.6
61.3
55.5
60.1

2.  Longer stay visitors
47.3
48.2
48.3
51.2
52.6
49.9

3.  Eco-tourists
48.3
56.3
55.6
48.8
29.1
44.6

4.  High income tourists
57.6
52.9
50.6
47.9
37.9
45.9

5.  Families
54.6
51.8
45.4
44.8
44.5
45.8

6.  Couples
38.3
36.4
33.6
30.4
21.8
29.1

7.  Daytrippers
15.6
12.0
10.9
9.0
6.4
9.2

8.  Cruiseship passengers
25.0
18.9
16.6
18.1
14.8
16.9

9.  Gay/lesbian
23.7
25.4
21.8
16.8
7.6
16.4

10.  Seniors
22.5
19.0
19.2
22.6
32.1
24.2

11.   Fishers
36.9
36.4
35.7
33.6
26.1
31.9

12.  Boaters
30.4
25.4
25.0
24.8
18.4
22.9

13.  Divers
41.4
37.5
33.7
29.0
18.3
28.0

14.  Cultural/historical visitors
42.8
43.1
41.8
39.1
31.7
37.6

15.  Others
6.1
6.2
8.3
7.2
6.8
7.3

16.  Don’t know
1.6
1.9
2.1
1.4
2.2
1.9

Younger groups tend to favor eco-tourists, divers, and cultural visitors (among others) more than the entire group.  The oldest group favors seniors more and eco-tourists less than the total larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  

TABLE 16:  TOURIST QUESTIONS BY AGE GROUP

QUESTION
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

a.  More leisure activities
50.1
45.5
44.4
43.2
38.0
41.9

b.  Good for economy
84.0
87.1
82.2
79.0
71.9
77.7

c.  Benefits greater than    

     costs
40.0
36.1
34.2
34.6
31.5
33.5

d.  Community better maintained
35.5
30.6
32.6
31.7
26.9
30.0

e.  Prices forced up
72.2
73.5
73.9
74.2
74.3
73.4

f.  Money drawn away
50.1
53.5
55.3
56.9
59.6
56.4

g.  Environment harmed
73.2
75.2
76.8
74.6
74.2
74.6

h.  Activities more difficult
53.1
58.2
63.8
65.5
66.1
63.3

More younger respondents agree that tourism is good for the economy and that it provides more benefits than costs than the entire group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  Conversely, persons older than 60 feel less strongly about tourism’s effect on the economy.  Respondents between the ages of 18-30 also agree less that tourism makes daily activities more difficult than did the entire group.  

BOCC questions

We determined whether age groups differ in the support for certain BOCC questions, including the composition of the DAC, how to spend any additional taxes, and support for a one cent increase in the bed tax.  

TABLE 17:  DAC COMPOSITION BY AGE GROUP

DAC composition
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

Present membership
17.4
17.4
15.2
13.9
8.3
12.8

Equal number
39.4
40.6
41.3
40.0
34.7
38.2

3 tourist/6 public
25.0
27.6
30.1
32.6
38.6
32.8

All of the groups have a low percent approval of the present membership.  However, persons within the ages of 18-30 favor the present membership more than does the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  The oldest group is more in favor of changing the composition to 3 tourist representatives and six public members than the rest of the groups.  

TABLE 18:  TDC EXPENDITURE BY AGE GROUP
TDC expenditure
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

Promotion
4.5
5.3
2.8
2.8
1.6
2.7

Local projects
67.3
71.5
76.2
76.5
76.5
74.8

Current levels
15.2
13.1
12.8
12.9
10.0
11.9

Younger persons are more in favor of retaining TDC expenditures at the current levels than is the entire group of registered voters who responded to this survey (or older groups).  All groups are generally and overwhelmingly in favor of using TDC funds on local capital projects.  

TABLE 19:  PROPOSED EXPENDITURE PROJECTS BY AGE GROUP

QUESTION
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

1.  Community center
7.3
6.0
6.1
5.4
8.7
6.8

2.  Recreation facility
6.7
4.8
3.6
1.8
2.7
3.2

3.  Museums
4.3
4.1
4.1
5.7
7.3
5.5

4.  Nature centers
17.2
19.9
19.2
18.4
17.6
18.3

5.  Public beaches
15.8
16.5
17.4
20.1
22.7
19.5

6.  Public shorelines
16.8
16.7
17.8
19.6
21.4
19.3

7.  Park facilities
9.9
7.4
8.0
9.0
11.4
9.3

8.  Water quality
27.8
30.2
30.6
30.0
29.8
29.7

All age groups rank monitoring of water quality as their primary objective in the expenditure of TDC funds.  There is more support among younger age groups for recreational facilities, but a majority of all group emphasis on expenditure is on the creation and maintenance of environmental resources and facilities (parks, beaches, nature centers).  
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Figure 12:  Increase in bed tax by age group
Although a majority of the total group of registered voters who responded to this survey favors an increase in the bed tax for local expenditure purposes, the support is divided among age groups.  A majority of the persons in the age groups of 50 years or younger are in favor of increasing the bed tax.  The support is much lower among persons between 51-60 years, and less than half of the respondents above 60 years approve of such a tax.  

Growth Management questions
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Figure 13:  Effects of US on resident quality of life by age group
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Figure 14:  Effects of US1 on visitor satisfaction by age group
More persons in the 18-30 age group believe that their communities’ appearance along US1 has affected both their lives and visitor satisfaction positively than do the other age groups.  However, all age groups share a majority negative opinion on the effects that their communities have had on visitor satisfaction.  

