Meeting of DEP and Dock Commuttee of LG Advisory Committec (hereafter “Dock

(,. cmimitiee” or TDCTY 12110
Atiending from DEP: Lucy Blatr, Michael LeBlanc, Rhonda Haag, lim Kipp, Mark

PR A |
Midler
vitending from DO Bob Hitl, Barry Hurt, Chuck O Hara, Robert Hill, David Havnes,

Tom MeCov
Attending from Gulf Street Association: Ken Obermever
DDEP presented a current aenal photo identifving each istand dock as:
e existing it 1985 and unmodified since then, or
> exasting in 1985 and modified since then either with or without documentation
found at DEP (in a search that is not vet complete). or
s construcied since 1985 either with or without documentation found at DEP (ina
search that is not vet complete).
The photo also mdicated those docks iimz gnuﬂi\ have submerge
DEP indicated that all docks in existence m 1985 and uz;z?smcimud since then would be
comsidered “grandfathered” and allowed to z‘en’zaém although those that serve as
communty docks nmght be required to obtain a SS1.,

ed land leases (5L

Two basie development patterns were tdentified on LGOI that may present problems
requiring some solution. First, community mw%«;x; are attached 1o the bay end of east-west

streets and serve all of the parcels fronting on those streets {primary pattern at northern
d ¢ i” LTy Second, bay-to-gudf parcels were divided mnto a bay ot and a guif fot w;‘z%'
sement for the bay lot to access the gulf beach and an easement for the gulf lot
ai ¢ bay with a dock attached 1o the bay end of that easement for the gull Tot
(primary pattern at the south end of LGI). DEP indicated an intention 1o first address the
problems presented by the community docks and to defer anv inquiry into problems that
ront casement {or

s}é?gh‘f be presented by a pi‘z‘x*ai‘e T‘S-i.?‘{‘jgu family dock located on a bay £

the benelit and use of a single wulf front lot

DO stated that there were three tvpes of cast-west streets with community docks attached
o the bay end.
Lo Streets that the DO belicves are owned by the county as a result of platting but
WEIE never m:m—;*pi*z—:d by the county for purposes of maintenance. The a‘-é\zz?'siy
tegal department has expressed some doubts about the extent of the county’s
ownership of these strects, but other county departments have proceeded on the
f:z.,k:Si.zﬂ“ptm that these streets were owned by the county. The width of these
streets ranges trom 30 to 60 feet, and most serve between twenty and thirty
DATCE } Examples of this wy m of street dock are Bav Street (#44), Sea Grape
(2510, Kimg (742 ), Marsh (#7383, and Privateer (#8723,




sireets whore the strees, or
association of the for owners frontng on the street. The ondy example oiled was

at toast the bay end of the street, s ovwned by an

freer consists of a collection of casemieoms across the fronis

3 e on the street. Malf the width of the street ies on casements
voss the front of the fots on the north side of the street and half the widith of the
treet hes on casements across the ;mm of the lots on the south side, The wadth of
o 4 feet o 20 feer Dxamples of this fype of

strect dock are Peacock (475, Cocomuy I ;elm (A, and all siveets north of Marsh,

1

DEP mguired abont the possibiiiy of a county owned and operated dock system for LG
or a dock system operaied by an ssland-wide sssocianon, DU stated s view that both
would moe s_a\:crwiw%mim‘- resistance front istand properny owners and both would be
pohfically and legally impossible 1o accomplish, THC stated s view that any workable
solutron woukd need to appear reasonably consisient with the onginal assumptions of
stand property owners abouat thery rehis © a svstem of commumy docks,

P owade clear and D0 ggreed that gl sireet-end docks will need & formal lcua?
cration of the owners on the street and that eacly association will necd a SLL for its
street-end dook. The discussion then identified four problems shat remam {o %*u;f solved
with respoect W the communiy docks:

b Where the dock s aitached 1o a street end that s uliimaiely determined (o be
ewned by the county. the county has assumed that it has no responsibility for the
construction and maintenance of the dock or for sequurmg & permat or SLL The
parcel owners on the street have always assumed that they were im;ﬁunwnla« for
the construction and mainienance of the dock and that the dock was for the
exclusive use of the owners of parceds on the street. Some solution must be found
so that ownership, construction, manienance, control, and the oblization o obhtam
2 551oare all vested i the same entity,. DO stated that 11 is their understanding
that the county s wainmg for the DEP-DC group to devise a solution and
recommend that solution to the county. The arrangement used 1o transfer
ovnership of the bay end of Gulf Street from the county fo the homeowners
associgtion 3s one pussible solution.

"~

2. The wording of the easements oreating the easement strects (Type 3 above)
may not clearly convey the ripanan night o construct a dook w §;cr:. the casement
reaches the bay shore, DO stated thar the universal understanding of all oi these
casenents s that they were miended w convey the ripanan right 1o construct a
dock, even 1f the casement docurment does not contarm thal expheit lanpoage

3o Many of the exsement streets and some of the other two types of streets are not
\ziii STALE! gi s at the bay end o allow the ;:Gnkm‘m‘fmn of a dock (4 feer wided with
boats (8 feet widel moored on cach side (otal 20 feer wided without infringing on



the ripanan {rong i;c t\,{ i1 éidjii(‘(‘i'?‘i bay front fote, bven the wider streets will
encounier this problem i1 the dock is designed for mooring boats perpendicular to
the dock and mm}c‘ o Hn, shoreline

4 Virtually all of the sireels of all three npes are not wide encugh at the bay end
o -*H(w the construction of ﬁkib(}{}uii.— community dock space m conformiy with
the DEP™s rule slowing ten square feet per lincar shoreline foot (Ten 1o one
rule”) Ih;s is alrcady a probiem for many sireeis where the permitied dock
square footage cannot adequately serve the homes already construcied. The
solufion 1o tus probiem must 2ise account for the fact that addisional hames will
be constructed on currently vacant parcels on these strects. Most casi-west sireet
communities contain between 20 and 30 land pareels.

PP emphasized s commment o finding solutions for these problems in order 1o
pusraniee adequate dock access for both existing homes and future development in LG
communiies refving on street-end docks. DEP agreed 1o beain exploring possibie
sodutions and (o delay enforcement actions (such as Gulf Sweet) unit) comprehensive
solutions are devised and implemented. DIiE ? expressed 4 very strong preference for
solutions developed within ihc framework of the current DEP rules, DEP deseribed the
fengihy and complex process for any moditicanon of the rules, and DEP expressed a
strong reluctance o pursue any fegisfative solution oxcept as a last resort afler all other
approaches have proved impossibic,

D agreed to provide DEF mt?; the necessary details about each strect-and dack
sttuation. These detals will imclude the type of street ownership for cach street (4
Tvpe 1, 2, ord above), the f.e.xms of the Lahcmem documents that creaie each casemen i
sireet, the width of cach strect at the bav shore end, and the boundaries of the
Teommumty” served by each street-end dock (which would be the boundaries of an
associaton formed for tha dcek‘ DC also agreed to press the county for clarification of
s posiion on the ownersiup of the streets that DO beheves are owned by the couniy.

-
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DI and DO agreed to meet agatn at 2230 pomeon Priday, February 19, 2010,



