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Florida’s rapid population growth has prompted communities and governments to adopt 

policies encouraging sustainable development practices, including the protection of open space 

and natural areas both near and within developments. County land codes focus primarily on how 

much open space to conserve within a community, often failing to address the long-term 

management of open space. Neglecting management can result in degraded habitat over time, 

effectively reducing the conservation value of the natural area. The objectives of this study were 

1) to investigate the perceptions of developers and policy makers about management and identify 

policy mechanisms that encourage effective open space management, and 2) to analyze the 

strength of current Florida policies regarding open space and the degree with which they address 

management.  In-depth stakeholder interviews were conducted with 46 respondents selected 

based on snowball sampling techniques.  Participants answered 23 open-ended questions on the 

timing for management activities, current management issues, practices and policies across the 

state as well as the barriers to implementing management.  Within the framework of the open-

ended questions participants from the developer and policy maker groups cited similar themes.  

In addition a number of trends appeared which were consistent with the findings of previous 
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studies and in line with my expectations that there are differences in how members of these two 

groups view the barriers to management and the tools and policies which should be used to 

address management issues.   

A content analysis of land development codes and regulations in 57 counties examined 

variables such as requirements for open space, percent open space, and management plans, and 

the strength of the management commitment based on a number of criteria, including financial 

plan, protection during construction, and designated responsible party.  My results suggest that 

the majority of the existing Florida county land codes provide incentives for creating and 

protecting open space but fail to address the impact of human areas on the natural area, or the 

management of open space after construction.    
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CHAPTER 1 
CRITICAL STAKEHOLDER VIEWS OF THE MANAGEMENT OF OPEN SPACE 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the results of a series of interviews with developers, lawyers, urban 

planners, policy makers and academics throughout the state of Florida.  This study focuses on 

development in the state of Florida, where a rapidly increasing human population -- over the next 

25 years, 12 million new residents will move into the state (USCB 2005) -- brings with it 

increased demand for energy, water and new homes (Audubon 2005).  Understanding the 

attitudes of key stakeholders can inform future growth management efforts.  The interviews 

explore critical stakeholder attitudes and perspectives on planning, designing and building 

developments which protect large areas of natural habitat and the steps, tools and barriers to 

managing the preserved open areas.  The purpose of this project is not to analyze the problems 

that are associated with any particular approach to open space development.  Instead, the 

objective of this research is to describe stakeholders attitudes and beliefs about appropriate 

management techniques for open space, barriers to management, and the importance of 

management.  In particular, this research compares the views of policy makers (specifically, 

urban planners, public officials and academic experts) and developers because of their roles as 

key stakeholders in the development and implementation of land use policy throughout the state 

of Florida.   

Before reviewing the results of a systematic opinion survey of these stakeholders groups, I 

will first review the history of sprawl and the alternatives to sprawl, benefits associated with 

conservation subdivision design and examples of the application of this technique within the 

state of Florida.  Next, I highlight examples of critical maintenance activities and the importance 

of long-term management efforts in maintaining the conservation value of the protected habitat.  
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Finally, I introduce the role of homeowners, county regulators and developers in protecting and 

maintaining open space areas.      

Conservation and Growth 

Land in the US is being developed three times faster than households are being created 

(Burchell 1998).  Many of the areas under development or slated for future development include 

agricultural land, forests and environmentally sensitive areas (Walter 1993).  As undeveloped 

land becomes scarcer, the pressure to conserve and protect environmentally sensitive areas and 

natural resources increases (Burchell 1998).  Several communities have adopted practices that 

conserve large areas of wilderness and limit or prevent sprawling development patterns (Kraft 

2001).  One such practice is the development of conservation subdivisions.  Conservation 

subdivision design (CSD) is a form of clustered development that groups homes on small areas 

of the parcel and sets aside the remaining land as undivided open space, including natural habitat 

such as wetlands, forest, and scrub that remain free from development (Austin 2003; Wenger and 

Fowler 2002; Arendt 1996; Lenth et al. 2006; Milder et al. 2007; Lacy 1990; Gilroy 2002).   

CSD differs from traditional development in that the latter generally includes the division 

of all useable land into roads and lots with limited natural areas, protecting only required areas 

such as stormwater retention basins (Reichart and Liang 2007).  Open space within traditional 

development typically includes required areas such as wetlands or slopes, planted patches of 

lawn or recreational areas such as golf courses, pools, and ball fields (Arendt 1999).  In contrast 

to conventional design with clustered development, a large percentage of the total land area 

remains as open space (typically from 20 – 60%) (Austin 2003; Reichart and Liang 2007).  Open 

space in these developments can include natural habitats such as forests, fields, and wetlands as 

well as areas used for passive recreational activities such as biking and walking trails (Arendt 

1999).   
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Sprawl and Alternatives to Sprawl 

Suburban sprawl or conventional suburban development began to dominate the American 

landscape after WWII replacing more compact, pedestrian-friendly traditional neighborhoods 

(Steuteville 2004; Handy 2002; Lacy 1990).  Sprawling development patterns consume more 

land than is needed to accommodate the population and result in a pattern of haphazardly 

arranged, unplanned, car-dependent communities (Walter et al. 1993; Burchell and Shad 1998).  

Florida is by no means immune to sprawl or its impacts.  In the ten-year period between 1974 

and 1984, there was a 38% increase in the population of the state while developed land increased 

by 80% (Arendt 1999).  Throughout the United States, conventional development patterns are 

replacing existing agricultural land, forests and environmentally sensitive areas at a rate three 

times faster than households are created (Burchell and Shad 1998).  Direct results of sprawl 

include increased pollution and congestion, the loss of farmland and open space and the 

destruction of rare habitats (Walter et al. 1993; Austin 2003; Zeman 2003).   

Across the United States, cities and counties are adopting new practices, policies and 

solutions that minimize sprawl by emphasizing resource conservation and low impact 

development techniques as an alternative to conventional suburban development (Kollin 2005).   

Benefits of Conservation Subdivision Design  

There are a number of benefits associated with clustered development, including social, 

financial, and environmental benefits.  CSD can lead to diminished development costs in land 

preparation and infrastructure (streets and gutters) (Gilroy 2002; Wenger and Fowler 2002; 

Arendt 1996; Lacy 1990; Reichart and Liang 2007; Mohammed 2006).  Many homebuyers 

express interest in living in communities with open space (Noiseux and Hostetler 2008).  

Empirical studies show that homebuyers are willing to pay a higher price for a lot with an 

attractive setting (facing open space, water body or forest) than a similar size house without the 
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view (Lacy 1990; Arendt 1996; Luttik, 2000; Austin 2003; Lichtenberg et al 2007; Wenger and 

Fowler 2002).  As a result, developers are able to reduce building costs, and sell homes in 

conservation subdivisions more quickly and at a higher price than a comparable home in a 

traditional development (Gilroy 2006; Mohamed 2006).  

If designed properly, conservation subdivisions can reduce the negative affects of 

traditional residential development on local natural resources (Austin 2003; Milder et al. 2007).  

Open space that connects to existing private or public natural areas has the potential to enhance 

regional connectivity and wildlife habitat (Wenger and Fowler 2002; Austin 2003; Lichtenberg 

et al. 2007; Lenth et al. 2006; Reichert and Liang 2007).  Conservation developments can have 

significant conservation value by protecting critical natural areas including wetlands, woodlands, 

riparian areas, and meadows (Arendt 1999).  Conserving natural areas can preserve terrestrial 

habitat, combat air pollution, and protect water quality, by minimizing erosion and reducing 

runoff to local streams and water bodies, and protecting terrestrial habitat (Austin 2003; Smart 

Growth Network 2002).   

Communally-managed open space can provide social benefits as well, encouraging 

communication and interactions between residents (Arendt 1996; Austin 2003).  The presence of 

open space can contribute to community wide increased quality of life (Smart Growth Network 

2002), higher property values (Lichtenberg et al. 2005; Luttik 2000) and foster a sense of 

responsibility for and connection to local natural resources (Austin 2003).  Finally, the private 

protection of open space for public use provides municipalities and citizens with the benefit of 

open space, while minimizing the public cost of purchasing land (Lacy 1990).   

Within Florida, a number of municipalities currently offer developers incentives for 

maintaining open space, such as reduced application fees, density bonuses, mixed-use zoning, 
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and reduction in minimum lot widths (Viera et al. 2003; Smart Growth Network 2002).  For 

instance, Sarasota County has an incentive-based comprehensive land use plan that offers density 

bonuses to land owners and developers, who build mixed use, high-density developments and 

preserve open space and natural areas (Sustainable Sarasota).  Similarly, Brevard County, FL 

created the Open Space Subdivision ordinance, which offers developers a 25 percent increase in 

the density of residential lots if they preserve a certain percentage of open space (Romero and 

Hostetler 2007).  In Gainesville, FL, builders who design developments using the Florida Green 

Building Program standards receive fast track permitting and reduced permitting fees (Casey 

2005).   

Management is Key to CSD Success 

A functional CSD community is the result of design, management, and community-wide 

participation (Youngentob and Hostetler 2005).  The management and maintenance of open 

space within developed areas is critical to achieving the conservation goals of a development and 

should be addressed early in the planning and design phases of the project (Wilson et al. 1998; 

Thompson 2004).  Specific elements of the development design can reduce maintenance needs.  

Clustering hardscape elements such as roads and houses together in an area of the development 

away from natural features can enable management tasks such as controlled burns to occur with 

little inconvenience to homeowners (Lenth et al. 2006).  The establishment of buffer areas 

between homes and ecologically sensitive areas can minimize human impacts on natural habitat 

(Theobald et al. 1997).   

The management of natural areas can influence biodiversity (Thompson 2004), prevent 

deterioration due to invasions by exotic species, or pest outbreaks (Peck 1998; Audubon 2005).  

Without management, natural habitat can degrade and lose wildlife value over time (Lenth et al. 

2006, Hostetler and Drake 2008).  Management activities can include prescribed burning, pest 
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control, erosion prevention, restoration of native flora through plantings, managing for specific 

wildlife populations, the removal of invasive plants, trees and vines through controlled burning, 

mechanical or chemical methods, and even the management of built areas located near conserved 

habitat (Wilson et al. 1998; Arendt 1999; Lenth et al. 2006).  Typically, responsibility for 

ownership and management falls to a homeowners’ association, government or non-

governmental agency or the original landowner (Lacy 1990; Milder 2007).   

Management practices are typically necessary over the long term and require money for 

successful implementation.  For example, a longleaf pine conservation area must be burned 

(depending on local site conditions) every 2-4 years to retain significant habitat features (Myers 

and Ewel 2000); a management fund would be required to hire trained specialists to administer 

these prescribed fires.  Complex management requirements can increase the long-term cost of the 

project.  Without funding for maintenance, these efforts will not occur.  Therefore, allocating a 

long-term funding source for management is crucial to the successful implementation of long-

term management, and should be addressed in the management plan.     

How people manage their own yards is of major concern.  Homeowners’ decisions about 

what types of vegetation to plant or how much water /fertilizer to use as the decisions 

homeowners make can greatly influence nearby conservation areas (Austin 2004; Thompson 

2004; Youngentob and Hostetler 2005; Hostetler and Drake 2008).  Landscaping yards with 

native plants can eliminate the possibility of exotic species spreading to the natural area (Wilson 

et al. 1998) and the need for pesticides and fertilizer (Culliney 2005).  Without support from 

homeowners, conservation subdivisions can fail to maintain the goal of open space protection 

(Audubon 2005, Hostetler and Drake 2008). 
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Education and outreach to residents, can increase homeowner awareness about the natural 

area and the impacts of their own actions (Wilson et al. 1998; Youngentob and Hostetler 2005) 

and build a land ethic that includes active management activities, which enhance ecosystem 

health (Thompson 2004).  Educational elements can include signage about trail locations and 

permitted uses, educational kiosks listing the goals of the open space, and regular informational 

meetings and flyers can raise community awareness about the natural area.  Unfortunately, few 

county land use regulations and policies specifically address the long-term management of open 

space areas including the establishment of education programs within residential communities, 

and the provision of funding for maintenance activities (Hostetler et al. 2008).  Current policies 

encouraging conservation subdivisions generally focus on the design of the community while 

paying minimal attention to operation, or long-term maintenance considerations and the potential 

impacts of people living nearby (Westover 1994; Wilson et al. 1998; Arendt 1999; Romero and 

Hostetler 2007; Hostetler et al. 2008).   

Stakeholders  

There is a direct relationship between stakeholder involvement and the development of 

strong and effective comprehensive plans (Burby 2003).  Local participation and the input of 

local knowledge in land use decisions can enhance sustainable development initiatives (Yli-

Pelkonen and Kohl 2005).  Stakeholder input affects policy implementation (Burby 2003) and 

outcomes (Donovan and Neiman 1992); therefore, it is imperative that the views and attitudes of 

critical stakeholders are included in the discussion about conservation development and open 

space management.  In this study, I focus primarily on two critical stakeholder groups, the 

developer group including lawyers, environmental managers, and developers and the policy 

maker group including policy makers, and academics throughout the state of Florida.    
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Previous research has been conducted on homeowner opinions, views and attitudes about 

open space protection, clustered design and growth management (Donovan and Neiman 1992; 

Austin 2003; Burby 2003; Youngentob and Hostetler 2005; Noiseux and Hostetler 2007; 

Hostetler et al. 2008).  However, few studies have explored developer concerns or ideas about 

CSD (Mohamed 2006).  Developers play a key role in shaping the pattern of growth and 

development in Florida and as such are critical stakeholders in the development of land use 

policy (Thomas, 2001).  One common practice throughout Florida is for the developer to transfer 

the responsibility for maintenance of the development, including the open space, to the 

homeowners’ association (Lacy 1990; Arendt 1999; Audubon 2005).  Developers can create 

guidelines for community management by designing codes covenants and restrictions (CCRs) 

(Hostetler 2006), implementing deed restrictions or creating conservation easements (Wenger 

and Fowler 2002), and such policies are then carried forward by the homeowners’ association, 

government entity or land trust.   

Policy makers also can have a significant effect on CSD because they control the 

regulatory environment, and through regulation, may or may not encourage low impact 

techniques such as cluster design or conservation development.  Regulators use two primary 

tools to encourage development, these include carrots or incentives (e.g., density bonuses, fast-

track permitting) and disincentives, which include rules that if violated can lead to fines, 

penalties, court orders etc (Wright 1996).  U.S. policy trends encourage centralized authority and 

bureaucracy (Burby 2003) and as a result, policy makers tend to support regulation (Wright 

1996).  Regulation can require that applications for undesirable development be subject to 

conditional use, special permit or special exception review processes (Arendt 1996; Wilson et al. 

1998).  Municipalities can require clustered development for full density, so that developers who 
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wish to pursue conventional development design have to develop only at a reduced density 

(Arendt 1996).  Ordinances also can require open space set-asides and management plans that 

include information about who will manage the open space, how maintenance is funded, what 

type of management is required and more (Arendt 1997).  Numerous townships and counties 

from Maine to Washington State have adopted conditional use zoning provisions allowing full 

density only if a developer conserves open space within the development footprint (Arendt 

1996).   

Market tools such as incentives (e.g., density bonuses, fast-track permitting) can also be 

very effective in encouraging conservation development (Hostetler et al. 2008).  Governments 

can offer comprehensive market-based incentives that reward alternative development practices 

(Getting to Smart Growth 2002).  Incentives such as fast track permitting allow developers who 

implement cluster design to save time and money in the permitting process.  As a result, 

incentives generally result in a more positive reaction from developers than increased regulation 

(Wright 1996).  

Study Objectives  

1. The objective of this study was first to describe the attitudes and beliefs of developers and 
policy makers concerning appropriate management techniques for open space, barriers to 
management and the importance of management.   

2. The second objective of this study was to characterize differences between these two key 
groups of stakeholders in four topics of interest: timing for management, management 
issues and practices, policy about management and barriers and tools for management. 
Given that policy makers favor regulatory techniques and developers prefer a flexible, 
incentive based environment (Wright 1996; Burby 2003), I expect to see distinct 
differences in the approach that these two groups take to the creation of conservation 
subdivisions and the perceived barriers of protecting and managing open space.   