TABLE 20:  CHANGES ON US1 BY AGE GROUP

CHANGES
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Over 60
TOTAL

1.  Community entrances
23.7
23.8
19.0
21.8
20.3
20.8 

2.  Pathways
60.8
67.9
66.1
60.8
55.9
60.7 

3.  Local building styles
42.4
41.7
40.5
41.0
40.9
40.4 

4.  Respect historical styles
39.0
37.5
39.9
41.3
42.1
40.2 

5.  Discourage chain stores
36.1
41.6
42.7
40.6
37.6
39.9 

6.  Improve landscaping
70.2
72.0
68.1
69.0
63.0
66.4 

7.  No change
5.3
4.9
5.0
6.0
6.7
5.9 

8.  Other
7.9
9.7
12.4
12.2
8.8
10.7 

9.  Don’t know
2.8
2.4
1.7
2.1
2.6
2.2 

All age groups most favor improving landscaping along US1; however, the oldest age group is less in favor of bike and walk paths than is the rest of the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  Conversely, the age groups between 31-40 and 41-50 years are more strongly in favor of such pathways.  

Employment

Based on the employment status of the respondents as stated in Generic Question 3, this section considers the employment effects on resident views of tourism.  The following table lists the six employment types considered, including the abbreviations used for each employment type.  

JOB TYPE
NUMBER
PERCENTAGE

1.  Retired (RTD)
3379
34.3

2.  Work full time in county (FT/MC)
4328
44.5

3.  Work part time in county (PT/MC)
699
7.3

4.  Work full time out of county (FT/O) 
398
4.1

5.  Work part time out of county (PT/O)
213
2.2

6.  Have multiple jobs in county (MJ/MC)
486
5

7.  No response
228
2.6

Generic questions

The only questions asked from this section were those related to the sources of information preferred by each employment type.  

TABLE 21:  SOURCES OF INFORMATION BY EMPLOYMENT

SOURCE OF INFORMATION
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL

1.  Workshops
16.6
22.1
20.2
21.0
21.4
24.7
20.0 

2.  Discussions
14.8
18.1
15.2
16.7
13.1
18.4
16.4 

3.  Meetings
34.2
38.0
36.1
34.7
32.1
39.5
36.0 

4.  Surveys
20.4
28.2
23.9
32.6
23.0
30.3
25.1

5.  Civic groups
20.6
21.8
20.2
19.9
19.8
22.4
20.9 

6.  Television
38.2
36.3
35.8
32.8
33.7
36.5
36.4 

7.  Newspapers
74.3
77.8
78.6
74.3
75.4
74.0
75.4 

8.  Internet
15.8
23.2
21.3
31.3
21.4
26.3
20.8 

9.  Radio
33.2
50.0
41.5
42.4
36.9
51.6
42.4 

10.  Direct mail
33.4
36.4
34.4
45.6
40.5
38.3
35.4 

Employment subgroups are in general agreement over the preferred sources of information on local issues.  Newspapers are the most important source of information to all groups.  However, there are a few, notable differences as well.  

Persons who work part time outside of Monroe County are less in favor of discussions and meetings than is the rest of the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  Respondents employed full time more strongly prefer internet and direct mail sources than do other groups.  Persons working in the county generally prefer active sources of information (i.e. workshops, discussions, and meetings) more than those working outside the county.  These differences may be expected due to the nature of the employment that both full time and part time persons have working outside of the county.    

TDC questions

TABLE 22:  TOURISM BENEFITS BY EMPLOYMENT

BENEFIT
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL

1.  Jobs
58.2
70.8
64.8
65.5
58.7
71.8
65.0 

2.  Lower taxes
35.0
40.7
35.5
48.0
44.0
36.7
38.2 

3.  More events
16.4
20.3
22.4
18.8
20.6
21.2
18.9 

4.  Recreation
12.8
11.6
11.5
14.6
16.7
9.4
12.1 

5.  Cultural promotion
11.7
12.6
13.6
11.4
13.9
13.0
12.3 

6.  Business diversity
24.4
23.2
25.1
22.1
24.2
24.9
23.7 

7.  Strong economy
47.7
62.9
56.2
58.0
52.4
61.2
56.1 

8.  None
20.9
12.5
15.2
15.2
16.7
14.3
15.8 

9.  Other
3.5
3.8
3.1
4.7
4.4
6.1
3.7 

10.  Don’t know
5.9
3.7
4.1
3.4
6.0
6.1
4.7 

Persons working full time or holding multiple jobs in the Florida Keys more strongly perceive tourism benefits in terms of the jobs they provide than does the rest of the group, especially retirees.  These groups also extend that perception to the strong economy they believe is attributable to the tourism sector.  Retirees generally do not perceive tourism benefits as strongly as the rest of the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey, as exhibited by their lower percentages for benefits such as jobs, taxes, and the economy.  Instead, more retirees view no benefits accruing from tourism than do any of the other groups.  

TABLE 23:  TOURISM DISADVANTAGES BY EMPLOYMENT

DISADVANTAGE
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL

1.  Traffic
86.0
77.0
82.4
87.2
81.0
70.4
80.3 

2.  Increased costs
36.1
42.9
38.8
28.3
28.6
54.4
39.6 

3.  Overcrowding
56.0
50.3
54.0
55.7
47.2
49.7
52.5 

4.  Environmental
56.7
56.6
60.0
68.5
64.7
57.7
57.2 

5.  Loss of community
27.2
26.0
27.4
24.0
31.8
28.9
26.6 

6.  Noise
16.4
12.7
16.8
13.7
16.7
12.9
14.4 

7.  Garbage
17.5
17.6
16.6
19.1
18.2
17.0
17.5 

8.  None
4.4
8.2
4.7
3.0
4.0
6.4
6.1 

9.  Other
3.2
3.8
2.4
2.6
4.4
5.2
3.5 

10.  Don’t know
0.7
1.2
1.3
0.9
0.8
1.4
1.0 

A large majority in each group views traffic as the principal disadvantage associated with tourism.  Greater than half of all groups also feels the environmental degradation results from tourism.  Persons holding multiple jobs more strongly feel that tourism results in increased costs of living than do the other groups.   

TABLE 24:  TOURISM TOTALS BY EMPLOYMENT

TOURIST TOTALS
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL

More tourists
10.1
18.4
10.9
12.4
13.1
17.9
14.4 

Same number
25.9
31.0
29.3
28.7
26.6
27.6
28.4 

Less tourists
58.8
46.1
55.3
54.6
55.2
48.0
51.7 

Don’t know
4.0
3.0
3.4
3.6
3.2
5.2
3.6 

Of all groups, retirees and part-time employees in Monroe County would least like to see more tourists in the Florida Keys.  A majority of all groups would like to see less tourism in the region. 

TABLE 25:  PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE BY EMPLOYMENT

PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
PERCENTAGE

1.  Repeat visitors
54.3
65.2
62.4
55.2
60.3
65.2
60.1

2.  Longer stay visitors
51.2
49.5
51.5
45.8
56.8
47.8
49.9

3.  Eco-tourists
33.0
51.7
48.7
52.9
53.6
52.5
44.6

4.  High income tourists
38.2
51.5
47.9
51.8
52.8
46.1
45.9

5.  Families
42.7
48.2
49.1
44.8
41.3
49.2
45.8

6.  Couples
22.0
34.2
29.8
27.8
22.6
39.3
29.1

7.  Daytrippers
6.3
11.6
8.9
6.4
8.7
11.3
9.2

9. Cruiseship   

      passengers
15.0
18.8
15.8
12.6
17.1
19.3
16.9

9.  Gay/lesbian
8.6
22.2
13.7
11.6
17.9
28.2
16.4

10.  Seniors
30.4
21.0
24.0
17.3
19.4
20.9
24.2

11.   Fishers
25.6
36.3
32.2
32.8
31.0
38.6
31.9

12.  Boaters
18.1
26.1
22.8
22.5
25.4
30.3
22.9

13.  Divers
18.9
34.2
26.6
33.8
29.4
36.4
28.0

14. Cultural/historical visitors
30.8
42.4
40.0
33.0
44.0
44.2
37.6

15.  Others
7.3
7.5
7.2
5.1
6.0
8.9
7.3

16.  Don’t know
2.3
1.8
1.6
0.9
2.4
1.6
1.9

All employment groups are strongly in favor of having repeat visitors, longer staying visitors, and families.  Retirees are less in favor of eco-tourists, boaters, divers, and cultural and historical visitors than are other groups.  Persons holding a multiple jobs are generally in favor of a variety of tourists, and more so than several other groups.  Day trippers are among the least popular tourist types for all groups.  

TABLE 26:  TOURISM QUESTIONS BY EMPLOYMENT

QUESTION
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL*

a.  More leisure activities
37.1
45.9
42.1
40.5
48.4
42.4
41.9

b.  Good for economy
71.3
83.4
78.3
79.4
77.0
81.7
77.7

c.  Benefits greater than    

     costs
28.5
38.8
32.0
30.2
31.0
32.9
33.5

d.  Community better maintained
25.3
34.6
28.6
26.8
29.4
31.5
30.0

e.  Prices forced up
76.0
72.0
76.6
74.1
68.6
76.4
73.4

f.  Money drawn away
61.0
52.8
58.2
63.0
54.8
57.9
56.4

g.  Environment harmed
76.7
72.7
78.8
81.4
73.4
75.0
74.6

h.  Activities more difficult
67.9
59.8
65.9
67.2
67.1
64.2
63.3

* response totals refer to percentage approvals (strongly agree and agree are combined)

Fewer retirees agree that tourism is good for the economy than do other groups, especially full-time employees in Monroe County.  A majority of all groups agrees that tourism forces prices up, draws money away from local projects, harms the environment, and makes daily activities more difficult.  

BOCC questions

TABLE 27:  DAC COMPOSITION BY EMPLOYMENT

DAC composition
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL

Present membership
6.8
18.6
9.8
9.4
9.9
13.7
12.8

Equal number
36.7
39.2
43.2
40.3
35.3
39.6
38.2

3 tourist/6 public
38.1
28.7
31.6
38.1
40.9
31.3
32.8

Most groups have a low percent approval of the present membership.  Both retired person and those holding employment outside the county agree more strongly that the DAC composition should consist of 3 tourism representatives and 6 public members.  

TABLE 28:  TDC EXPENDITURE BY EMPLOYMENT

TDC expenditure
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL

Promotion
1.2
4.4
1.6
0.9
1.6
3.1
2.7

Local projects
78.7
72.3
77.0
82.0
77.4
72.9
74.8

Current levels
9.0
15.0
9.5
7.9
11.5
12.9
11.9

All groups are overwhelmingly in favor of approving expenditure of TDC funds for local capital projects rather than promotion.  Fewer persons are in favor of maintaining spending at current levels, and even fewer prefer additional promotion.  