These results will provide critical feedback for future development projects by identifying 

the specific management challenges associated with conservation communities. These findings 
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will help developers, policy makers, and municipalities design future projects with reduced 

management needs.   

Methods 

Data collection involved standardized interviews using a formal and structured list of 

questions asked of each participant (Berg 2002).  Participants were identified based on their 

expertise and knowledge in the field.  The respondents included experts familiar with 

conservation subdivision development and policy within the state of Florida (Flick, 1998; Berg 

2001).  Initially several key, known individuals were interviewed (Silverman, 2000).  These 

individuals then recommended other possible participants a method referred to as snowball 

sampling technique (Berg, 2001).  This process was not random, but it was used to gather 

information from a defined sample of groups that provide meaningful information about open 

space protection and management efforts in Florida (Silverman, 2000; Berg, 2001). 

Participants included 47 individuals, 25 in the development category (Group 1) and 22 in 

the policy maker category (Group 2). Group 1 included developers and individuals who worked 

closely with or represented developers (e.g., lawyers, environmental consultants). Group 2 

included county officials, environmental managers, and academics who study sustainable 

development initiatives or low impact development techniques.  The developer group included 

15 developers, 5 development consultants and 4 lawyers who worked with developers 

specializing in master planned communities and CSD projects.  The policy maker group 

consisted of 8 academics/university professionals, 8 county and city employees, 2 representatives 

from NGOs such as a land trust, and four water management district (WMD) officials.   

Procedure 

Phone and e-mail were the primary methods of enlisting individual participation.  At the 

time of the initial contact, participants received information about the goals and objectives of the 
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research.  Once individuals agreed to participate, appointments were scheduled.  All participants 

received written and verbal information about the study, and signed a consent form.  Participants 

answered open-ended questions about the challenges of managing open space within the 

developed area, the barriers to management efforts, the type of management efforts that should 

be included within the various phases of the development process, and how policy within the 

state of Florida regulates or could regulate management efforts.  The open-ended approach was 

used because questions with defined responses would (a) not work well with elites and (b) be 

premature in an exploratory study.  The University of Florida Internal Review Board approved 

the study and interview questions (Appendix A).   

In person and phone interviews took place between March 2008 and March 2009 with one 

researcher present.  Before asking any questions at the interview session, the researcher provided 

definitions for a number of key terms used in the questions, including sustainable development, 

open space and the three phases of development.  For the purposes of this study open space was 

defined as natural habitat areas that could include passive recreational areas but not active areas 

such as golf courses or playgrounds.  Interview questions focused on three stages of development 

the planning, building and move-in stages.  These phases were identified as the three critical 

areas of the development process.  The planning phase includes the beginning purchase of the 

land, preliminary meetings with county staff up until the clearing or manipulation of the 

landscape began.  The building phase includes both vertical (the removal of trees, the staking of 

home sites etc) and horizontal building (the creation of homes or other structures).  The final 

phase, called the move-in phase began when the developer had sold enough lots to turn the 

responsibility for management over to the homeowners’ association, or equivalent entity.   
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Each interview lasted approximately 30-60 minutes and was tape-recorded with the 

respondents’ permission.  Interview results were then transcribed word for word and entered into 

an Excel spreadsheet.  I confirmed transcript accuracy by comparing the transcript to the original 

recorded interview tapes. 

Data Analysis 

SPSS Text Analysis for Surveys 2.0 was utilized to extract common concepts or themes 

from the qualitative survey responses.  Typically, qualitative content analysis involves training 

multiple coders to identify specific data characteristics and code them in a similar way (1=yes, 

2=no) (Silverman, 2001).  This method can introduce coding differences, i.e., one coder keys an 

answer one-way and for subjective reasons, another coder keys the answer in a different category 

(Riffe et al. 1998).  The SPSS text analysis software eliminates the need for a second coder, 

because each time the text is reviewed, the statistical program extracts the exact same concepts.  

West and Hastings (2008) compared SPSS text analysis results with that of three hand-coders 

who had previously achieved a reliability of .95 for coding text responses.  For a set of 67 

protocols that were scored using both methods, the SPSS program results were highly correlated 

with that of reliable hand-coders (r = .91).   

The SPSS program first identified key words and themes for each question, by evaluating 

the semantic content of the open-ended responses and identifying simple concepts explained by 

one word or a string of words (Berg 2001).  The researcher then reviewed the identified themes 

and added additional synonyms or phrases to the selected themes.  For example, the computer 

created the theme “beginning” and included words such as begin, or beginning but ignored terms 

like start, very early or first; the researcher then added the latter terms into the parameters for the 

theme “beginning.”  The program then allocated one point for each response that included the 

selected set of terms (i.e., begin, start, early etc).  Two researchers then reviewed the broad 
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themes identified by the software and condensed them for the most relevant phrases or parts, 

following the recommendations of other scholars (Kvale 1996; Berg 2001).   

To provide a sense of this process, consider a question proposed in this study: What are the 

management issues that can be addressed in the planning phase of development?  As respondents 

answered this question they made a number of statements relevant to particular concepts or 

issues related to CSD.  The text analysis program then identified these concepts, such as 

wetlands, open space design, human impact in the natural area, and landscape connectivity 

within respondent answers.  Two researchers reviewed the list of themes generated by the text 

analysis and subsequently reduced these to two master themes, human and environmental 

elements.   

• Human factors : Conflict of wildlife and residents, people and motor vehicles in natural 
areas, people modify natural areas, human impacts on the area.   

• Environmental factors : Exotic pest control, domestic animals, wildlife, invasive species, 
water, hydrology, wetland, size/shape/location of open space, make up of the vegetation, 
buffers for open space, how land is defined as natural, where to locate, site selection, 
interconnectivity, land plan. 

In some cases, more than two master themes were identified.  There were also cases where 

themes were identified that were relevant but were mentioned by a small number of the 

participants (< 25% of the total participants N = 46).  In the latter case, these themes are referred 

to as sub-themes.   

For each survey question below, I report how many participants mentioned human factors 

and how many mentioned environmental factors across both groups.  Next I examine differences 

between the two previously defined groups, policy makers and developers, and the frequency 

with which each group cited each theme (e.g., human or environmental).  This will help me 

determine if there are significant differences in the mention of key themes by the two stakeholder 

groups.   
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Finally, to get a better sense of the salience of the themes, I compared which theme was 

mentioned first between the developers and then by the policy makers (i.e., priority).  I assumed 

that themes that are mentioned first have more salience for that person; this measure should help 

us to understand how individuals emphasized particular themes in their responses. I did this final 

analysis across three questions (C-5, D-1, and D-2).   

In comparing quantitative differences between frequency of themes mentioned by 

developers (Group 1) and policy makers (Group 2), and assessing priority, I performed a chi-

square test for each of the questions analyzed (α = 0.05).  Running a large number of chi square 

tests can increase the chance of Type II error.  To avoid this, I limited the analysis to 4 major 

issues concerning management of open space; each of the following questions were analyzed as 

described above.    

A. Timing for Management 
1. When should management be addressed?  

 
B. Management Issues and Practices  

1. What are the management issues that can be addressed in the planning phase? 

2. What steps can be taken in the building phase of the development that minimize long 
term management needs? 

3. What are the management issues that can be addressed in the post-construction phase? 

4. What steps can a developer or neighborhood association take to prevent negative 
impacts to natural areas, wildlife or conservation areas after construction?  

C. Policy about Management 
1. Are there existing policies that you are aware of that address long term management 

issues in private developments at the planning phase?  

2. Are there any existing policies that address these issues in private developments at the 
post construction phase? 

3. Are there specific examples of counties or states that have provided incentives for the 
management of sustainable development? 
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4. Are there specific examples of developments that have adopted management policies 
without incentives or regulation? 

5. How would you suggest that long-term management of open space be addressed 
through policy? 

 

D. Barriers and Tools for Management 
1. What are the barriers to implementing policies and regulations about management?  

2. What are the different tools that can be used to encourage developers, city officials, 
developers and planners to implement long-term management of sustainable 
development? 

If the expected contingency table yielded values less than 5, I used a Fisher’s exact test 

(FET) (α = 0.05).  For various reasons respondents left a question blank: occasionally the 

interview was cut short before finishing all of the questions , a participant did not feel 

comfortable answering a particular question, etc.  These blank entries for specific questions were 

forced out of the data prior to running the chi-square analysis.   

Results 

The results below address the 4 major issues mentioned above: Timing for Management, 

Management Issues and Practices, Policy about Management, Barriers and Tools for 

Management.   

Timing for Management 

A-1 When should management be addressed? : Two primary themes were reported for 

this question – In the beginning and at the permit stage/after planning.  The theme of beginning 

included words such as begin, beginning, start, very early or first.  The permit/after planning 

theme included responses which suggested that management should be addressed later in the 

process, or submitted as part of the permitting process.  More than 90% of the 46 people 

interviewed indicated that management issues should be considered at the beginning of the 
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development process.  No statistical difference occurred between developers (4 of 24) that 

mentioned that management should be addressed during the permit process and policy makers (0 

of 22) (FET, P = 0.110).     

Management Issues and Practices  

B-1 What are the management issues that can be addressed in the planning phase? : 

When asked about management issues in the planning phase for a subdivision, two clear themes 

emerged -- human and environmental factors. The human factors theme included any response 

discussing conflicts of wildlife and residents, as well as short and long-term human impact on the 

natural areas, such as people and motor vehicles in natural areas, and people modifying natural 

areas.  The theme of environmental factors included any response that considered these issues: 

invasive species, landscape connectivity, the movement of water and wildlife across the 

landscape, and where to locate the open space.   

Both themes apparently resonated with respondents as 52% mentioned human factors and 

70% indicated environmental factors.  More than half (62.5%) of the participants who cited 

human factors also mentioned environmental factors.  The number of policy makers and 

developers that mentioned human compared to environmental factors did not differ significantly 

(Table 1-1).   

B-2 Which steps can be taken in the building phase of the development that 

minimizes long term management needs? : The dominant theme citied by participants who 

answered this question was – avoid impacts to open space.  This theme included any comments 

mentioning efforts to minimize disruption to the protected area such as avoiding damage to trees, 

laying out roads to avoid impact, and not including open space on lots.  Also included were 

specific examples of techniques or elements that could be used to protect the open space such as 

orange fencing, markers along the boundary, signage, silt fencing etc.  An additional sub theme 



 

25 

that emerged was the regulation and oversight of builders either by the developer him or herself 

or by a county regulator.   

Almost two-thirds (63%) of those interviewed mentioned the theme avoid negative impacts 

to open space.  The sub theme regulation and oversight of builders was mentioned by less than a 

quarter of the participants (19%).  Policy makers and developers were alike in the frequency with 

which they mentioned the dominant theme (avoid impacts to open space). For the sub theme of 

regulation and oversight of builders, 77% of developers mentioned this theme compared to 22% 

of policy makers but no statistical difference occurred (Table 1-1).  

B-3 What are the management issues that can be addressed in the post construction 

phase? :When participants were asked about management issues in the post construction phase 

two dominant themes appeared -- residents and the natural area, and specific management 

activities.  The former theme included issues such as living with wildlife, how residents use or 

misuse the conservation area.  The later theme included concepts such as homeowner education, 

and responsibilities for management, i.e., who will manage, what type of management activities 

are necessary, how the open space is being managed, and what is included in the management 

plans.   

A large number of the participants (76%) mentioned the theme of residents and the natural 

area and approximately half of the interviewees (52%) cited specific management activities (such 

as controlled burns, removal of invasive species, and maintenance of trails).  A number of the 

respondents mentioned both themes (46%) and no significant differences occurred between 

developers and policy makers (Table 1-1).   

B-4 What steps can a developer or neighborhood association take to prevent negative 

impacts to natural areas, wildlife or conservation areas after construction? : Respondents 
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highlighted two dominant themes -- regulation/policy and education.  The regulation and policy 

theme included the mention of either of the words regulation or policy, as well as related terms, 

including covenants, codes, restrictions, deeds.  A number of variations on the word “education” 

were used in response to this question.  Educate, education, information, and data were all 

included under the education theme.   

Interviewees were divided almost in half between the two themes with a slightly larger 

percent of the total respondents mentioning education (65%) over regulation/policy (52%).  Of 

all the people who mentioned education and policy; regulation only 12 people mentioned both 

themes.  A large number of developers (63%) and policy makers (68%) mentioned education.  A 

similar distribution of developers (58%) and policy makers (45%) reported the regulation and 

policy theme.  No significant differences occurred between these two groups (Table 1-1).   

Policy about Management 

C-1 Are there existing policies that you are aware of that address long term 

management issues in private developments at the planning phase? :  Responses for this 

question were separated into two themes: yes, and no/not aware.  There were no blank answers 

(N=46).  Half of the interviewees (50%), developers (54%), and policy makers (45%) answered 

yes.  There was no significant difference in the awareness of existing policy between developers 

and policy makers (Table 1-2). 

C-2 Are there any existing policies that address these issues in private developments 

at the post construction phase? : Two themes were created for this question – yes and no/don’t 

know.  Respondents were only allowed to fit into one of the two themes, blank answers were not 

included in the analysis.  Out of the total interviewees (N=46) seven respondents provided blank 

answers and were subsequently removed from the analysis leaving an N value of 39.  A small 

number of respondents (31%) indicated that they were aware of existing policies addressing 
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long-term management elements such as education for homeowners, or funding for management 

efforts after construction had been completed.  No difference in the frequency of yes or no 

answers occurred between policy maker and developer groups (Table 1-2).    

C-3 Are there specific examples of counties or states that have provided incentives for 

the management of sustainable development? : Respondents were only given one point for 

this question and placed into one of the two themes: yes and no/not aware.  Five responses were 

blank and therefore removed from the analysis resulting in an N value of 41.  When asked if 

there are examples of counties or states that have provided incentives for the management of 

sustainable development less than half of the interviewees (49%) answered yes.  Less than a third 

of the participants (26%) were able to give specific examples of counties within the state of 

Florida that provide incentives which encourage management efforts.  A slightly larger percent 

of policy makers (57%) provided a negative response to this question than policy makers (45%).  

However, when compared with the developer group, the frequency with which policy makers 

indicated no/not aware was not significantly higher (Table 1-2). 

C-4 Are there specific examples of developments that have adopted management 

policies without incentives or regulation? : Survey participants were placed into one of the two 

themes: yes and no/not aware.  Five responses were blank and therefore removed from the 

analysis (N = 41).  Interviewees overwhelming reported the positive theme (yes) (78%) when 

asked this question.  All but two developers responded yes (90%), in contrast with less than two-

thirds of the policy makers (67%), but no significant difference occurred (Table 1-2).   

C-5 How would you suggest that long-term management of open space be addressed 

through policy? : Three themes were highlighted, including regulation and incentives, 

homeowner association (HOA) responsibilities, and methods other than government regulation 
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and HOA.  Concepts such as carrots, sticks, incentives, policy, and regulation were included in 

the regulations and incentives theme.  The theme of HOA responsibilities included terms such as 

codes and covenants, deed restrictions, and concepts that addressed ideas such as homeowner 

responsibilities for implementing management.  The final theme included the mention of any 

approach that was not an incentive, regulation or method used by HOA (e.g., offer education, 

provide data, create an endowment etc).   

Regulations and/or incentives were mentioned by more than half of the respondents (67%).  

Fewer than half of the respondents mentioned the remaining themes:  HOA responsibilities 

(26%), and method other than government or HOA (39%).  None of the three themes showed 

differences in responses between the developer and policy maker group (Table 1-2).   

For the purpose of determining if there were more developers than policy makers that 

mentioned carrots versus sticks, I split this previously merged theme into two individual themes 

and then compared how many participants mentioned sticks in each group.  Carrots included 

specific mention of “incentives” and “carrots” as well as examples of incentives – fast track 

permitting, density bonuses, tax breaks, etc.  Sticks encompassed the words regulation, policy, 

sticks, restrictions, requirement, mandatory and other similar words.  Individuals were given a 

zero if the theme was not mentioned and a 1 if it was mentioned.  Out of the total interviewees 

(N=46) blank answers were subsequently removed from the analysis resulting in an N value of 

35, including 18 developers and 17 policy makers.  More developers 15 (83%) mentioned sticks 

while only 9 (53%) policy makers mentioned this theme (Χ2= 3.747, P = 0.053).   