TABLE 29:  TDC EXPENDITURE PROJECTS BY EMPLOYMENT

QUESTION
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL*

1.  Community center
7.0
7.2
6.5
3.2
2.8
7.1
6.8

2.  Recreation facility
2.5
3.9
2.4
2.1
2.8
4.0
3.2

3.  Museums
6.6
4.8
6.5
4.3
4.4
5.7
5.5

4.  Nature centers
17.8
17.9
20.4
25.7
22.6
15.6
18.3

5.  Public beaches
21.7
18.9
18.5
15.8
20.2
16.9
19.5

6.  Public shorelines
22.3
17.3
19.6
18.0
24.2
18.1
19.3

7.  Park facilities
10.6
8.9
9.4
6.4
7.9
8.9
9.3

8.  Water quality
30.2
29.2
29.4
34.3
27.0
33.2
29.7


* Percentages refer to the #1 choice of all projects by respondents

All employment groups rank monitoring of water quality as their primary objective in the expenditure of TDC funds.  All employment groups also generally favor funding for environmental projects, as evidenced by the higher ranking of beach, shoreline, nature center, park facilities, and water quality proposals.

A majority of all employment groups are in favor of an increase in the bed tax, with percentage approvals ranging from 47% for retirees to over 63% from full-time employees who work outside the county.  


[image: image15.wmf]30 

35 

40 

45 

50 

55 

60 

65 

Percentage

RTD

FT/MC

PT/MC

FT/O

PT/O

MJ/MC

TOTAL

Employment group


Figure 15:  Increase in bed tax by employment group
Growth Management questions
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Figure 16:  Effects of US1 on resident quality of life by employment group
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Figure 17:  Effects of US1 on visitor satisfaction by employment group
There are no major differences among employment groups in how they view their quality of life or that of visitor satisfaction being affected by the condition of US1.  A majority in all groups view both experiences as negative.  

TABLE 30:  CHANGES ON US1 BY EMPLOYMENT GROUP

CHANGES
RTD
FT/MC
PT/MC
FT/O
PT/O
MJ/MC
TOTAL

1.  Community entrances
19.9
22.0
18.1
22.5
20.6
21.9
20.8 

2.  Pathways
56.5
64.4
60.9
60.8
51.2
70.4
60.7 

3.  Local building styles
40.8
41.0
38.3
45.8
51.6
34.4
40.4 

4.  Respect historical styles
41.4
39.6
39.5
44.8
51.6
36.5
40.2 

5.  Discourage chain stores
37.0
41.6
43.5
39.8
41.3
45.0
39.9 

6.  Improve landscaping
64.1
68.9
68.6
68.5
65.5
68.9
66.4 

7.  No change
6.7
5.4
6.8
5.4
4.0
1.7
5.9 

8.  Other
10.0
10.7
11.6
10.9
12.7
13.0
10.7 

9.  Don’t know
2.9
2.0
1.6
1.1
2.4
0.9
2.2 

The most important project within all groups on US1 is the improvement of landscaping, although persons holding multiple jobs also strongly favor building bike and walk pathways.  

Length of Residency

We stratified the population based on the length of time respondents had been living in the Keys (taken from Generic Question 1b).  The resulting five groups were compared for differences in how they responded to several, key questions.  

Generic questions
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Figure 18:  Length of residency in the Keys

TABLE 31:  SOURCE OF INFORMATION BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

SOURCE OF INFORMATION
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

1.  Workshops
26.1
21.8
22.9
20.0
19.0
20.0 

2.  Discussions
25.1
18.7
17.6
17.5
15.2
16.4 

3.  Meetings
37.5
36.9
35.9
38.8
35.1
36.0 

4.  Surveys
34.0
28.5
28.3
27.2
23.1
25.1

5.  Civic groups
24.7
20.6
23.8
22.3
20.0
20.9 

6.  Television
43.3
39.0
36.2
34.4
36.4
36.4 

7.  Newspapers
79.7
77.0
79.5
75.9
74.5
75.4 

8.  Internet
33.0
27.5
26.7
22.5
17.8
20.8 

9.  Radio
46.0
48.8
45.9
41.4
41.2
42.4 

10.  Direct mail
42.1
40.9
37.6
36.6
33.7
35.4 

Persons who have lived in the region for more than 10 years show a lower trend of approval for sources such as workshops, discussions, meetings, and surveys.  Conversely, the trend of approval for identical sources among new residents is generally higher than that of the total group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  Media sources, as in the other stratifications, prevail as preferred sources for all groups.    

TDC questions

TABLE 31:  TOURISM BENEFITS BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

BENEFIT
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

1.  Jobs
72.8
71.2
68.8
66.8
62.8
65.0 

2.  Lower taxes
46.7
44.4
46.5
41.2
34.9
38.2 

3.  More events
28.2
22.8
21.8
19.3
17.4
18.9 

4.  Recreation
19.9
18.3
15.2
12.3
10.2
12.1 

5.  Cultural promotion
16.2
13.1
12.9
12.4
11.9
12.3 

6.  Business diversity
28.2
26.3
25.5
21.9
23.4
23.7 

7.  Strong economy
67.7
62.2
60.5
57.8
53.7
56.1 

8.  None
4.5
8.7
11.7
15.1
18.4
15.8 

9.  Other
2.1
3.0
2.6
3.7
4.2
3.7 

10.  Don’t know
2.1
3.7
4.3
3.8
5.2
4.7 

Jobs, a strong economy, and lower taxes are perceived as major benefits by all groups; however, the percentages are higher for new residents (those living for three years or less) than for other groups.  In fact, new residents perceive benefits more strongly than do persons who have lived in the Keys for over a decade.  Conversely, the percentage of persons stating that tourism has no benefits increases strongly as the length of residency increases.  