To get a better idea of which theme was most important, I recorded which of the now four 

themes were mentioned first (1.) carrots, (2.) sticks, (3.) homeowner association [HOA] 

responsibilities, and (4.) methods other than government regulation and HOA.  Sticks was the 
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most commonly cited first term by all interviewees (51%), followed by HOA responsibilities 

(22.9%), incentives or carrots (20%), and other methods (5.7%).  The developer group did not 

differ from the policy maker group in priority given across all four themes (Table 1-3).   

To further analyze the difference between the developers and policy makers who 

mentioned regulation first I ran an additional test to determine if this difference was significant.  

Developers (61%) cited regulation first 20% more than policy makers (41.2%) but the difference 

was not significant (X2 = 1.391, P = 0.238). 

Barriers and Tools for Management 

D-1 What are the barriers to implementing policies and regulations about 

management? : Two dominant themes appeared – money and problems with existing 

regulation.  Concepts incorporated in the money theme included: lack of money for regulation, 

developers and homeowners don’t want to pay for management, management is expensive, etc.  

The theme of problems with existing regulation included a number of different ideas expressed 

by participants: conflicting regulation, policy too stringent, weak regulation, lack of coordination 

between regulatory staff, problems with regulations, government stuck in its ways, inability to 

enforce regulations, and lack of policy.  Two additional themes also emerged including lack of 

political support or political resistance and lack of education.   

I look first at which two themes and sub themes were mentioned by respondents.  

Participants were split almost evenly between the two main themes; money was cited by half 

(52%) of the interviewees and problems with existing regulation was mentioned by a little more 

than half (56%).  Fewer respondents mentioned the later themes, lack of political support (28%) 

and lack of education (36.9%).  There were no significant differences between the mention of 

these four themes by developers and policy makers (Table 1-4).   
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Next, I assessed the priorities that respondents gave these themes by looking at which 

theme they mentioned first.  Looking at the overall result for the first mention or priority, 

respondents were evenly divided among the four themes, money (25%), and problems with 

regulation (25%), lack of political support (29.5%) and lack of education (20.5%).  By group, 

developers (30%) mentioned problems with existing policies and regulations more than any other 

factor as their first response (Table 1-5).  In contrast, the most popular first response for policy 

makers was lack of political support, more than a third of those policy makers polled (38%) 

mentioned this theme before any others (Table 1-5).  The next commonly first mentioned theme 

was the theme of money cited first by approximately a quarter of policy makers (23%) and 

developers (26 %).  The overall comparative analysis of the first mentions reported by 

developers and policy makers for all four themes was not significant (Table 1-5).  Ten percent 

more developers mentioned problems with existing regulations first than policy makers, although 

this was not significantly different (X2 = 0.761, p = 0.383) (Table 1-5).   

D-2 What are the different tools that can be used to encourage developers, city 

officials, developers and planners to implement long term management of sustainable 

development? : Among the tools that can encourage the implementation of long-term 

management, incentives, regulation and education appeared as the dominant themes.  The terms 

which were placed into the incentive theme included incentives, carrots and examples of 

incentives, density bonuses, fast-track permitting, support from outside groups (NGOs, county, 

WMD), and monetary incentives such as tax breaks, money for management etc. The regulation 

theme incorporated terms such as regulation, prohibit, require, restriction, and sticks.  The final 

theme of education included terms that are a variation on the word education such as educate and 

educating as well as terms such as information and data.  Four primary types of incentives were 
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mentioned including density bonuses, fast-track permitting, support from outside groups (Non-

governmental organizations [NGOs], county, water management districts [WMD]), and 

monetary incentives.   

Among all those polled, more than half (74%) mentioned incentives of some kind.  Policy 

maker and developer groups did not differ in the mention of incentives (Table 1-4).  

I examined the extent to which respondents emphasized particular themes by looking at 

their first responses.  The three identified themes included incentives, regulation and education.  

Results suggested wide-spread first mention of incentives (68%) from all participants.  The next 

theme most commonly mentioned was education which was cited by (18.2%) of the overall 

participants, followed by regulations (13.6%).  Both developers (74%) and policy makers (62%) 

mentioned incentives first before any other theme.  After incentives, policy makers mentioned 

education and regulation first at the same rate (19%) while more developers mentioned education 

(17.4%) first than regulation (8.7%).  Overall comparative analysis between both policy maker 

and developer groups for all three themes was not significant (Table 1-5).  For each theme, 

comparative analyses between groups were not significant (all tests: P > 0.05).   

Discussion 

Policy maker and developers highlighted similar themes and issues about the long-term 

management of open space during interviews.  Many of the reported differences were consistent 

with our expectations, and suggest there are nuanced differences between the perceptions and 

attitudes of developers and policy makers.  Important variations exist between how developers 

and policy makers suggest implementing management policies, how they view the barriers 

preventing management, and the tools for encouraging management efforts.  These results can 

inform the conversation about CSD, particularly around the critical issue of the long-term 

maintenance of open space.  Below are the studies key results concerning stakeholder attitudes 



 

32 

and perspectives on planning, designing and maintaining conservation developments and open 

space. 

Timing for Management 

Individuals in the developer groups (e.g., lawyers, environmental consultants) and the 

policy maker group (e.g., county officials, environmental managers, and academics) agreed that 

management should be addressed at the very beginning of the development process.  A majority 

of participants (90%) mentioned the importance of addressing management at the early stages of 

development.  This finding agrees with research suggesting that management and maintenance 

issues should be incorporated into the early planning and design phases of conservation 

development projects (Willson et al. 1998).  The permit process was mentioned as an appropriate 

stage to address management by some developers and not at all by policy makers.  It is possible 

that with a larger sample size and a similar distribution, this finding would have been significant.  

This trend exhibited by developers may be due to the fact that management has not been widely 

studied and developers are therefore unaware of the importance of management practices.   

Management Issues and Practices 

A recurring theme in the survey responses was the relationship between people and the 

natural area.  This theme appeared when participants were asked what steps could be taken to 

minimize impacts to the natural area during the planning, building and the post-construction 

phases.  Construction activities can have a significant affect on natural areas (Hostetler and 

Drake 2008).  Arendt (1999) mentions the importance of preventing damage to open space 

elements such as trees during development.  During the building phase, participants suggested 

that elements such as silt fencing, barriers, and signage could prevent damage during 

construction.  I observed a trend in the mention of regulation and oversight of builders as a 

method of preventing damage to the open space by more members of the developer group 
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compared with policy makers.  It is possible that the trend toward significance in this case was 

influenced by the sample of developers I interviewed.  Many of the developers interviewed have 

built master planned communities, where the developer sells the lots out to builders but requires 

them to build out the site contingent with specific development standards.  Given the close 

relationship between these particular developers and builders and the awareness of these 

developers of the importance of preserving open space, it is possible that they were highly aware 

of the negative impacts, accidental or intentional, that builders could have on the open space and 

have had a number of conflicts with builders about this issue.  It is possible that members of the 

policy maker group were unaware of this issue because they have not been present on 

construction sites during the building phase of development.    

Our results suggest that both developers and policy makers believe that residents’ daily 

activities can have considerable impact on protected areas.  This finding corresponds with 

extensive research suggesting that homeowners play an important role in the implementation of 

sustainable practices and the preservation of conservation areas (Hostetler and Drake 2008).  

Residents make decisions about which plant species to install in their yard, whether to allow their 

pets to roam free, whether to feed wildlife, and how much fertilizer to use which can negatively 

affect natural areas (Theobald et al. 1997; Miller and Hobbs 2000; Pimentel et al. 2000; 

Thompson 2004; Baker et al. 2005; Hostetler and Drake 2008).  Our findings suggest that 

individuals in both groups are aware of the critical role homeowners’ play and how the decisions 

residents make can influence nearby conservation areas.   

Participants cited education as one way to protect open space and encourage long-term 

management.  Homeowners associations generally have the authority to enforce codes, 

covenants and restrictions (CCRs) and regulate how homes, yards, and neighborhoods are 
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maintained (Hostetler 2006).  HOAs can raise funds or dues to cover the costs of upkeep for 

open space areas (Arendt 1996).  Unfortunately, few residents possess the necessary knowledge 

about the function of a healthy ecosystem (Thompson 2004) or expertise necessary to manage 

protected areas (Milder 2007).  This finding echoes research suggesting that building community 

support for conservation goals and awareness about natural areas can help mitigate human 

activities that would negatively affect sensitive areas (Hostetler et al. 2005; Lenth et al. 2006; 

Hostetler and Drake 2008).   

Policy about Management 

Both policy makers and developers reported that regulation is an important tool that can be 

used to prevent negative impacts to natural areas as homeowners move into the development.  

Knowledge of existing policies was minimal, only half of the overall participants were aware of 

regulation at the planning phase.  The majority of the study participants indicated that they were 

unaware of any existing policies that address the long-term management of open space post-

construction.  Fewer than half of the participants were able to cite any specific examples of 

policy incentives for management within the state of Florida.  More participants cited the 

existence of policies which addressed the protection of open space during the planning phase 

than post-construction.  This finding corresponds with our expectation that policies about 

conservation subdivisions focus primarily on the design and creation of the open space with 

minimal attention on the management efforts that are necessary to protect open space over the 

long term.   

A number of scholarly articles have cited regulatory efforts that can be implemented post-

construction including the establishment of conservation easements, a legal agreement between 

property owner and the easement holder (generally a government body, or land trust) (Wenger 

and Fowler 2002) or the creation of codes covenants and restrictions (CCRs).  CCRs are a tool 
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used by developers to regulate and maintain the environmental integrity of homes, yards and 

natural areas (Audubon 2005).  CCRs can encourage practices such as land stewardship and the 

conservation of wildlife habitat within both open areas as well as the surrounding built areas.  

Furthermore, CCRs and conservation easements can stipulate maintenance responsibilities for 

natural areas, including exotic plant removal, controlled burns, and the upkeep of walking trails, 

and signage within the open space (Hostetler 2006).   

A relatively small number of respondents cited both themes: (1.) education and (2.) 

regulations and policy.  There are a number of possible reasons for this finding.  It is feasible that 

people believe that education is important but that it should not be regulated through policy.  It is 

also possible that people who tend to support a policy approach are less likely to support 

education or those who support education are less likely to mention policy.  This was a result I 

did not expect and it would need further investigation to determine why people were divided 

between education and policy/regulation.   

When participants were asked how the long-term management of open space should be 

addressed through policy, more developers mention regulations or sticks first before other 

variables (including incentives, HOA responsibilities and methods other than government or 

HOA) than did policy makers, though the result was not significant.  Moreover, developers 

mentioned regulations twice as often as policy makers and this difference was significant.  This 

is surprising given that the policy makers make the regulations.  It is possible that developers 

know, given all the existing regulation, that any pro-conservation aspects of development that are 

unregulated will not garner their attention.  Additional surveys would be necessary to determine 

whether the mention of regulations by developers was negative or positive in tone.  It is clear 

nonetheless; that for developers, the method that immediately came to mind was the use of 
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policy sticks.  Policy makers on the other hand do not refer to regulation to the same degree.  

Given the open-ended nature of these questions, and the time frame for the study it was not 

possible to characterize the responses as pro or con for regulation, but developers focus on its 

importance more than policy makers.   

Barriers and Tools for Management   

The major barriers to management cited by survey participants included money, and 

problems with existing regulation.  Previous research suggests that economics can be a barrier to 

wide-spread adoption of CSD (Wilson et al. 1998; Gyourko and Rybczynski 2000; Reichart and 

Liang 2007).  Both groups recognized that one of the major barriers to implementing 

management is the financial cost of management activities.  Despite ample evidence that CSD 

can reduce upfront building costs (Lacy 1990; Arendt 1996; Gilroy 2002; Wenger and Fowler 

2002; Mohammed 2006; Reichart and Liang 2007) and the presence of open space can increase 

the sale price of a home (Lacy 1990; Arendt 1996; Luttik, 2000; Wenger and Fowler 2002; 

Austin 2003; Lichtenberg et al. 2007) financiers, developers and investors often perceive 

alternatives to conventional development as more difficult to complete, and therefore involving 

more risk and cost (Gyourko and Rybczynski 2000).  The findings that both groups reported 

monetary challenges as a barrier to implementing management suggests agrees with the 

aforementioned research.  To overcome this barrier, education and outreach could provide proof 

that the profit margin for CSD is equal to or greater than that of traditional development (Wilson 

et al. 1998; Gyourko and Rybeczynski 2000).   

While I expected developers to mention money as a barrier, I did not expect policy makers 

to also recognize this challenge.  It is possible that policy makers who recognized this barrier 

mentioned it as a barrier to encouraging developer participation in these activities.  Further study 



 

37 

would be required to draw any additional conclusions about policy maker perceptions of finances 

as a barrier.   

Both developers and policy makers believe that regulation is a barrier to the 

implementation of long-term management initiatives within private open space.  Restrictive 

regulations, complex review and approval processes, as well outdated ordinances have been cited 

previously by researchers as barriers to creative subdivision design and the adoption of low 

impact development techniques (Lacy 1990; Arendt 1996; Reichart and Liang 2007).  

Participants cited the aforementioned issues as well as lack of coordination between regulatory 

staff, weak political leadership, and inability to enforce regulations.  While I expected developers 

to report this as a barrier, I was surprised to find the high percentage of policy makers who 

mentioned this theme as well.  It is possible that policy makers mentioned this theme as a 

reference to developers and the fact that developers typically favor incentives over regulation 

(Wright 1996).  The fact that this was commonly mentioned as a barrier by both groups suggests 

that this is an area where policy makers and developers potentially agree and an area where 

improvements are necessary.   

Participants also cited lack of education as a barrier, another finding that is echoed in the 

literature.  Lack of available scientific data or access to information illustrating the benefits of 

low impact development, can make it difficult for city and county officials to support new 

development techniques (Theobald et al. 2000; Hood et al. 2006).  In addition, officials and 

residents may not understand the benefits of CSD or have misconceptions about the 

environmental impact and economic benefit of low impact development (Wilson et al. 1998; 

Reichart and Liang 2007). 
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When asked about the barriers to implementing policy and regulations about management 

there was a trend in the order in which developers and policy makers answered this question.  

Developers mentioned problems with regulations first and then money while policy makers 

mentioned political resistance first and then money.  Though these differences were not 

statistically significant the result was consistent with our hypothesis.  The findings suggest that 

policy makers and developers perceive the barriers to long-term management of open space 

somewhat differently.   

Based on our results, problems with existing policy was a slightly more salient issue in the 

minds of developers than policy makers, though not significantly so.  One explanation is that the 

developers sampled have been frustrated by existing local policy.  The use of outdated codes can 

prevent developers from implementing innovative CSD techniques such as conservation 

subdivisions (Gilroy 2007).  It is possible that this frustration contributed to the frequent first 

mention of this barrier by developers.  In contrast, lack of political support, was a key issue in 

the minds of policy makers.  This finding may be due to a number of factors.  Stakeholder input 

can directly affect policy outcomes and implementation (Donovan and Neiman 1992; Burby 

2003), positive perceptions of CSD can help encourage sustainable planning efforts (Yli-

Pelkonen and Kohl 2005).  It is possible that policy makers have experienced negative 

stakeholder feedback about CSD efforts and management and that this contributed to the salience 

of this issue in their responses.   