TABLE 32:  TOURISM DISADVANTAGES BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

DISADVANTAGE
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

1.  Traffic
80.1
80.4
79.2
81.1
80.4
80.3 

2.  Increased costs
50.9
41.8
41.3
36.8
39.2
39.6 

3.  Overcrowding
42.3
48.2
47.9
49.3
55.4
52.5 

4.  Environmental
54.3
60.0
60.4
61.3
55.6
57.2 

5.  Loss of community
20.6
18.2
21.4
26.3
29.1
26.6 

6.  Noise
12.7
14.0
15.0
14.3
14.5
14.4 

7.  Garbage
21.6
20.1
19.4
18.6
16.4
17.5 

8.  None
5.2
6.2
5.8
6.7
6.1
6.1 

9.  Other
4.5
2.7
2.8
3.4
3.7
3.5 

10.  Don’t know
0.0
1.1
0.9
1.1
1.1
1.0 

All groups view the primary disadvantage of tourism as traffic.  However, newer residents also perceive increase costs as a strong disadvantage, particularly when compared with more established residents.  Residents living in the Keys for over 10 years tend to view overcrowding and loss of community as bigger problems than the other groups.  

TABLE 33:  TOURISM TOTALS BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

TOURIST TOTALS
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

More tourists
24.4
19.7
16.4
15.3
12.6
14.4 

Same number
43.6
38.7
32.1
32.0
24.2
28.4 

Less tourists
26.8
36.0
46.3
48.9
57.0
51.7 

Don’t know
4.1
4.7
4.3
2.8
3.4
3.6 

These results show among the strongest differences in subgroups.  Newer residents are more in favor of more or the same number of tourists than are residents who have lived longer in the Florida Keys.  These differences are most evident when the percentages of the first subgroup are compared to that of final subgroup.   

TABLE 34:  PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
PERCENTAGE

1.  Repeat visitors
71.8
65.7
63.6
62.5
57.8
60.1

2.  Longer stay visitors
50.5
52.1
52.7
51.7
48.7
49.9

3.  Eco-tourists
53.3
50.4
52.2
48.8
41.0
44.6

4.  High income tourists
50.5
52.8
52.1
49.9
42.7
45.9

5.  Families
53.3
50.4
45.4
45.7
45.0
45.8

6.  Couples
37.8
36.0
30.8
32.3
26.6
29.1

7.  Daytrippers
17.5
13.3
10.9
8.7
8.1
9.2

8.  Cruiseship passengers
26.1
19.8
18.0
17.3
15.8
16.9

9.  Gay/lesbian
22.0
20.8
21.6
19.1
13.9
16.4

10.  Seniors
26.1
25.4
23.2
24.4
24.0
24.2

11.   Fishers
39.5
37.7
34.3
33.3
30.0
31.9

12.  Boaters
35.7
29.9
24.1
24.5
20.7
22.9

13.  Divers
41.4
39.1
34.5
29.6
24.2
28.0

14. Cultural/historical 

       visitors
44.0
41.5
41.2
38.3
36.1
37.6

15.  Others
6.9
6.5
7.4
6.5
8.0
7.3

16.  Don’t know
2.4
1.9
1.5
1.4
2.1
1.9

More recent residents are generally more in favor of tourism than are residents who have lived in the Keys for 6 or more years.  The approval for speciality tourists, such as daytrippers, fishers, boaters, divers, and cultural/historical visitors decreases through each subgroup.  Generally, residents with the longest tenure have the lowest percentage approvals for all types of tourists.  

TABLE 35:  VIEWS ON TOURISM BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

QUESTION
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

a.  More leisure activities
68.7
54.3
49.3
44.8
36.8
41.9

b.  Good for economy
93.1
87.2
83.4
80.3
74.2
77.7

c.  Benefits greater than    

     costs
47.8
41.5
38.5
34.9
30.5
33.5

d.  Community better 

     maintained
43.0
36.3
33.1
30.8
27.8
30.0

e.  Prices forced up
74.9
72.7
74.1
73.1
73.7
73.4

f.  Money drawn away
40.6
47.3
52.1
55.2
59.9
56.4

g.  Environment harmed
68.4
72.4
75.8
76.2
74.7
74.6

h.  Activities more difficult
44.3
54.7
61.3
62.2
66.4
63.3

As in previous questions in this stratification, there is a notable difference in the responses by subgroup, namely from high approval percentages from newer residents to lower ones from older residents.  For example, almost 70% of those who have lived in the Keys for less than a year believe that tourism affords them more leisure activities; only 37% of residents who have lived in the region for over a decade agree with that statement.  However, although there are strong differences among the levels of agreement between the subgroups, the subgroups do agree on a majority of the issues.  All groups feel that tourism is both good for the economy and harmful for the environment. 
BOCC questions

TABLE 36:  DAC COMPOSITION BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

DAC composition
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

Present membership
16.2
14.6
12.9
15.3
11.8
12.8

Equal number
49.8
45.7
41.5
38.7
36.0
38.2

3 tourist/6 public
18.6
24.9
31.0
32.5
35.1
32.8

A majority in all five subgroups favors an equal number of tourism representative and public members to comprise the DACs.  However, the percent approvals for this format are much higher among newer residents than persons who have lived in the Keys for over 6 years.  

TABLE 37:  TDC EXPENDITURE BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

TDC expenditure
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

Promotion
2.1
3.7
3.1
3.3
2.4
2.7

Local projects
71.5
73.6
74.7
74.6
75.5
74.8

Current levels
13.4
12.6
12.7
13.6
11.1
11.9

All residents, regardless of residency, are strongly in favor of using TDC funds to promote local projects over using them for both increased promotion or current projects.  