When asked how to encourage the long-term management of open space within CSD we 

expected that policy makers’ would favor regulatory tools and developers would prefer 

incentives, and that this difference would be reflected in the mention of specific themes (i.e., 

developers would be more likely to mention incentives, while more policy makers would 
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mention regulation).  My results indicated no significant difference between the mention of 

incentives and regulation by policy makers compared to developers.  Both groups recognized the 

importance of incentives.  However, further analysis into the priority respondents placed on these 

themes yielded the expected results.  Developers tended to mention incentives first more times 

than policy makers.  The finding suggests that incentives may be more salient for developers 

than policy makers though not significantly so.  Another trend was that developers were more 

likely to mention educational efforts before regulation.  It is possible that this result is linked to 

the fact that increased regulation, can cause delays into the development process (Mayer and 

Sommerville 2000) and a longer development process means more money out of pocket for 

developers.  While these findings were not significant, they agree with previous research where 

individuals cited a preference for incentives and education over regulation (Wright 1996; 

Aipanjiguly et al., forthcoming).   

Study Limitations 

The small sample size used in this study may potentially introduce bias (Berg 2001). 

However, the sample size was appropriate given the in-depth nature of the interviews and the 

time restrictions of the study.  While such a small sample size precludes generalization, this 

study is a starting point from which to begin addressing the issues of open space management 

and protection within the state of Florida.  Another possible limitation is that participants were 

aware of future publication and this knowledge may have resulted in “socially desirable” 

answers to researcher questions (Yli-Pelkonen and Kohl 2005).  It is also possible that the 

definitions of open space and conservation terms provided early in the interview, although 

necessary, may have given a cue to participants about the kinds of responses that were most 

desired by the interviewer.   
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Conclusions 

This study is a preliminary effort to explore developer and policy maker perceptions and 

attitudes about the long-term management of open space in conservation subdivisions.  Long-

term management of open space is critical for the protection of valuable wildlife and natural 

areas.  Our results suggest that there are differences in how policy makers and developers view 

the barriers to management and how they believe these issues can best be addressed.  Moreover, 

the data suggests that fewer than half of the policy makers and developers interviewed were 

aware of existing policies that address the management of open space in the state.  Given the 

observed lack of knowledge, future studies should examine the scope and strength of Florida 

ordinances and land development regulations by exploring whether existing laws and regulations 

address the barriers and incentives mentioned by these groups.  Future studies could include a 

larger random sample of developers and policy makers throughout the state of Florida.  While 

the use of open-ended questions was appropriate in this research future studies could use 

objective questions (i.e., true or false), where individuals rate the importance of specific aspects 

of regulation and management.  This might lead to larger differences between developers and 

policy makers than was found using an open-ended framework.  Future studies could also select 

a wider sample of participants and use random techniques to interview policy makers and 

developers throughout the state.  The wider sample would eliminate some of the introduced bias, 

but potentially have less knowledge about CSD techniques and management issues.    

Additional research is necessary to determine how to overcome the economic and 

educational barriers to management, and how to incorporate incentives and education into future 

growth management regulation.  This goal of this study was to contribute to the promotion of 

functioning conservation communities and this thesis will hopefully represent a step towards the 

advancement of CSD initiatives throughout the state of Florida.  
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Table 1-1.  Management issues and practices: percent of the Florida developer and policy maker 
group who mentioned a theme determined through survey text analyses    

Question Themes Developersa Policy Makersa Combined Totalb Χ2  P 
B.1 Human Factors 54% 

(13) 
50% 
(11) 

52% 
(24) 

0.08 0.777

 Environmental 
Factors 

71% 
(17) 

69% 
(15) 

70% 
(32) 

0.038 0.845

B.2  Avoid Impacts 62% 
(15) 

64% 
(14) 

63% 
(29) 

0.006 0.936

 Regulate Builders 29% 
(7) 

9% 
(2) 

19% 
(9) 

 0.139
c 

B.3 Residents 75% 
(18) 

77% 
(17) 

76% 
(35) 

0.033 0.857

 Management 50% 
(12) 

54% 
(12) 

52% 
(24) 

0.095 0.758

B.4 Regulation/Policy 58% 
(14) 

45% 
(10) 

52% 
(24) 

0.763 0.382

 Education 63% 
(15) 

68% 
(15) 

65% 
(30) 

0.163 0.686

 N = 24 22 46   
a Participants could mention more than one theme. For each group, theme totals could exceed 100%.  b Combined 
total refers to a percentage of respondents from both developer and policy maker groups.  c FET = Fisher exact test. 
* Degrees of freedom = 1.   
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Table 1-2.  Policy about management: percent of the Florida developer and policy maker group 
who mentioned a particular theme determined through survey text analyses   

Question Themes Developers Policy Makers Combined Totalc Χ2 P 
C.1a  Yes 54% 

(13) 
45% 
(10) 

50% 
(23) 

0.348 0.555  No/Not aware 46% 
(11) 

55% 
(12) 

50% 
(23) 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 
 N =  24 22 46   
C.2a Yes 33% 

(7) 
27% 
(5) 

31% 
(12) 

0.140 0.708  No/Not aware 67% 
(14) 

72% 
(13) 

69% 
(27) 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 
 N=  21 18 39   
C.3a Yes 55% 

(11) 
43% 
(9) 

49% 
(20) 0.605 0.437  No/Not aware 45% 

(9) 
57% 
(12) 

51% 
(21) 

 Total 100% 100% 100%   
 N =  20 21 41   
C.4a Yes 90% 

(18) 
67% 
(14) 

78% 
(32) 

 0.130d No/Not aware 10% 
(2) 

33% 
(7) 

22% 
(9) 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 
 N = 20 21 41   
C.5b Carrots and Sticks 71% 

(17) 
64% 
(14) 

67% 
(31) 

0.271 0.603 

 HOA doc 29% 
(7) 

23% 
(5) 

26% 
(12) 

0.247 0.619 

 Other 42% 
(10) 

36% 
(8) 

39% 
(18) 

0.136 0.713 

 N = 24 22 46   
a Questions C.1 – C.4 participants were forced into one theme or the other.  Therefore theme totals equal 100%  
b Question C.5 participants could mention more than one theme. For each group, theme totals could exceed 100%.  
c Combined total refers to a percentage of respondents from both developer and policy maker groups. d Fishers Exact 
Test (FET).  * Degrees of freedom = 1.   
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Table 1-3.  First mention of a given theme by Florida developer and policy maker groups  
    Category       

Question Themes Developer Policy Maker Combined 
Totala X2 P 

C.5 
Incentives 16.70% 23.50% 20% 

5.007 0.171 
  

Regulation 61% 41.20% 51% 

  HOA 11.10% 35.30% 22.90% 
  Other 11.10% 0% 5.70% 
  N = 18 17 35   

a Combined total refers to a percentage of respondents from both developer and policy maker groups.  * Degrees of 
freedom = 1.   
 
 
 
 
Table 1-4.  Barriers and tools for management: percent of the developer and policy maker group 

who mentioned a theme determined through survey text analyses   
Question Themes Developers Policy Makers Combined Totala Χ2 P 
D.1 Money 54% 

(13) 
50% 
(11) 

52% 
(24) 0.08 0.777

 Regulation 54% 
(13) 

59% 
(13) 

56% 
(26) 0.113 0.736

 Political Resistance 21% 
(5) 

36% 
(8) 

28% 
(13) 1.366 0.243

  Education 29% 
(7) 

45% 
(10) 

37% 
(17) 1.307 0.253

D.2 Incentives 75% 
(18) 

73% 
(16) 

74% 
(34) 0.031 0.861

 Regulation 46% 
(11) 

32% 
(7) 

39% 
(18) 0.947 0.331

  Education 25% 
(6) 

32% 
(7) 

28% 
(13) 0.263 0.608

 N = 24 22 46  
a Combined total refers to a percentage of respondents from both developer and policy maker groups.  * Degrees of 
freedom = 1.   
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Table 1-5.  First mention of a given theme by Florida developer and policy maker groups 
  Category    
Question Themes Developer Policy Maker Combined Totala X2 P 

D.1 Money 26.10% 
(6) 

23.8% 
(5) 

25 % 
(11) 

1.625 0.654 

 Regulation 30.4% 
(7) 

19% 
(4) 

25% 
(11) 

 Political 
Resistance 

21.7% 
(5) 

38.1% 
(8) 

29.5% 
(13) 

 Education 21.7% 
(5) 

19% 
(4) 

20.5% 
(9) 

 N = 23 21 44   
D.2 

Incentives 73.9% 
(17) 

61.9% 
(13) 

68.2% 
(30) 

1.111 0.574  Regulation 8.7% 
(2) 

19% 
(4) 

13.6% 
(6) 

 Education 17.4% 
(4) 

19% 
(4) 

18.2% 
(8) 

 N = 23 21 44   
a Combined total refers to a percentage of respondents from both developer and policy maker groups.  * Degrees of 
freedom = 1.   
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CHAPTER 2 
A LOOK AT FLORIDA’S LAND USE REGULATIONS AND THE PROTECTION AND 

MANAGEMENT OF OPEN SPACE  

Introduction 

This chapter presents the results of a content analysis of Florida county Land Development 

Regulations and zoning codes.  I evaluate Florida county open space protection and management 

regulations.  In particular, this research explores whether land development regulations (LDRs) 

in Florida protect open space and encourage long-term management, and if so, what type of 

incentives and/or regulations are offered, how strong are the regulations and which counties 

address or fail to address this issue.  The language of these regulations is important because 

content can affect the implementation of policies at the local level, and the resulting patterns of 

land development (Brody and Highfield 2005).  This research will provide county planners and 

policy makers with critical information about patterns within existing land development 

regulations, as well as problems and strengths of existing codes and to what extent they protect 

open space areas.  By identifying how different counties approach open space management, this 

study will provide critical information that can help counties improve or enhance the open space 

element of their land development regulations.  

This chapter will (1) outline below the history of growth management in Florida and the 

role of local government in the development of land regulation and policy; (2) explore how 

ordinances and codes can contribute to strong protection and lasting management for open space; 

(3) provide information on previous research on open space protection and management, which 

highlights critical elements such as quality, quantity and layout that affect the conservation value 

of protected habitat, and (4) explain how content analysis can be used to evaluate growth 

management regulations.   
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Growth Management in Florida 

In 2005, the U.S. Census Bureau projected that Florida’s population will increase by 20% 

every 10 years until 2030.  This is the equivalent of 12 million new residents moving to the state 

over the next 25 years (USCB).  Accompanying this rapid population growth is increased 

demand for energy, water and new homes (Audubon 2005).  To accommodate new residents, 

extensive building and development is occurring throughout the state (Audubon 2005).  Florida 

communities and government officials are searching for ways to manage growth while 

conserving natural resources such as energy, water, and wildlife habitat for future generations.   

Compared to other states, Florida has one of the most extensive programs for managing 

growth (Weitz 1999; Grey 2006) including numerous regulations about land use, zoning, and 

future growth.  Enacted in 1985, the Land Development Regulation Act requires that each 

community in Florida adopt a comprehensive plan (Brody and Highfield 2005; Grey 2006).  The 

comprehensive plan is a legally binding document that includes elements addressing the 

preservation and protection of public health and safety, as well as human environmental, social 

and economic resources, including recreation and open space (Carriker 2006).  In addition to the 

development of comprehensive plans, Chapter 163 of the Florida State Statutes (2007) requires 

that each county create land development regulations enforcing and implementing the local land 

and water use elements contained within the comprehensive plan.  There are 67 counties in 

Florida and each of them is required to complete land development regulations/codes within one 

year after the creation of a new comprehensive plan.  The regulations/codes must contain details 

regulating the subdivision of land, specifically subdivision design, zoning, lot size and open 

space requirements.  In Florida, land use development and planning powers such as zoning 

authority, and the creation of Land Development Regulations take place at the local level with 
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public input, and subsequent oversight by the governor, and the Florida state cabinet (Thomas 

1975).   

There is widespread support for the protection of open space and farmland (Luttik 2000; 

Zeman et al. 2003; Lichtenberg et al. 2005).  In 2001, Florida voters approved more than $42 

million in government funding to enhance existing parks and purchase new lands for open space 

(Land Trust Alliance).  Despite increasing policy support for the protection of green space (Land 

Trust Alliance; Romero and Hostetler 2007), and the environmental, economic and social 

benefits of cluster development over traditional development patterns (Lacy 1990; Arendt 1996; 

Gilroy 2002; Wenger and Fowler 2002; Mohammed 2006; Reichart and Liang 2007) there is 

little evidence to suggest that local land use regulations promote the protection of open space 

within private developments (Lacy 1990).  Moreover, once the open space exists, few local 

policies, address the long-term management of these areas (Youngentob and Hostetler 2005; 

Hostetler 2006; Noiseux and Hostetler 2007).   

Role of Local Governments 

The content of local land regulations can have a significant affect on the implementation of 

growth management polices and the resulting regional patterns of development (Talen and 

Knaap 2003; Brody and Highfield 2005).  In the U.S., local governments regulate development 

and growth (Barnett 1993); as a result, county and municipal policies can significantly influence 

growth management initiatives (Theobald et al. 2000). Policies can encourage or discourage low 

impact development techniques, conservation subdivision design (CSD), as well as the 

protection of open space and the management of natural areas (Westover 1994; Arendt 1996; 

Wenger and Fowler 2002; Milder 2007).  In many parts of the US, jurisdictions enforce 

antiquated zoning regulations that prevent compact development initiatives (Gilroy 2007) and 

encourage sprawling development patterns (Lacy 1990; Talen and Knaap 2003).  The Federal 
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Housing Administration regulations of 1941, which require extremely large street widths, and 

encourage car-dominated landscapes and suburban sprawl are still the dominate model for 

subdivision street layout (Southworth and Ben-Joseph 1997; Heaney 1999).   

Adherence to outdated codes can make it impossible for developers to implement 

innovative low impact techniques such as conservation subdivision design (Gilroy 2007).  Local 

zoning requirements typically emphasize the development of all land without requirements for 

open space preservation (Lacy 1990).  Moreover, many towns and counties have restrictive 

regulations and ordinances that limit creative subdivision design (Arendt 1996) by establishing 

complex review and approval processes that discourage low impact development techniques 

(Reichart and Liang 2007) or dictate and encourage sprawling development patterns (Lacy 

1990).  Local regulatory agencies in Florida can make it difficult for developers to use low 

impact development techniques such as swales, underground filtration tanks, and natural 

retention areas (Hostetler et al. 2008).  In Pennsylvania and Massachusetts, judges and 

government officials have prevented local governments from adopting zoning that would have 

allowed rural land conservation (Arendt 1997).  Thus, local policy decisions can truly shape the 

type of development that occurs within an area, and these policies can promote or discourage the 

conservation of open space as communities grow. 

Policies that Address Open Space and Management 

Numerous studies suggest open space conservation can provide important wildlife habitat 

by protecting critical areas and enhancing landscape connectivity (Smart Growth Network 2002; 

Austin 2003; Odell et al. 2003; Milder et al. 2007; Lichtenberg et al. 2007; Hostetler and Drake 

2008).  The conservation value of the preserved habitat depends on quantity, quality, 

configuration and shape of the open space set aside, the conveyance of ownership and 

management responsibilities, the types activities prohibited and allowed within the area 
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(Westover 1994; Arendt 1996; Wenger and Fowler 2002; Milder 2007; Hostetler and Drake 

2008) as well as the proximity of the open space to human elements (Theobald et al. 1997; Odell 

et al. 2003; Lenth et al. 2006).  Theobald et al. (1997) and others (e.g., Arendt 1999, Hostetler 

and Drake 2008) have suggested that clustered development designs that minimize habitat 

fragmentation and maximize connectivity could reduce disturbance to wildlife habitat.  However, 

the degree of disturbance to wildlife habitat depends on various factors within a site, such as how 

much open space is conserved, the quality of the open space, and how the built and conserved 

areas are managed over the long term (Hostetler and Drake 2008).  For example, results from a 

study on a clustered subdivision in Boulder, Colorado found that with less than 20% open space 

(out of the total land area) and minimal management and maintenance activities (e.g., dogs and 

cats off leash), conserved areas had higher densities of non-native species and lower densities of 

native species sensitive to anthropogenic activities than nearby undeveloped areas (Lenth et al. 

2006).  Arendt (1996) reported that policies which limit the number of housing units within rural 

areas may conserve open space but could have the unintended consequence of further 

fragmenting the landscape.  For example, in Montana and Michigan, policies which limited the 

number of houses in rural areas resulted in large lots (40 acres and above) made up of turf grass 

and weeds, with little to no wildlife value (Arendt 1996).   

Therefore, policies protecting open space with the goal of preserving conservation value, 

should include language addressing the type of habitat conserved, (e.g., wetlands or uplands), 

percentage of open space, lot sizes and location of built areas within a parcel, and perpetual 

ownership and management responsibilities (Arendt 1996; Arendt 1997; Odell et al. 2003; 

Milder et al. 2007; Hostetler and Drake 2008).  Just setting aside a percentage of open space is 

not adequate; municipal standards should include regulations about appropriate activities and 
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elements within the open space (no roadway, no pets off leash), as well as management plan 

requirements that address perpetual funding for long term maintenance activities (Westover 

1994; Arendt 1996; Wenger and Fowler 2002; Lenth et al. 2006; Hostetler and Drake 2008).     

Policies and guidelines that address the management of open space could promote the 

conservation of natural resources within expanding communities.  However, these regulations 

must include the appropriate standards for open space and remove the barriers which prevent the 

protection and management of these areas by using regulatory and market-based strategies, 

which ultimately encourages innovative techniques such as cluster development and CSD 

(Barnett 1993; Wilson et al. 1998; Arendt 1999; Feiock and Tavares 2002).   

Previous studies have examined the origins of Florida comprehensive plans (comp plans) 

(Thomas 1975; Grey 2006; Carriker 2006), the effectiveness of comp plan implementation 

within the state of Florida (Brody and Highfield 2005), the role of citizen and stakeholder input 

in creating Florida growth management policy (Burby 2003), and the strength of hazard 

mitigation policies in Florida and Washington (Godshalk, Brody and Burby 2003).  While 

comprehensive planning is important, the actual application of land development policies takes 

place at the local level through the use of LDRs and zoning codes.  Therefore an evaluation of 

the latter documents should provide an in-depth picture of how county regulations address open 

space protection and management.  To accomplish this, I will conduct a content analysis of 

county LDRs and zoning codes throughout the state of Florida.   

Content Analysis and Previous Research 

The goal of a content analysis is to make inferences about the content of media by 

“objectively and systematically identifying specified characteristics of the message” (Holsti 1969 

p.14).  Content analysis is a research technique that is applied to a wide-range of textual media 

including newspaper articles, books, and private and public documents (Riffe 1998).  Burby 
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(2003) conducted a content analysis on 60 comprehensive plans in Florida and Washington states 

and measured the strength of the comprehensive plan by the number of hazard-mitigation 

measures proposed.  Brody and Highfield (2005) conducted a content analysis of comprehensive 

plans in the state of Florida by evaluating the presence of 7 polices that are considered effective 

in controlling growth by encouraging development away from wetland and critical habitat.   

Few studies have explored the content of land development regulations at the city/county 

level (Talen and Knaap 2003).  Using county comprehensive plans and surveys of local policy 

makers, Feiock and Tavares (2002) examined the relationship between county institutional 

features and growth management policy throughout the state of Florida and found that 

governmental structure had a direct affect on the development of local growth management 

policies.  Lichtenberg et al. (2007) examined the effect of local land use policies that mandated 

open space within residential subdivisions in the Washington-Baltimore area and found that 

developers compensated for the regulations by protecting larger forested open space, increasing 

home parcel sizes, and decreasing area dedicated to public facilities such as playgrounds and ball 

fields.  Talen and Knaap (2003) conducted a content analysis of city and county zoning 

ordinances and subdivision regulations throughout the state of Illinois, to determine how local 

policies encourage or prevent “smart-growth” initiatives such as compact, mixed-use 

development that promotes public transport and traditional subdivision design.  They found that 

in Illinois, without a focus on smart growth, only 30% of cities and 10% of counties mentioned 

open space zoning.   

This study is the first to take a close look at the implementation of growth management 

regulations within Florida at the local level through a content analysis of land development 

regulations.  I chose to focus on land development regulations (LDRs) and zoning ordinances for 
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study because these documents are required by Florida state law and therefore should be 

available for a large sample across the state.  Moreover, open space is a required element within 

the comprehensive plan, and county LDRs and zoning codes are the tools with which counties 

implement their comprehensive plans, therefore open space regulation in some form will be 

contained within the aforementioned documents.   

Study Objective 

The objective of this study was to determine for each Florida County, the relative strength 

of land development regulations (LDRs) that address open space, based on the combination of 

open space designation and long-term management requirements.  I expect many Florida 

counties will require open space protection but may not address or require long-term 

management practices.  Though the state mandates the protection of open space there is very 

little information about how exactly open space is to be configured, protected or managed, as a 

result, I expect that the open space regulations will vary greatly in both content and strength 

between counties.   

Method 

This study focuses on evaluating all sections of the county land use regulations including 

zoning and subdivision ordinances in order to evaluate open space and management regulations.   

County Selection 

I obtained electronic copies of Land Development Regulations and codes from 58 of 67 

Florida counties.  Nine counties were excluded from analyses because electronic copies of the 

code were unavailable.  Miami-Dade County was excluded from the analysis because 

conservation subdivision design is not addressed in their LDRs.  This omission is due to the fact 

that outside of the urban boundary, zoning regulations require 1 home per 4 acres and do not 

allow cluster development techniques such as conservation subdivision design.  Areas within the 
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urban boundary do not have adequate open space to conserve open space areas.  Jackson County 

LDR was in review and unavailable in the complete form, therefore a draft of the proposed LDR 

was analyzed.  The full electronic copy of the LDRs for Lafayette, Nassau and Suwannee 

counties were not available so select chapters were requested from the county including 

subdivision design, zoning, PUD regulations etc., These sections were then analyzed for content.  

For analysis each county was assigned an ID number.   

Content Analysis and Ranking Procedure 

Using model conservation subdivision ordinances written for the state of Georgia by the 

Atlanta Regional Council (Wenger and Fowler 2002), guidelines created by Randall Arendt 

(1996) in Growing Greener: Putting Conservation into Local Plans and Ordinances, and a Land 

Use and Management Plan created by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the Executive 

Office of Environmental Affairs Division of Conservation Services (Westover 1994), a content 

analysis was designed for the land development regulations.  The model ordinances include 

elements such as an open space management plan, instrument of permanent protection (for the 

open space), minimum requirements for open space protection, list of appropriate activities 

within the open space, etc.  Based on the elements required in the above model ordinances, and 

additional research suggesting that the conservation value of the open space is dependent upon 

the configuration, location, and size of the open space as well as other elements fundamental for 

the long-term success of open space protection (e.g., education for residents, proximity to human 

structures, the use of incentives) (Theobald et al. 1997; Arendt 1999; Odell et al. 2003; Lenth et 

al. 2006; Milder 2007; Hostetler and Drake 2008) I created a series of 34 questions about open 

space protection and management based on recommendations from multiple model ordinances 

and throughout the literature.      
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The 34 questions were provided to 3 independent coders in the form of a coding sheet 

(Appendix B).  In addition to a coding sheet, each coder was also presented with a content 

protocol (Appendix C).  The coding sheet included a list of all 34 questions with space for 

recording a response for each question.  The content protocol included the 34 questions with a 

definition of key terms and information about the possible responses (i.e., yes or no) for each 

question.  The protocol included the definition of open space used for this study: open space can 

only include habitat areas contained within or protected as part of a private residential 

development.  Therefore, parks, recreational areas and wildlife or conservation areas that are 

owned and managed for public use by a public entity such as the county, state of federal 

government agency were excluded from the project.  In addition, regions protected by a private 

entity but not contained within the boundaries of a developed landscape were also not addressed.  

Finally, coders were instructed to evaluate sections of the LDR which addressed residential 

zones or developments and to ignore codes addressing open space in commercial, agricultural or 

mixed-use zoning areas.   

Using the protocol terms and definitions as a guide, coders visually reviewed each 

county’s LDR (Riffe 1998).  All 34 questions were answered for each county and responses were 

recorded on the coding sheet.  Both the content protocol and the coding sheets were tested on 

participating coders to make sure all the definitions and terms were listed and clear.  

Modifications to the content protocol were made, including the addition of supplemental 

definitions and details for coding requirements.   

Twenty-eight questions were coded as yes and no responses and 6 questions were left as 

open-ended responses.  Of the 28 yes/no coded questions, 16 questions were about what type of 

open space protection was required by the LDRs and zoning codes.  The other 12 questions 
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included questions about how the regulations addressed the long-term management of open 

space.  The 6 open-ended questions asked about the language used to protect and manage open 

space (Appendix D).   

The 16 questions for open space protection addressed whether or not the LDRs and zoning 

codes had a definition of open space, whether it provided incentives for open space protection, 

required a list of allowed or prohibited activities within the open space, etc.  The number of yes 

answers were summed (each yes was counted as one point) and a total open space index was 

calculated.  The maximum score possible for the open space index was 16.   

The 12 questions about the long-term management of open space asked whether 

management responsibilities are required, and if so what are the required management activities, 

how long management was required for, etc (Appendix D).  Four of the 12 questions were 

primary questions and the other 8 were sub-questions which related to the primary questions but 

asked for more in-depth information.  If the answer to the primary question was yes then the 

subsequent sub-questions had two possible answers (yes, and no).  If the answer to the primary 

question was no, then the subsequent sub-questions had only one possible answer (n/a).  To 

provide an example of this process consider the question: Does the ordinance require a 

management plan?  If the answer to this question was yes, subsequent questions about the 

elements included in the management plan would include yes or no.  However, if the answer to 

the primary question was no, then any sub-questions would be coded as not applicable.  The 

number of yes answers were then summed for all twelve questions, both primary and sub-

questions (each yes was counted as one point) and this number became the management index.  

The maximum score possible for the management index was 12.   
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The management index was then added to the open-space index to generate a total overall 

policy score (maximum value of 28).  The open space and management index as well as the total 

policy score were used to create a scale that could then be used to compare the strength of 

regulations across counties.  I assumed that counties with a larger number of yes answers had 

stronger open space protection and management policies.  Counties were then ranked from the 

strongest to the weakest based on their earned total policy score with the highest score given a 

rank of 1 and the lowest a rank of 58.   

The open-ended question section touched on elements from both categories (open space 

protection and the management of open space).  Open-ended responses were copied word for 

word from the land development regulations onto the coding sheet.  I identified qualitative 

themes that appeared from the open-ended questions and chose to highlight a number of themes 

that were mentioned within the literature as important to conserving open space for wildlife 

(Westover 1994; Arendt 1999; Wenger and Fowler 2002; Lenth et al. 2006; Milder 2007; 

Hostetler and Drake 2008).  The themes included whether or not the open space requirement was 

> 20%.  Lenth et al. (2006) reported that a requirement of less than 20% open space (out of the 

total land area) provided little conservation value.  Therefore, counties with less than 20% open 

space required are providing minimal protection while requirements at or above 20% are better.  

Additional themes included whether roads and parking areas were prohibited within the open 

space, whether golf courses and recreational structures were allowed within the open space, 

whether easements were mentioned as a legal method to protect open space, and if open space 

management was required in perpetuity (Appendix D).   

As part of this secondary analysis, counties received one point if their LDRs and zoning 

codes mentioned the selected themes.  County definitions of open space were extremely varied 
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and without any clear unifying theme, therefore county definitions are listed word for word so 

that readers can make their own decisions about the strength of the various definitions.    

Analyses of Individual Questions  

For the purposes of the discussion, the yes – no responses are separated into, high, 

moderate and low categories.  Where more than two-thirds of the counties (38) addressed a 

question within their LDRs, this response was considered high.  Moderate values were less than 

two-thirds and more than one-third of the counties and low when less than one third (19) of the 

counties.   

 A number of key terms are important to explain; many of these explanations are included 

and explained in further detail in the content protocol (Appendix C).  For the 16 open space 

protection questions, incentives for open space protection generally focused on bonus densities 

for clustering, and as well as fast-track permitting or reduced fees.  Hardscape elements include 

man-made elements that are generally impervious to water such as sidewalks, streets, buildings, 

etc.  Recreational elements included any man-made feature that could be used for recreational 

purposes i.e., boat ramp, walkway, bicycle rack, playground, etc.  Educational efforts could 

include signage, brochures, workshops etc.  Ownership responsibilities could be conveyed to a 

homeowners association, a private entity or a county department.   

A number of important terms were considered for the management questions as well.  For 

the first management question (question 19) coders were asked to identify whether or not the 

regulations require access to the open space for management purposes (i.e., we were not 

interested in whether or not access was granted to homeowners and residents).  Access could be 

provided through the creation of a walkway, road or buffer area, so that those responsible for 

management could access the protected area without trespassing through homeowner lots or 

other areas within the development.   
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The next question asked (question 20) was whether the LDR required an “open space 

management plan.”  A management plan is a document which includes a description of the 

human activities necessary to maintain the open space for common use, the objectives of the 

management activities, maps of the open space, details about different areas of the open space 

and the type of management necessary for the different regions (i.e., wetlands, uplands, scrub, 

etc.) (Westover 1994).  This is distinct from question 22 that asked whether the regulations 

required management efforts (see below).  Requiring management efforts does not require the 

same level of detail or protection for the open space that is required by using a management plan.  

Any county with a management plan requirement in addition to requiring management activities 

is providing one more level of detail and strength to their open space regulations.  The purpose of 

a management plan is to guide the management activities conducted within the open space so 

that they meet certain conservation, land management, or other goals set by the land owner or 

county.  Any LDR that required the creation of a document that described the above information 

was given credit for this question even if the document was not called an open space 

management plan.  Coders were also instructed not to give counties credit for this answer if a 

management plan was required only for land protected for threatened or endangered species.   

For question 21, management responsibilities could be assigned to a wide range of entities 

including a non-profit organization, private individual or company as well as the county.   

The final primary question (question 22) asked whether maintenance efforts were required 

within the open space.  If a management plan was required, coders assumed that maintenance 

efforts were required as part of the plan.  However, counties could require maintenance efforts 

without including a detailed management plan.  Maintenance efforts within the open space could 

include but are not limited to the mowing of fields, the maintenance of signage and trails, the 
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revegetation of certain areas, the removal of invasive plants, etc.  The four sub-questions under 

this question were important for determining other details such as funding requirements.  For 

sub-question 22e, the length of time specified for management efforts did not have to be a 

numerical value it could also include a specific term such as forever, always, perpetual, etc.  

Coding Reliability 

Coders participated in two training sessions prior to coding any counties.  Training 

included in-person meetings with all coders to define the questions addressed in this study, and 

the key terms of interest within the LDRs (Riffe 1998).  After terms were defined coders were 

trained on how to use the content protocol to apply the definitions to the content of the LDRs.  A 

number of key terms were reviewed before the data was analyzed further detail and additional 

explanations are included in the content protocol (Appendix B).   

The use of multiple coders can introduce “coder bias” which makes it difficult for future 

researchers to duplicate the results.  The purpose of the coding protocol and the training sessions 

was to minimize bias by ensuring that coders were scoring each question reliably.  Reliability is 

a measure of how consistently coders agree when categorizing content (Riffe 1998).  A standard 

level of acceptable agreement between coders is 80% (Riffe 1998).   

The content protocol and coding sheets were then trialed on seven counties (13% of the 

total sample). Previous studies indicate that between 5% and 20% of the body of content should 

be tested (Kaid and Wadsworth 1989; Wimmer and Dominick 1997). 

Each of the seven county LDRs were scored by one of the three coders, and independently 

coded by the other two coders.  A check for reliability was carried out across all (16) of the open 

space management questions, and the 4 primary questions (sub-questions were not analyzed for 

reliability) of the management index.  There was high agreement on 16 questions (coder 1 = 

91%, coder 2 = 90%).  Out of the twenty questions analyzed for reliability, four questions were 



 

60 

reviewed because of significant deviations between coder results.  Coders were retrained on 

those four questions and after retraining the reliability of the four questions was (coder 1 = 96%, 

coder 2 = 93%) for a score of overall reliability (all 20 questions) (coder 1 = 91%, coder 2 = 

92%).  Individual coders scored all remaining counties.   