TABLE 38:  TDC EXPENDITURE PROJECTS BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

QUESTION
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

1.  Community center
2.1
4.5
5.7
5.3
7.9
6.8

2.  Recreation facility
3.4
2.1
1.6
2.6
3.8
3.2

3.  Museums
4.5
4.0
4.9
5.6
5.9
5.5

4.  Nature centers
19.6
21.4
19.8
19.6
17.2
18.3

5.  Public beaches
21.0
16.0
19.2
19.9
19.9
19.5

6.  Public shorelines
19.6
19.6
19.1
20.9
18.9
19.3

7.  Park facilities
5.8
6.2
7.1
8.4
10.6
9.3

8.  Water quality
32.6
35.1
30.9
29.9
28.5
29.7

The highest ranked project that residents would like to see implemented is that of monitoring water quality.  Other projects that rank highly among all residents, regardless of residency time, are related to the natural environment of the Florida Keys and related amenities.  Other projects, such community centers and recreational facilities, ranked very low among all residency subgroups.  
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Figure 19:  Increase in bed tax by length of residency group
There is general approval among all residents to increase the bed tax; however, persons living in the Keys for over 10 years exhibit the lowest approval for such an action.  

Growth Management questions
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Figure 20:  Effects of US1 on resident quality of life by length of residency group
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Figure 21:  Effects of US1 on visitor satisfaction by length of residency group
The quality of life, as perceived by residents, being affected by US1 is most strongly and negatively felt by residents who have lived in the Florida Key for over a year.  Overall, however, all residency subgroups are in general agreement over the negative effects of US1 on their quality of life and on visitor satisfaction.  

TABLE 39:  CHANGES ON US1 BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCY

CHANGES
<1 yr
1-3 yrs
4-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
Over 10yrs
TOTAL

1.  Community entrances
25.4
22.7
21.5
20.6
20.2
20.8 

2.  Pathways
57.4
59.8
59.2
61.5
61.2
60.7 

3.  Local building styles
47.4
48.5
45.0
41.1
38.1
40.4 

4.  Respect historical styles
47.4
42.7
43.1
41.9
38.6
40.2 

5.  Discourage chain stores
38.1
38.1
41.3
42.3
39.5
39.9 

6.  Improve landscaping
66.3
68.8
69.0
68.4
65.3
66.4 

7.  No change
4.1
5.8
5.0
4.7
6.4
5.9 

8.  Other
12.0
11.0
11.1
10.1
10.8
10.7 

9.  Don’t know
3.1
1.9
2.3
1.8
2.4
2.2 

Subdistrict

We stratified the data based on Generic Question 1a, or subdistrict, to determine the effects of regionality on the responses provided by the residents.  The subdistricts chosen are provided below:

DISTRICT
NUMBER
PERCENTAGE

1.  District 1:  Key West (M.M. 1-4  )
2566
26.4

2. District 2:  Key West – Sound End of 7-Mile Bridge (MM4-47)      


2753
28.3

3. District 3:  7 Mile Bridge to Long Key Bridge (MM    

      47-63)
1192
12.3

4. District 4:  Long Key Bridge to mid-Plantation Key

     (MM 63-87.8)
618
6.4

5.  District 5:  Mile Marker 87.5 North
2425
24.9

6.  Unlisted
177
1.8

TOTAL
9731
-

Generic questions

TABLE 40:  SOURCE OF INFORMATION BY SUBDISTRICT

SOURCE OF INFORMATION
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

1.  Workshops
22.6
17.7
16.7
21.6
21.4
20.0 

2.  Discussions
18.5
14.5
17.2
13.9
17.0
16.4 

3.  Meetings
38.3
33.8
37.3
37.8
36.4
36.0 

4.  Surveys
27.1
25.0
21.3
23.4
26.2
25.1

5.  Civic groups
23.2
21.1
19.7
16.8
20.6
20.9 

6.  Television
39.7
37.0
35.3
31.9
35.0
36.4 

7.  Newspapers
77.4
75.0
78.0
74.5
75.8
75.4 

8.  Internet
21.3
19.7
20.0
20.7
22.7
20.8 

9.  Radio
41.5
53.0
42.7
32.7
35.6
42.4 

10.  Direct mail
32.8
35.9
32.6
39.9
39.5
35.4 

There are no evident trends on preferred sources of information by subdistrict.  All regions prefer media sources, such as newspaper, television, and radio, to provide them with information on local issues.  The most popular active source is that of meetings, which is more preferred than workshops or discussions by all groups. 

TDC questions

TABLE 41:  TOURISM BENEFITS BY SUBDISTRICT

BENEFIT
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

1.  Jobs
66.3
62.5
67.0
67.3
67.0
65.0 

2.  Lower taxes
38,8
37.6
30.1
40.0
42.9
38.2 

3.  More events
24.0
20.9
16.5
11.8
15.0
18.9 

4.  Recreation
11.2
12.0
12.3
11.5
13.6
12.1 

5.  Cultural promotion
18.8
12.5
9.3
7.8
7.7
12.3 

6.  Business diversity
21.0
23.7
30.1
23.2
24.2
23.7 

7.  Strong economy
63.5
52.0
54.4
55.0
55.7
56.1 

8.  None
10.7
19.8
15.9
19.5
16.1
15.8 

9.  Other
4.1
4.2
3.2
3.8
3.3
3.7 

10.  Don’t know
3.7
5.2
4.4
5.7
4.8
4.7 

Registered voters from all subdistricts who participated in this survey view jobs and a strong economy as the primary benefits of tourism.  Persons from subdistrict 1 and 2 also see increased events and cultural promotion as tourism benefits, more so than other subdistricts.  

TABLE 42:  TOURISM DISADVANTAGES BY SUBDISTRICT

DISADVANTAGE
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

1.  Traffic
70.9
80.3
85.0
88.8
87.8
80.3 

2.  Increased costs
46.7
44.5
36.8
28.4
31.7
39.6 

3.  Overcrowding
50.8
55.4
51.2
54.2
52.8
52.5 

4.  Environmental
50.2
54.9
62.4
64.7
65.5
57.2 

5.  Loss of community
35.9
26.0
22.5
18.8
21.8
26.6 

6.  Noise
20.4
12.3
12.9
12.7
12.0
14.4 

7.  Garbage
14.7
14.9
18.6
20.8
22.2
17.5 

8.  None
6.7
6.6
6.6
4.5
5.4
6.1 

9.  Other
3.9
3.8
3.2
2.6
3.0
3.5 

10.  Don’t know
1.2
1.0
1.1
1.1
0.8
1.0 

All subdistricts point to traffic, overcrowding, environmental degradation, and increased costs of living as the principal disadvantage of tourism.  Traffic is perceived as a bigger problem in subdistricts 4 and 5, where almost 90% of the registered voters who participated in this survey reported it as such.  Increased costs of living are more strongly reported by subdistricts 1 and 2.  Finally, subdistricts 3, 4, and 5 more strongly perceive environmental degradation as a tourism disadvantage than do other groups.  

TABLE 43:  TOURISM TOTALS BY SUBDISTRICT

TOURIST TOTALS
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

More tourists
16.7
13.3
15.0
12.7
13.7
14.4 

Same number
30.0
26.1
29.8
27.0
29.7
28.4 

Less tourists
48.4
56.4
50.1
56.5
51.0
51.7 

Don’t know
3.5
3.1
3.6
2.7
4.3
3.6 

There are no strong differences in the demand of tourists by different subdistricts.  All regions would like to attract less tourists, although between a quarter to a third of respondents in all regions would like to keep the same number of tourists.    

TABLE 44:  PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE BY SUBDISTRICT

PREFERRED VISITOR TYPE
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
PERCENTAGE

1.  Repeat visitors
67.0
57.3
62.8
57.4
57.2
60.1

2.  Longer stay visitors
55.9
45.6
51.0
53.4
48.4
49.9

3.  Eco-tourists
47.3
42.2
39.0
48.0
48.1
44.6

4.  High income tourists
54.1
40.6
42.1
51.1
45.6
45.9

5.  Families
40.0
47.9
48.4
44.5
50.1
45.8

6.  Couples
35.3
28.8
24.0
28.9
26.4
29.1

7.  Daytrippers
11.5
10.1
6.2
6.1
8.0
9.2

8.  Cruiseship passengers
26.6
21.4
8.8
7.4
8.1
16.9

9.  Gay/lesbian
32.2
15.2
7.5
6.4
8.6
16.4

10.  Seniors
22.4
26.3
25.6
20.3
23.4
24.2

11.   Fishers
29.6
30.2
30.2
41.8
35.2
31.9

12.  Boaters
25.1
22.9
25.9
23.9
19.4
22.9

13.  Divers
27.8
27.1
23.1
27.7
32.4
28.0

14.  Cultural/historical visitors
52.5
37.6
26.2
30.7
30.4
37.6

15.  Others
6.8
8.9
5.8
5.3
7.6
7.3

16.  Don’t know
2.2
2.2
1.7
1.1
1.5
1.9

Regional differences on visitor type preference become most evident when the types of visitors preferred by subdistrict are compared.  Almost 27% in subdistrict 1 and 21% in subdistrict 2 favor cruiseship passengers, compared to less than 10% in other subdistricts.  There is a similar trend for gay/lesbian tourists and cultural/historical visitors in subdistricts 1 and 2.    Otherwise, the subgroups are very similar in their visitor type preferences.  All regions would like to attract repeat visitors, longer-stay visitors, eco-tourists, high-income visitors, and families.

TABLE 45:  VIEWS ON TOURISM BY SUBDISTRICT

QUESTION
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

a.  More leisure activities
48.8
41.8
40.8
34.9
38.3
41.9

b.  Good for economy
83.8
73.7
77.9
76.1
78.6
77.7

c.  Benefits greater than    

     costs
37.7
31.0
34.4
33.0
32.2
33.5

d.  Community better maintained
36.9
26.2
28.6
33.0
27.4
30.0

e.  Prices forced up
75.9
76.1
72.3
71.6
71.2
73.4

f.  Money drawn away
53.2
59.7
58.1
55.3
57.5
56.4

g.  Environment harmed
71.9
74.9
75.4
77.5
78.4
74.6

h.  Activities more difficult
59.8
67.7
63.1
66.0
63.9
63.3

Registered voters from subdistrict 1 who participated in this survey more strongly perceive leisure benefits from tourism than the rest of the larger group of registered voters who responded to this survey.  However, for most other questions, especially those concerning the environment and quality of life, all subdistricts agree that tourism has strong effects.  A majority in all subgroups agrees that tourism is good for the economy, but it also agrees that tourism has forced prices up for residents, has drawn funds away from local projects, harms the environment, and makes daily activities more difficult.

BOCC questions

TABLE 46:  DAC COMPOSITION BY SUBDISTRICT

DAC composition
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

Present membership
18.2
12.2
8.2
13.5
10.2
12.8

Equal number
39.8
38.1
39.1
35.4
38.7
38.2

3 tourist/6 public
27.4
34.6
36.4
37.0
34.8
32.8

A majority in all subdistricts would like to see the DAC be composed of an equal number of tourism and public representatives, and none of the subgroups is in favor of the present membership format.  The percentages for more public members in the DAC is preferred more by registered voters from subdistrict 3 who participated in this survey.  

TABLE 47:  TDC EXPENDITURE BY SUBDISTRICT

TDC expenditure
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

Promotion
4.1
2.0
2.3
3.4
2.3
2.7

Local projects
73.0
76.1
77.7
78.1
76.2
74.8

Current levels
14.7
12.2
9.8
9.7
10.3
11.9

None of the groups is in favor of increasing promotion as part of the TDC expenditure budget; instead, a majority in all groups would like to see local projects be expanded through TDC funds.  