Results 

Internal Reliability 

I ran a Cronbach’s alpha test to measure the internal reliability of the LDR content (i.e. 

whether counties which had a high open space index would also have a high management index).  

The internal reliability of the indices was high (0.75).    

County Open Space Index and Management Scores 

Open space index scores ranged from 0 to 14 (Table 2-1).  Approximately half the counties 

met half of the open space criteria (out of 16 questions) and the other half met more than 8/16 

questions.  One county (Jackson County) had an open space index of 0.   

The management index scores ranged from 0 to 10 (Table 2-1).  Twenty counties (34%) 

had a management index score of 0, while only 8 counties mentioned 6 or more of the criteria.  

The mean open space index (7.24) was higher than the management index (2.56).  The total 

scores for overall policy strength ranged from 0 to 24 (out of 28).  The average county LDR met 

10 of the 28 possible criteria for an average of 36%.   

Using the total score for each county, Alachua county was ranked the highest and only 11 

counties scored 14 or higher; most counties scored below 14 (Table 2-2).   

Individual Questions    

Open space protection  

High response rate: For open space protection questions, the most widely addressed policy 

was the preservation of open space as part of the development with 56 (96%) counties including 



 

61 

this element.  A high number of counties (45 of 58 counties) included a definition of open space 

within the LDRs.  Other high response questions included: incentives for open space protection 

(44 counties), required clear ownership of the open space (38 counties), and identified prohibited 

hardscape elements (39 counties) and allowable recreational features within the open space (41 

counties).  

Medium response rate: Only three questions had medium responses and those included: 

the identification of the type of land (wetland, upland) that must be included within the open 

space area (28 counties), a list of activities that are permissible within the open space (37 

counties) and a requirement for the legal protection of the open space (31 counties).   

Low response rate: Low responses included primarily questions that dealt with the design 

of open space such as the protection of open space in a contiguous tract, connection to 

community-wide open space, account for future land use, and location of residential houses 

abutting the open space.  Additional low responses included a list of prohibited activities and 

uses, protection during development, and required education for residents.  Only one county 

required education for residents about open space.   

Long-term management of open space  

Medium to low response rate: Responses for management questions were all in the 

medium to low range.  The most widely addressed policy was the requirement of maintenance 

efforts in the open space, which was within the medium response range with 36 of 58 counties 

addressing this element.  Two other questions were in the medium range including the 

requirement of open space ownership and the specification of a length of time for management 

activities.  The final two primary questions, does the regulation require access to the open space 

for management, and is an open space management plan required received low response rates (6 

and 12 counties respectively).   
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Open-ended Questions 

Question 1. What % open space is required for traditional residential development? : 

Eleven counties (19%) listed either a range of percentages for open space that must be set aside 

(10% - 30%) or a ratio of land required which was based on the number of lots a developer built 

or the overall acreage of the development (Table 2-3).  Half of the counties (30) required 20% or 

more of open space protection.  The remaining counties (17) included those that required less 

than 20% open space (6 counties) and those counties who did not require the protection of open 

space as part of the development (11 counties).  The first 10 counties with the highest total policy 

scores required the protection of open space as part of the development.  The first 10 required the 

protection of open space as a range, ratio or % that was equal to or higher than 20% of the total 

developed land area.   

Question 2. Which elements are prohibited or allowed within the open space? : 

Responses for allowable and prohibited elements within the open space were diverse.  Less than 

two-thirds of the counties (26) prohibited non-recreational structures within the open space 

(Table 2-3).  More than half of the counties (36) allowed structures and accessories for 

recreational purposes.  Golf courses were addressed in a number of ways.  Some counties 

counted them as open space (15) where two counties (Citrus and Lake County) allowed them but 

specified that accessory structures for active recreation, such as clubhouses, could not be 

contained within the open space.  One, Hillsborough County, did not count golf course as open 

space.  Roads were prohibited with the open space by a majority of the counties (31).  Of the 

counties with the top ten total policy scores, all but one (Lee County) included a list of prohibited 

structures within the open space in their LDRs and zoning codes.  Eight out of the ten counties 

prohibited roads specifically.  The first 10 counties total policy scores included a list of allowable 
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elements, out of these 5 counties allowed golf courses while 8 counties allowed recreational 

structures within the open space (Table 2-3).     

Question 3. How is open space protected in perpetuity? : Almost one-third of the 

counties (18) mentioned easements within their regulations as a method of long-term protection 

for the open space (Table 2-3).  Other methods mentioned included deed restrictions or 

regulations through the homeowners’ codes covenants and restrictions (CCRs), other methods 

were mentioned by 24 county regulations.  Out of the counties with the top 10 highest total 

policy scores, 6 of them mentioned conservation easements.   

Question 4. How long is management required for? : Answers to this question fell into 

two categories either long-term/perpetual or nothing.  The perpetual/long-term category was 

mentioned by 23 of the counties (49%) (Table 2-3).  The rest of the county regulations did not 

specify how long management was to take place.   

Question 5. What is the definition of open space? : Open space definitions varied 

drastically.  Some definitions included examples of appropriate land to include within the open 

space, others mentioned prohibited elements (such as roads and buildings) and still others 

described them as simply areas of undeveloped land.  In some counties the open space definition 

was ambiguous and could be interpreted to include yards, and landscaped buffers (Table 2-4).   

Discussion 

The content of land development regulations and zoning codes is important because the 

language used in these documents can affect patterns of land development (Brody and Highfield 

2005).  The results of this research suggest that there is widespread protection for open space 

within county regulatory documents throughout the state.  Despite this finding, low responses 

were given for other important criteria including the design of open space and efforts to 

minimize human impact on the open space, such as the regulation of activities within the open 
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space and the separation of natural and human areas.  Moreover, management criteria was rarely 

addressed in specific detail and when it was required it rarely included specifics about which 

activities will be pursued, how management will be funded, or what would happen if the party 

responsible for management did not perform its duties.  The results suggest that there is also a 

great deal of diversity in how counties define open space, the activities they allow or prohibit 

within the open space and what percent of open space is protected.  The key findings of this 

study are reported below along with some suggestions for future research.   

Open Space Designation 

As expected, the mention of open space designation throughout county LDRs was 

extensive.  Only two counties (Putnam and Jackson) did not require the preservation of open 

space as part of the development and one (Jackson) of the counties lacking this element only 

provided select chapters of a preliminary LDR, so it is very possible the final LDR will contain 

this item.  This finding is striking when you compare them to results of a similar study in Illinois 

where only 10% of counties mentioned open space zoning (Talen and Knaap 2003).  Based on 

the results it is clear that most county LDRs require the preservation of open space; provide 

incentives for open space protection; have a definition of open space (though these definitions 

vary drastically in their content); identify both hardscape and recreational elements allowed 

within the open space; and require clear ownership of the natural area.     

Critics claim that conservation subdivision design only protects wetlands, floodplains and 

other such areas that are required to be protected anyway (Wenger and Fowler 2002).  To get at 

this question I attempted to measure how many counties stated the type of land that must be 

included in open space.  For example, if counties required an open space set aside of 10% did 

this include scrub, forests, or habitat other than wetlands, and slopes which are typically required 

for protection.  Results showed that fewer than half of the counties (28) required particular 



 

65 

habitats.  This could have been caused by the use of the word “must,” If counties included 

information about the type of land that could be included without actually using a term such as 

must, shall, have to etc. or requiring that certain types be included then they were not given 

credit for this question.  This could have contributed to the low number of counties that met this 

criteria.  However, this is an important distinction because without a clear requirement for which 

types of habitats are allowed to be counted as open space, then open space may not contain any 

natural habitat but still be allowed to be designated as open space. 

Prohibiting activities that disrupt wildlife (e.g., dogs and cats off leash) within the 

protected area could improve the conservation value of open space areas (Lenth et al. 2006; 

Hostetler and Drake 2008).  Moreover, because of their potential harmful affects on wildlife, golf 

courses, roads, and other recreation areas should be limited to a small area of the open space (no 

more than 10%) (Wenger and Fowler 2002).  While many counties provided a list of permissible 

activities and uses within the open space, the mention of prohibited activities and uses was low.  

No county regulations mentioned the prohibition of roaming cats and dogs within the open 

space.   

Few counties required the design of open space to be contiguous, connect to existing 

community-wide open space, account for future land change around the development, or prohibit 

residential structures next to the open space.  This is important because the fragmentation of 

habitat can alter important wildlife habitat, and the proximity of protected habitat to human 

buildings and other hardscape elements can affect the movement of wildlife across the landscape 

(Theobald et al. 1997).  Connecting open space within developments to existing or planned 

regional natural areas can enhance the overall impact of the open space protection by increasing 
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the size of the habitat protected, and minimize habitat fragmentation (Milder 2007; Hostetler and 

Drake 2008).   

Management of Open Space 

In contrast to the open space index, the management index scores were fairly low.  If an 

LDR addressed management, it was most often to require management efforts in the open space 

itself, and specifics about who will manage open space.  A low number of counties required a 

management plan, (i.e., a document which described the specific management activities and 

actions which are necessary within the open space to enable continued common use (Westover 

1994).  Arendt (1999) considered one of the leaders in the field of conservation subdivision 

design suggests that maintenance responsibilities should be outlined within zoning ordinances 

and that county regulations should require that management plans be submitted by developers 

prior to granting development final approval.  In Florida, 36 counties required management 

efforts within the open space but only twelve counties required management plans.  While 

requiring maintenance activities is one step towards the protection of open space, the additional 

strength of a management plan lies in the creation of objectives and goals for management, a 

clear site description, and statement of intended uses (Westover 1994).  The purpose of the 

management plan is to define the goals of the management activities so that an open space is 

being managed with a purpose (i.e., to enhance wildlife habitat, to prevent the spread of invasive 

species etc), the correct areas are being managed with the appropriate techniques and in a way 

that allows continued use of the space as intended.  The low results for this criterion suggest that 

management activities are happening for the most part in a piecemeal fashion conducted by 

homeowners associations (HOAs) and/or entities contracted by HOAs without clear objectives or 

goals for enhancing the health of the protected habitat.     
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The low scores observed within the management index suggest that counties within Florida 

are not addressing critical management activities at the same degree they are addressing the 

protection of open space.  Without management protected open space can degrade over time 

losing wildlife value (Lenth et al. 2006, Hostetler and Drake 2008).  Therefore the management 

and maintenance of open space is critical to the long-term success of conservation communities 

(Wilson et al. 1998; Thompson 2004; Youngentob and Hostetler 2005).  My results suggest that 

few counties address the issue of access to the open space for management; yet, without access 

to the open space by way of roads or paths through the development, the entity responsible for 

maintenance will not be able to perform their duties.  A number of counties required the 

selection of a responsible party to carry out the management activities but did not address the 

consequences of failure to manage by the responsible party.  The funding for management was 

also not addressed by many counties.  Without funding for maintenance these efforts will not 

take place.   

Open Ended Questions  

Wenger and Fowler (2002) advocated the creation of a high minimum standard (% of total 

land area protected) for open space.  My results suggest that half of the counties (50%) required 

open space percentages above 20%, following the recommendation of Wenger and Fowler 

(2002).   

There is significant variation across the state in how open space is defined within local 

land development regulations and which elements are prohibited within the protected area.  This 

finding agrees with previous research citing significant variation across Florida state 

comprehensive plans (Feiock 2002).  This study builds on previous research by examining land 

development regulations which are the local tool for implementing comprehensive plans.  
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Moreover, this study looked more closely at the content of the regulations by examining both 

what was said and the language used to convey the regulation.   

There was some consistency across counties in the mention of easements as legal 

protection for open space in perpetuity.  Arendt (1999) suggests that easements are a better 

method of protecting open space over the long-term than covenants and wording on the final 

development plan.  The limitation of many of the county LDRs is that instead of requiring strong 

legal protection through the use of easements as Arendt (1999) suggests, many of the counties 

merely mentioned the easements in addition to other methods of protecting open space.  In fact, 

more counties mentioned other methods than those that mentioned easements. 

Management efforts were required by less than half the counties.  This finding was 

expected because unlike open space protection, open space management is not a required 

element of comprehensive planning.  In those cases where management efforts were mandatory 

or required, counties always specified that management efforts are put into practice in perpetuity.   

Study Limitations  

This study limited analysis to one state and regulations at the county level and not the city 

level as well.  The removal of 9 counties from analysis, most of which are smaller in size may 

bias the study given that smaller counties may have more rural areas and therefore less need for 

conservation initiatives or a smaller government which could result in less developed codes.  The 

removal of these counties may have caused our numbers to be larger than the true results would 

have been if these counties had been included.   

The other limitation of the study is that it is simply an analysis of existing county 

regulations.  While the language of these regulations can influence land development patterns, I 

did not attempt to measure what is actually happening on the ground, in terms of the 

implementation of policy.  For example, while the code may require the set aside of funds for 
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management there is no way of knowing, using only this study whether developers and county 

officials are actually implementing these policies.  Moreover, the use of the term in perpetuity to 

describe any activity is extremely vague given that perpetuity could mean 5 years, 10 years or 

100 years depending on the individual project.  These aforementioned issues were not addressed 

within the framework of my research.   

Conclusions 

This study is the first to conduct a detailed analysis of the content of LDRs and zoning 

ordinances in the state of Florida.  It is a first step toward understanding statewide regulations to 

protect and manage open space.  Policies and regulations can help create and maintain 

functioning open space that provides valuable habitat for wildlife and enhances the quality of life 

for citizens within the community.  To accomplish this, policies should include standards that 

address the design, maintenance, ownership, and funding mechanism which apply to the open 

space.    

Our results suggest that the majority of counties in Florida provide incentives for the 

creation and initial protection of open space but do little to address critical design elements or the 

impact of humans on the natural area.  Moreover the management of open space is not widely 

addressed.  County policy makers should take a close look at their local land regulations and 

zoning codes to see how they are protecting and managing open space.  The findings of this 

study was to analyze county LDRs and zoning ordinances and measure the strength of their 

regulations.  This research will contribute to the enhancement of existing policy and the 

protection of additional valuable open space throughout the state.   

Future Research 

Future research could address these issues by comparing the results of my study (the index 

and total policy values) with growth patterns, the amount of open space protected, and the 
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management activities that are taking place across the state as well as the resultant health of the 

open space that is protected (i.e. native species vs invasive, species population health etc).   

Additionally, a number of the questions asked in the content analysis could be 

strengthened to determine whether or not a specific element is suggested, encouraged or 

required.  For example, further analysis could be conducted on the open space definitions, to 

determine which counties allow open space to include elements such as yards, landscape buffers 

etc.  Further research could explore the use of conservation easements throughout the state, 

which counties require them, which counties allow them, which counties prefer other methods of 

legal protection for open space.  More research could explore within the counties that require 

specific types of land in the open space, what types of land are included, are some habitat types 

required more than others (i.e. wetlands) and if so, what are the implications of this for statewide 

conservation efforts.  By giving counties one point for each of the open space and management 

criteria I made the assumption that each element was equally important and that the strength of 

the policy depends on how many of the items a county meets.  However, further study could 

attempt to quantify different elements (i.e., 1 point for defining open space, 2 points for having a 

management plan, and 5 points for requiring a funding mechanism etc.) and allocate points based 

on the items that are proven through research to provide the most benefit for wildlife or be linked 

to the success of long-term management efforts.   

Further study could address the relationship between policy strength and various 

demographic factors such as county mean income, education level, voting patterns, and existing 

protection areas.  Additional analysis could be conducted to determine if the strength of the 

regulation or existing incentives has an affect on the existence of functional conservation 

subdivisions throughout the state.  
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Table 2-1.  The number of Florida counties that answered yes to a given question.  Yes and no 
responses were based on content analyses of their LDRs and zoning codes 
(percentage in brackets) 

    
All Counties 

(N = 58) 
Open Space Protection (16 items) 7.24 (3.00)a 
1 Have a definition of open space? 45 (77) 
2 Does it require the preservation of open space as part of development?  56 (96) 
3 Does it require that open space be set aside in a contiguous tract of land?  11 (19) 
4 Does it provide incentives for the preservation of open space? 44 (76) 
5 Does it identify the type of land that must be included in open space? 28 (48) 
6 Does it identify hardscape elements that are not allowed within the open 

space? 39 (67) 

7 Does it identify recreational elements that are allowed within the open space? 41 (70) 
8 Does it include a list of permissible activities? 37 (63) 
9 Does it include a list of prohibited activities and uses? 12 (21) 
10 Does it mention activities that protect open space and natural areas during 

development?   14 (24) 

11 Is legal protection of the open space required?  31 (53) 
12 Does it require that the open space design connect to existing community-

wide open space 12 (21) 

13 Does it require design of open space to account for future land use of 
surrounding areas?  8 (14) 

14 Does it prohibit residential structures that abut the natural area? 5 (9) 
15 Does it require education for residents about open space? 1 (2) 
16 Does it require clear ownership of the open space? 38 (65) 
Long-term Management of Open Space (12 items) 2.57 (2.69) a 
1 Does it require access to the open space for management?   6 (10) 
2 Is an open space management plan required? 12 (21) 

 
2a Does it require the management plan to identify maintenance 

objectives? 4 (7) 

 
2b Does it require that changes to the plan be approved by a 

regulatory entity? 3 (5) 

3 Does it require specifics about who will manage the open space? 26 (45) 

 
3a Does it address the consequences of failure to manage by the 

responsible party? 3(5) 

4  Does it require maintenance efforts in the open space? 36 (62) 

 
4a Does it require an estimate for the costs for maintenance 

activities? 2 (3) 

 4b Does it require funding for maintenance in perpetuity? 11 (19) 
 4c Does it require management efforts that enhance local flora? 15 (26) 
 4d Does it require management efforts that enhance local fauna? 9 (15) 

 
4e Does it specify a length of time that management activities will 

continue?  23 (40) 

Overall Policy Score (28 items)  9.81 (5.10) a 
a Mean scores (s.d. in brackets) for each group of questions: open space, management and total (in bold).   
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Table 2-2.  Scores for each category (open space and management) as well as the total policy 
score for each county from highest to lowest    

County Name Open Space Index  Management Index Total Policy Score 
Alachua 14 10 24 
Seminole 12 9 21 
Martin 11 8 19 
Brevard 11 7 18 
Pasco 13 4 17 
Charlotte 12 5 17 
Leon 11 5 16 
Lee 9 7 16 
Sumter 10 4 14 
Hardee 9 5 14 
Palm Beach 8 6 14 
Bradford 10 3 13 
Gadsden 10 3 13 
Highlands 10 3 13 
Polk 10 3 13 
Broward 9 4 13 
Marion 8 5 13 
Manatee 7 6 13 
Sarasota 4 9 13 
Indian River 10 2 12 
Collier 9 3 12 
Monroe 9 3 12 
Jefferson 9 2 11 
Putnam 8 3 11 
Orange 7 4 11 
Citrus 9 1 10 
St. Lucie 9 1 10 
Hillsborough 8 2 10 
Duval 7 3 10 
Madison 7 3 10 
Franklin 6 4 10 
Flagler 8 1 9 
Volusia 8 1 9 
Nassaua 7 2 9 
Suwanneea 8 0 8 
Levy 7 1 8 
DeSoto 7 0 7 
Lake 7 0 7 
Walton 7 0 7 
Hamilton 4 3 7 
Okaloosa 6 0 6 
Taylor 6 0 6 
Wakulla 6 0 6 
Escambia 4 2 6 
Santa Rosa 4 2 6 
    
    



 

73 

Table 2-2.  Continued 
County Name Open Space Index  Management Index Total Policy Score 
Clay                   5                   0                   5 
Glades 5 0 5 
Holmes 5 0 5 
Lafayettea 5 0 5 
Pinellas 5 0 5 
Washington 5 0 5 
Osceola 4 0 4 
Hernando 3 0 3 
St. Johns 3 0 3 
Bay 2 0 2 
Okeechobee 2 0 2 
Hendry 1 0 1 
Jacksonb 0 0 0 

a Full code was unavailable  b  Interim code analyzed 
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Table 2-3.  Responses to open-ended questions for all of the Florida counties studied.  Counties received an ‘x’ if the regulations met 
the specific theme listed.  

  

% open 
space 
required
? 

Which elements are prohibited within 
the open space? 

Which elements are allowed 
within the open space? 

How is open 
space protected 
in perpetuity? 

How long is 
managemen
t required 
for? 

County 
Rank

a 
> than 
20%b 

Roads/parkin
g areas 

Non-Rec 
Structuresc 

Other
d 

Golf 
Courses 

Recreationa
l structures Othere 

Easemen
t 

Other
f Perpetually 

Alachua   1 x x x x -- -- x x x x 
Seminole  2 Ratio x x -- x x x x -- x 
Martin  3 x x -- -- -- x x -- x x 
Brevard  4 x x -- x x x x x -- x 
Pasco  5 Range x x x x -- x x -- -- 
Charlotte  6 x -- x -- -- x x x x x 
Leon  7 x x x x -- x x x x x 
Lee  8 Range -- -- -- x x x -- -- x 
Sumter  9 x x x -- -- x -- -- x x 
Hardee  10 x x x x x x x -- x x 
Palm Beach  11 x -- -- -- -- x -- x x x 
Bradford  12 -- -- x -- -- -- x x -- x 
Gadsden  13 Range x x -- -- -- x -- -- x 
Highlands  14 x -- x -- -- x x -- -- -- 
Polk  15 x x -- x -- x x x x -- 
Broward  16 -- -- -- -- x x x -- x x 
Marion  17 x x x -- -- -- -- x x x 
Manatee  18 x x x -- -- x x x x x 
Sarasota  19 -- -- -- -- x -- x -- x x 
Indian River  20 x x x -- x x x x x x 
Collier  21 x x x x x x x -- -- -- 
Monroe  22 -- -- x -- -- x x x x -- 
Jefferson  23 -- x x -- -- x x x x -- 
Putnam  24 -- -- x -- -- x -- x x -- 
Orange  25 Range -- -- -- -- -- -- -- x x 
Citrus  26 x -- x x x x x x x -- 
St. Lucie  27 x x -- x -- x x x x -- 
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Table 2-3.  Continued 

  

% open 
space 
required
? 

Which elements are prohibited within 
the open space? 

Which elements are allowed 
within the open space? 

How is open 
space protected 
in perpetuity? 

How long is 
managemen
t required 
for? 

County 
Rank

a 
> than 
20%b 

Roads/parkin
g areas 

Non-Rec 
Structuresc 

Other
d 

Golf 
Courses 

Recreationa
l structures Othere 

Easemen
t 

Other
f Perpetually 

Hillsboroug
h  28 Range -- -- x -- x x -- -- -- 

Duval  29 Ratio -- -- -- -- x -- -- -- x 
Madison  30 x x x -- -- -- -- x -- -- 
Franklin  31 x -- x -- -- x -- -- x x 
Flagler  32 x x x -- -- x -- -- x -- 
Volusia  33 x x x -- x x x -- x -- 
Nassau  34 x x x -- x x x -- x -- 
Suwannee  35 -- -- -- -- -- x x -- -- -- 
Levy  36 -- x -- x -- -- x -- -- -- 
DeSoto  37 -- x x -- -- -- x -- -- -- 
Lake  38 x x -- x x x x -- -- -- 
Walton  39 x x -- -- -- -- x -- -- -- 
Hamilton  40 -- -- -- -- -- x x -- -- x 
Okaloosa  41 x -- -- -- x x -- -- x -- 
Taylor  42 -- x -- -- -- x x -- -- -- 
Wakulla  43 x -- -- -- -- x x -- -- -- 
Escambia  44 x -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- x 
Santa Rosa  45 x -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- x 
Clay  46 -- x x -- -- x -- -- -- -- 
Glades  47 -- -- -- -- x x x -- -- -- 
Holmes  48 Range x -- -- -- x x -- -- -- 
Lafayette  49 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Pinellas  50 Range x -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Washington  51 Range x -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Osceola  52 x x -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table 2-3.  Continued        

  

% open 
space 
required? 

Which elements are prohibited within 
the open space? 

Which elements are allowed 
within the open space? 

How is open 
space protected in 
perpetuity? 

How long is 
management 
required for? 

County Ranka 
> than 
20%b 

Roads/parking 
areas 

Non-Rec 
Structuresc Otherd

Golf 
Courses

Recreational 
structures Othere Easement Otherf Perpetually 

Bay  55 Ratio -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Okeechobee  56 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Hendry  57 x -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Jackson  58 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Totalg   30 31 26 13 16 36 36 18 24 23 

a Rank was determined by the total policy score computed from the combined scores of the open space and management indices.  The 
county with the highest score received the highest ranking all the way down to the county with the lowest score that received the 
lowest ranking.  b Range refers to a percentages for open space that must be set aside (10% - 30%) or a ratio (10/100) of land required 
which was based on the number of lots a developer built or the overall acreage of the development c This means structures other than 
recreational structures were prohibited.  Non-recreational structures include homes, mobile homes, storage sheds etc.  d Examples 
include: Billboards, stormwater retention basins, utility easements etc. e Examples include: Nature trails, stormwater retention basins, 
fountains etc f Examples include: Deed restrictions, covenants, plat etc.  g Total number of counties whose regulations addressed each 
theme  
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Table 2-4.  The definition of open space as seen in land development regulations and zoning by county 
County Rank What is the definition of open space?a 

Alachua   
1 

Any natural, recreational, or common open areas, either publicly or privately owned, set aside, dedicated, designated, 
or reserved for the private use or enjoyment of owners or occupants of land adjoining such open space, or for the 
public at large. 

Seminole  
2 

Any portion of a parcel, or areas of land or water, which is open and unobstructed from the ground to the sky, including 
areas maintained in a natural and undisturbed character and areas which are permeable in nature; provided, however, 
that portions of the Seminole county trail system shall be considered open space.   

Martin  
3 

The portion of a development that is permeable and remains open and unobstructed from the ground to the sky, 
specifically excluding parking areas, whether permeable or impermeable.  

Brevard  
4 

Usable open space means a total amount of improved usable area including outdoor space permanently set aside and 
designated on a site development plan as recreational or open space for use by the landowners or residents of a 
development. 

Pasco  

5 

Land or water body which provides for physical movement.  It is free of structures or equipment.  Open space can be of 
any size, trend, or open grassland.  Functions include the providing of flood protection, creating a sense of spatal 
separation for incompatible land uses, the provision of passive recreation or conservation uses, and historical site 
preservation.   

Charlotte  6 That land area unencumbered by an impervious surface which may include waterways and vegetative areas. 

Leon  
7 

Any area of a lot, site, tract or plat, exclusive of structures, streets (public and private), driveway, parking or open 
storage area, which is open to the sky and that will remain as open space through recordation of restrictive covenants, 
easements, public dedication or other legal device. 

Lee  
8 

Areas of preserved indigenous native vegetation and areas replanted with vegetation after construction, such as natural 
systems, lawns, landscaped areas, and greenways, which comply with the minimum dimensional requirements.   

Sumter  
9 

An area of land, or combination of land and water, within the area of a PUD which is designated and intended for the 
common use and enjoyment of residents of the PUD and others. 

Hardee  10 Undeveloped lands suitable for passive recreation or conservation uses. 
Palm Beach  11 Unbuilt land reserved for, or shown on the approved site plan or PDP. 

Bradford  
12 

Common Open Space is an area of land, or an area of water, or a combination of land and water within the area of a 
Planned Unit Development in common. 

Gadsden  
13 

Any parcel or designated land area in its natural state or essentially unencumbered by either principal or accessory 
buildings, structures or impervious surfaces.  Buffer areas shall not be included in open space area calculations.   

Highlands  14 Undeveloped lands suitable for passive recreation or conservation uses.  

Polk  
15 

Area for outdoor use, features, or natural systems. These areas may be described as lots, parcels, tracts, or portions of 
a development. 

Broward  16 N/A  
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Table 2-4.  Continued 
County Rank What is the definition of open space? 

Marion  
17 

Any parcel of land or area of undeveloped land or water publicly or privately owned and set aside, dedicated, 
designated or reserved for passive recreation, agriculture, resource protection, conservation uses, or buffers. 

Manatee  
18 

shall mean that area within the boundaries of a lot or a development that is intended to provide light and air, and is 
designed for scenic, recreational, or ecological purposes.  

Sarasota  19 N/A 

Indian River  

20 

The gross area of the site less building coverage, parking surface, internal traffic circulation system and any exclusion 
herein specifically set forth. Open space is green area, natural or landscaped. Up to 30 percent of the open space 
requirement for a development may be satisfied by a body or bodies of water contained within the development area. 
Specific, alternative means of calculating open space may be set forth for specific conditions in other chapters of the 
land development code.  

Collier  
21 

Areas that are not occupied by buildings, impervious parking areas, streets, driveways or loading areas which may be 
equipped or developed with amenities designed to encourage the use and enjoyment of the space either privately or by 
the general public.  

Monroe  
22 

Means that portion of any parcel or area of land or water which is required to be maintained such that the area within its 
boundaries is open and unobstructed from the ground to the sky. 

Jefferson  23 That portion of the total development site which shall be open, unoccupied and unobstructed by any structure. 

Putnam  
24 

Means vegetated, pervious surfaced areas of land set aside for parks, outdoor recreation, green space or viable 
agriculture, as these terms are defined here.   

Orange  
25 

Lands set aside for the protection of natural resources and areas unsuitable for development due to natural hazards, 
recreational areas, the enhancement of the developed urban environment.  

Citrus  26 N/A 
St. Lucie  27 N/A 
Hillsborough  28 An area reserved for landscaping and permeable open area which shall be improved and maintained accordingly. 

Duval  
29 

All areas of native plant communities or areas replanted with vegetation after construction, such as revegetated natural 
areas, trees, shrub, hedge or ground cover planting areas, and lawns and all other areas required to be provided as 
natural ground and landscaping pursuant to the Zoning Code.   

Madison  
30 

A portion of the gross land area unencumbered with any structure, roadway, driveway, off-street parking, or other 
impervious surface, to include unfenced storm water retention pond areas designed as site amenities, greenbelt and 
buffer areas, sodded or landscaped yards and recreation areas.   

Franklin  31 N/A 

Flagler  
32 

An area open to the sky which may be on the same lot with a building.  The area may include the natural environmental 
features.  Streets, structures and the like shall not be included. 
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Table 2-4.  Continued 
County Rank What is the definition of open space? 

Volusia  33 That portion of a project not used for buildings, street rights-of-way, or off-street parking and loading areas or other 
impervious surfaces.   

Nassau  
34 

An area open to the sky, which may be on the same lot with a building.  The area may include, along with the natural 
environmental features, swimming pools, tennis courts, or any other recreation facilities.  Streets, structures for 
habitation and the like shall not be included.   

Suwannee  35 Open spaces mean undeveloped lands suitable for passive recreation or conservation uses.   

Levy  36 A yard area which is not used for or occupied by a driveway off street parking, loading space, drying yard, or refuse 
storage space. 

DeSoto  
37 

Portion of a lot or parcel which can be used by the inhabitants of the property for outdoor living, active or passive 
activity and or recreation. 

Lake  
38 

Any parcel of land set aside, dedicated, designated, or reserved for public or private use or enjoyment of owners and 
occupants of land adjoining or neighboring such open space. 

Walton  
39 

The amount of the site that is devoted to recreation, resource protection, amenity, and or landscaped buffers.  Open 
space may include, but is not limited to, lawns, decorative planting, walkways, active and passive recreation areas, 
playgrounds, fountains, swimming pools, wooded areas and water courses.   

Hamilton  
40 

Common Open Space is an area of land, or an area of water, or a combination of land and water within the area of a 
Planned Unit Development in common. 

Okaloosa  41 Undeveloped land suitable for passive recreation and conservation uses. 
Taylor  42 N/A 

Wakulla  43 The sum of all perimeter landscaping, vehicle use landscape areas, buffers and/or other preserved natural areas or 
landscaping. 