TABLE 48:  TDC EXPENDITURE FUNDS BY SUBDISTRICT

QUESTION
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

1.  Community center
6.6
6.0
6.8
7.0
7.8
6.8

2.  Recreation facility
3.5
3.5
3.2
2.8
2.6
3.2

3.  Museums
7.2
4.7
4.8
7.4
4.6
5.5

4.  Nature centers
14.0
19.1
17.2
18.6
23.1
18.3

5.  Public beaches
25.0
19.1
21.2
13.9
15.1
19.5

6.  Public shorelines
16.7
20.0
20.5
20.4
21.0
19.3

7.  Park facilities
7.5
10.0
12.8
6.5
9.4
9.3

8.  Water quality
31.9
29.5
29.5
31.5
27.9
29.7

As in other stratifications, the subdistricts are generally in favor of allocating TDC funds for environmental projects, especially water quality monitoring.  Other projects rank much lower.  Subdistrict 1 is more strongly in favor of funding for public beaches, particularly when compared with subdistricts 4 and 5.  
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Figure 22:  Increase in bed tax by subdistrict group
Most registered voters who participated in this survey, regardless of subdistrict, are in favor of an increase in the bed tax to fund the projects mentioned previously.  Only subdistrict 3 does not exhibit a percentage of 50% support for such an increase.    

Growth Management questions
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Figure 23:  Effects of US1 on resident quality of life by subdistrict group
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Figure 24:  Effects of US1 on visitor satisfaction by subdistrict group
Registered voters from subdistrict 4 who participated in this survey have had a more positive experience with quality of life and visitor satisfaction issues affected by US1 than other subdistricts.  Generally, subdistricts report a negative experience with both issues.  It should also be noted that almost a third of each subdistrict believes that its communty’s quality of life has not been affected by US1.  

TABLE 49:  CHANGES ON US1 BY SUBDISTRICT

CHANGES
MM

0-4
MM

4-47
MM

47-63
MM

63-87.8
MM

87.8

North
TOTAL

1.  Community entrances
17.9
21.5
20.6
16.5
24.6
20.8 

2.  Pathways
65.4
64.5
53.3
56.8
58.3
60.7 

3.  Local building styles
43.6
35.6
45.2
38.4
42.5
40.4 

4.  Respect historical styles
47.2
33.4
42.0
39.7
41.1
40.2 

5.  Discourage chain stores
43.9
40.2
33.9
50.3
37.0
39.9 

6.  Improve landscaping
64.4
68.2
69.1
65.8
67.9
66.4 

7.  No change
4.6
6.5
6.4
7.8
5.6
5.9 

8.  Other
9.3
12.8
10.1
8.5
11.0
10.7 

9.  Don’t know
2.0
3.3
2.7
0.8
1.3
2.2 

All subdistrict groups most favor improving landscaping along US1 and installing bike and road pathways.  The demand for pathways is highest in subdistrict 1, whereas discouragement of chain/franchise stores is most demanded by subdistrict 4.  

Conclusions

This report provides an overview of respondents to Monroe County’s survey of registered voters’ views on tourism and related issue.  The results from the survey hold great potential to assist the BOCC and the TDC in establishing baseline indicators for tourism. The survey results could also assist the Growth Management Division in developing policies and procedures that are responsive to communities’ needs. The Monroe County’s survey of registered voters could serve as a foundation for future discussions on appropriate goals and actions for tourism management in the Florida Keys.  This report provides some baseline data to serve as a reference point when discussing the role of 

tourism, growth management and public participation in Monroe County.
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APPENDIX I:  Addendum report

There were a total of 19 persons who conducted walk-in surveys.  The data was compiled and summarized separately.  Below, the most important findings of the surveys are discussed.  

Most walk-in surveys were conducted by persons from subdistrict 1 (over 50%), and there were no respondents from subdistrict 3.  Over half of the residents who conducted the surveys have lived in the Keys for over 10 years, 90% are full-time residents, and 63% work full-time in the county.  

The preferred source of information on local issues solicited by the walk-in residents are surveys (36%), newspapers (79%), radio (42%), and direct mail (36%).  Almost half of the group is affiliated with local organizations, associations, or clubs.  

Almost three-quarters (74%) of the persons who walked in believe that tourism has affected their lives negatively.  The remainder report a positive experience.  Jobs (63%) and a strong economy (58%) top the perceived benefits of tourism, while traffic (63%), overcrowding (63%), loss of community values (63%), and environmental degradation (53%) are viewed as the disadvantages of tourism.  

Over 84% would like to see reduced tourism in the Keys, and an equal percentage would accept that total if the impact were to consist of lower tourism benefits.  The types of tourists most walk-in respondents requested were high income tourists (42%), repeat visitors (42%), and ecotourists (74%).  

Although a majority (89%) agreed that tourism is good for the economy, the walk-in residents’ views on tourism were generally negative.  Most (89%) did not agree that the benefits of tourism are greater than the costs, and 79% disagreed that their communities benefit from tourism.  Greater than half agreed that tourism forces up prices and draws money away from local projects, and over 84% agreed that tourism harms the natural environment.  

Most respondents favor more funding for local projects (95%) and greater representation in the DACs by the general public (53%).  The most popular projects that bed tax funds should be spend on were the construction of park facilities and monitoring water quality; 26% of the respondents ranked each as their most preferred projects.  

Over 50% favor a bed tax, and an equal percentage report that the appearance of US1 has negatively affected both their quality of life and tourism satisfaction.  The most preferred changes on US 1 are bike paths (68%), reduction in franchise stores (68%), and improving the quality of parks and landscaping (47%).  
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