Escambia  
44 

Land or portions of land to be preserved or protected, whether public or privately owned and perpetually maintained for 
active or passive recreation or to meet lot coverage requirements.  The term includes but is not limited to the following 
terms.  Required yards, developed recreation, natural and landscaped areas and common open space, etc.   

Santa Rosa  
45 

Land or portions of land to be preserved and protected, whether municipally or privately owned and perpetually 
maintained for active or passive recreation or to meet lot coverage requirements. 

Clay  
46 

A required exterior open area clear from the ground upward devoid of residential and commercial buildings, accessory 
structures, and impervious area, except however, those buildings and structures used exclusively for recreational 
purposes. 

Glades  47 Undeveloped lands suitable for passive recreation or conservation uses.  
Holmes  48 A site that is devoted to recreation, resource protection, amenity, and/or landscaped buffers. 
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Table 2-4.  Continued 
County Rank What is the definition of open space? 

Lafayette  
49 

An area of land, or water or combination of both land and water within the area of a PRD in common.  Common open 
space may contain such residential structures and improvements as are desirable and appropriate for the common 
benefit and enjoyment of residents of the PRD. 

Pinellas  50 The land or water areas between and around structures, including recreation areas, storm water detention areas, or 
preservation areas. 

Washington  51 That portion of the total development which shall be open, unoccupied and unobstructed by any structure. 
Osceola  52 N/A 
Hernando  53 N/A 
St. Johns  54 N/A 
Bay  55 N/A 
Okeechobee  56 N/A 
Hendry  57 N/A 
Jackson  58 N/A 

a N/A refers to cases where no answer was provided in the county LDRs and zoning code.   
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONS FOR SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

Planning 
1. At what point in planning a sustainable community would you begin to consider 

management issues? 
 
2. Which design elements can be addressed in the planning stage of the development that 

would minimize long term management needs? 
 
3. What do you think can be done to address these elements?   
 
4. What are the management issues that can be addressed in the planning stage?  
 
5. When planning a sustainable development how would you incorporate the best 

management practices for open space/natural areas?   
  

6. Are there any additional issues that need to be addressed at the planning stage?  
 
7. Are there existing policies that you area aware of that address long term management 

issues in private developments? 
 
8. How would you suggest that these issues be addressed through policy?  
 
Building 
9. Which design elements can to be addressed in the building stage of the development that 

would minimize long term management needs? 
 
10. What do you think can be done to address these elements? 

 
11. Are there any management issues that should be addressed during the building stage of 

the development?   
 

12. When building a sustainable development what are the best management practices for 
open space/natural areas?  

 
13. Are there any additional issues that need to be addressed at the building stage?  
 
14. Are there existing policies that address the management of open space/natural areas in 

private developments? 
 

15. How would you suggest that these issues be addressed through policy? 
 
Move -in 
16. What are the management issues that can be addressed in the move-in stage that would 

minimize long-term management needs?  
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17. What steps can a developer or neighborhood association take to prevent negative impacts 
to natural areas, wildlife or conservation areas (or greenwashing) after construction?  

 
18. Are there any existing policies that address these issues in private developments? 

 
19. How would you suggest these issues be addressed through policy?  
 
20. What are the barriers to implementing policies and regulations about management? 

 
21. What are the different tools that can be used to encourage developers, city officials, 

developers and planners to implement long term management of sustainable 
development?  

 
22. Are there specific examples of counties or states that have provided incentives for the 

management of sustainable development? 
 

23. Are there specific examples of developments that have adopted management policies 
without incentives or regulation? 
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APPENDIX B 
CODING SHEET 

Content of Florida county Land Development Regulations 
 
 
v. 1 County ID        ___________ 
 
 
 
Open Space Characteristics 
         No  Yes   
 
v. 2 Have a definition of open space?      1    2   
(see v. 25) 
          
v. 3 Does it require the preservation of open      1    2  
space as part of development?         
(see v. 24) 
 
v. 4 Does it require that open space be set aside in    1    2 
a contiguous tract of land? 
 
v. 5 Does it provide incentives for the preservation    1    2     
of open space? 
 
v. 6 Does it identify the type of land that must be     1    2     
included in open space? 
 
v. 7 Does it identify hardscape elements that are not    1    2     
allowed within the open space? 
(see v. 26)  
 
v. 8 Does it identify recreational elements that are allowed   1    2 
within the open space?  
(see v. 27) 
 
v. 9 Does it include a list of permissible activities and uses?    1    2 
     
v. 10 Does it include a list of prohibited activities      1    2     
and uses? 
 
v. 11 Does it mention activities that protect open      1    2     
space and natural areas during development?   
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v. 12 Is legal protection of the open space        1    2     
required? (see v.28)  
 
v. 13 Does it require that the open space design     1    2     
connect to existing community-wide open space?  
 
v. 14 Does it require design of open space to       1    2     
account for future land use of surrounding areas?  
 
v. 15 Does it prohibit residential structures to       1    2     
abut the natural area? 
 
v. 16 Does it require education for residents      1    2     
about open space? 
 
v. 17 Does it require clear ownership of the      1    2     
open space?  
 
v. 18 Open Space Index        ___________ 
  
(Count up the number of times yes was circled v2-v17)   
 
 
Open Space Management 
        No  Yes  NA  
 
v. 19 Does it require access to the open space    1    2    0 
for management?   
 
v. 20 Is an open space management plan required?  1    2    0 
 
v. 20a Does it require the management plan to    1    2    0  
identify maintenance objectives? 
 
v. 20b Does it require that changes to the plan    1    2    0  
be approved by a regulatory entity?   
 
v. 21 Does it require specifics about who will    1    2    0 
manage the open space? 
 
v. 21a Does it address the consequences of failure   1    2    0 
 to manage by the responsible party? 
 
v. 22 Does it require maintenance efforts     1    2    0 
in the open space? 
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v. 22a Does it require an estimate for the costs    1    2    0 
for maintenance activities? 
 
v. 22b Does it require funding for maintenance?    1    2    0 
 
v. 22c Does it require management efforts that    1    2    0 
enhance local flora? 
 
v. 22d Does it require management efforts that    1    2    0 
enhance local fauna? 
 
v. 22e Does it specify a length of time that    1    2    0  
management activities will continue?  
(see v. 29) 
 
v. 23 Management Index        ____________ 
(Count up the number of times yes was circled v19-v22e)   
 
 
 
The following questions are open ended variables.  Please answer them exactly as they are 
seen in the LDRs. 
 
v. 24 What % open space is required for traditional residential development?____________ 
If the value is 5 percent please record the numerical value of 5.   
 
v. 25 What is the definition of open space? 
Record word for word.  If there is no definition the answer would be not applicable= 0 
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v. 26 Which hardscape elements are prohibited within the open space? 
This question is directly related to v. 7.  If the answer to v. 7 is no then the answer to this 
variable will be not applicable. Otherwise, list the elements that are prohibited (roads, parking 
lots, existing structures etc). 
Not applicable = 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
v. 27 Which recreational elements are allowed within the open space?   
This question is directly related to v. 8.  If the answer to v.8 is no then the answer to this variable 
will be not applicable. Otherwise list the elements that are allowed (pedestrian paths, parks, 
swimming beaches etc). 
Not applicable = 0   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
v. 28 How is open space protected in perpetuity? If the answer to v.12 is no then the answer to 
this variable will be not applicable.  Otherwise, please list the legal tool that is used to protect the 
open space.   
Not applicable = 0  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
v. 29 How long is management required for? 
If the answer to v. 22e is no then the answer to this variable will be not applicable. Otherwise, 
please list the length in time in years that management activities will continue.  Months would be 
listed as a proportion of years for example 3 months would be ¼ .   
Not applicable = 0  
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APPENDIX C 
CONTENT ANALYSIS PROTOCOL 

Part I 
The purpose is to determine the extent and character of open space regulations throughout the 
state of Florida.     
Key Terms: 
Access - A way of ingress or egress to property. 
Cluster - A development design technique that concentrates building on a part of the site to 
allow the remaining land to be used for recreation, common open space, and preservation of 
environmentally sensitive features. 
Codes, covenants and restrictions (CCRs) – Rules created by the developer, generally in 
consultation with local policy makers and developer consultants, which guide the rules of 
accepted and prohibited action for the subdivision residents.   
Conservation Subdivisions - conservation subdivision developments also called open space 
developments (OSD), cluster homes on small areas of the parcel and set aside the remaining 
areas free from development.  
HOA – Homeowners Association.  A group of residents living in the community that are 
generally responsible for enforcing the community codes, covenants and restrictions (CCRs) 
Land Development Regulations / Code (LDR or LDC) - Chapter 163 of the Florida State 
Statutes (2007) requires that each county create land development regulations enforcing and 
implementing the local land and water use elements contained with the county the 
comprehensive plan.   Land development regulations are ordinances (defined below enacted by 
governing bodies for the regulation of any aspect of development including local government 
zoning, rezoning, and subdivision building construction.  All 67 Florida counties are required to 
complete land development regulations/codes within one year after the creation of a new 
comprehensive plan.  The regulations/codes must contain details regulating the subdivision of 
land, specifically the subdivision design, zoning, lot size and open space requirements.   
Management – Very diverse category which can include any activity designed to enhance, 
restore and maintain the natural characteristics of habitat elements.   
Management Plan – Plan created which outlines the various management activities that will be 
created, who will be responsible for management, the goals of management and how it will be 
funded.   
Open Space – A natural area free from development.  For the purposes of this study, we are 
looking at privately owned open space that is connected to or contained within developed land.  
Open Space, Useable - Portion of a lot or parcel which can be used by the inhabitants 
of the property for outdoor living, active or passive activity and/or recreation. 
Pervious Area - Area maintained in its natural condition, or covered by 
a material that permits infiltration or percolation of water directly into 
the ground. 
Plat -  The drawing which depicts the manner and method of subdivision of a particular 
parcel of land which is prepared for the express purpose of being recorded in the Public 
Records as a permanent and official record of the subdivision. When used as a verb, the 
meaning is taken as the act of preparing the plat. 
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Part II 
Content to be examined: 

- Land Development Regulations of Florida Counties.   
- Specifically those areas, chapters and articles that address the preservation of open space 

within developed landscapes.   
- Both coders will select sections from the same county LDRs and check the selections as 

part of the reliability check.   
 
Part III 
The following steps should be taken in the content analysis coding described below (v stands for 
variable).  For each county (a) LDR/LDC is reviewed (b) All related sections of the LDR/LDCs 
are selected (c) Each LDR/LDC is then analyzed for the specific characteristics described below:  
 
v.1  County ID: Listed in the coding information file in alphabetical order 1 – 67 
 
Open Space Characteristics 
 
v. 2 Have a definition of open space? 
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 3 Does it require the preservation of open space as part of development?  
Only interested in open space that is required as part of residential subdivision development, 
specifically single family residential, not interested in other categories of development 
(commercial; mixed use; agricultural). 
 No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 4 Does it require that open space be set aside in a contiguous tract of land? 
Open space is required as part of one swath of land with no roads, parking lots, or houses etc. 
through it or in the middle of it.  There must be a connection through the entire open space area.  
You would be able to walk it and never leave the confines of the open space.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2 
 
v. 5 Does it provide incentives for the preservation of open space? 
Incentives may include but are not limited to density bonuses, fast track permitting, shortened 
development review process.  Allowing clustered development techniques is a type of incentive 
because it generally allows for increased density on the developed portion of the lot.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 6 Does it identify the type of land that must be included within the open space? 
For example, primary conservation lands, areas that are particularly valuable for conservation.  
This may include riparian areas, 100 year floodplain, slopes, wetlands, habitat for endangered 
species, archeological sites.  Secondary lands including historic sites, healthy native forests more 
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than one acre long, existing healthy trees larger than 8 inches, prime agricultural lands.   Check 
to see if the ordinance specifically addresses the protection of primary and secondary areas, or 
does not use that term, but identifies types of habitat that must be included such as wetlands etc.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 7 Does it identify hardscape elements that are not allowed within the common open 
space? 
These features should not be allowed, meaning the language should specifically state that they 
shall not be included, or are prohibited.  Examples of elements include roads, parking lots, 
existing structures, septic systems, and playgrounds. The prohibited elements do not have to 
match the above list but they should include man-made physical structures.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 8 Does it identify recreational elements that are allowed within the common open space?  
Elements can include, parks, playgrounds, golf course, walking trials, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, marinas etc.  These elements can also be man-made but the purpose of them should be 
for active or passive recreation.  The allowed elements do not have to match the above list.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 9 Does it include a list of permissible activities?  
This may include a list of passive and active recreational activities including walking in the open 
space, bird watching, bike riding.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 10 Does it include a list of prohibited activities and uses? 
Prohibited activities may include anything the county perceives as detrimental to the health and 
environmental quality of the open space including hunting, fishing, driving with unauthorized 
vehicles, removing plant material, dumping garbage etc.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 11 Does it mention activities that protect open space and natural areas during 
development?   
A number of actions taken during the building phase of development, from the initial removal of 
trees through the building of homes, can affect the long term health of the open space.  Policies 
can address these elements by prohibiting access to the open space during construction.  Methods 
can include clear signage, physical barriers, presence of regulatory officials.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 12 Is legal protection of the open space required? 
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There are two primary tools for permanently protecting for open space in conservation 
subdivisions: conservation easements and restrictive covenants.  A conservation easement is a 
legal document which establishes an agreement between a property owner and a 2nd party that 
restricts the use of the property.  Restrictive covenants sometimes called deed restrictions can 
prohibit homeowners from certain actions on their property, can specify pain colors, types of 
appliances to be purchased, type of grass to be used etc.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 13 Does it require that the open space design connect to existing community-wide open 
space?  
Provide for connectivity with protected or natural areas outside the development.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 14 Does it require design of open space to account for future land use of surrounding 
areas?  
The development of roads, schools, or other subdivisions outside of the development footprint 
can have an impact on protected open space.  However, steps can be taken to buffer the open 
space from the area outside the development and any changes that take place over time.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 15 Does it prohibit residential structures to abut the natural area? 
Development structures include residential and communal structures and hardscape features such 
as playgrounds, swimming pools, tennis courts.  Are these structures allowed to exist directly 
next to the natural area?  For example: some counties require buffers between the natural and 
built area, or allow only recreational structures (bike racks, bathrooms) next to the natural area.    
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 16 Does it require education for residents about open space? 
Education can be provided by local government representatives, local NGOs and developer 
representatives.  Education can also include requirements for signage or information about the 
natural area.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 17 Does it require clear ownership of the open space?  
One or more entities or groups that will have ownership over the open space.  Generally the 
HOA, occasionally a local land trust or government agency and sometimes responsibilities are 
split between both.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 18 Open Space Index 
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Count the total number of times that Yes was coded for variables 4-19.  Record that number.   
 
v. 19 Does it require access to the open space for management?   
Access in this case is for the express purpose of management, not interested in whether or not 
access is granted to homeowners and residents.  Access can be provided by a walkway, a road 
into the natural area, but some way for those who are responsible for the open space to get into 
the protected area without trespassing through homeowner lots or breaking down a fence around 
the protected area.    
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
v. 20 Is an open space management plan required? 
The management plan should address the maintenance, management and ongoing upkeep 
activities that should be conducted within the protected area and open space.  Some counties 
require a management plan specific to habitat that is protected for threatened (T) and endangered 
(E) species, this is not the type of management plan we are interested in.  While special habitat 
for T and E species can be part of open space habitat a management plan for this area would only 
address management in that specific area and not the overall maintenance of the entire open 
space.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
** The following questions only apply if the answer to v.22 is YES.  If the answer for v.22 is No 
then please code variables 22a, and 22b as not applicable and continue on to variable 23. 
 
v. 20a Does it require the management plan to identify maintenance objectives? 
Maintenance objectives can include long term and short term goals for protecting the open space.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
Not applicable = 0 
 
v. 20b Does it require that changes to the plan be approved by a regulatory entity?   
Before plan can be changed oversight is required by county, % of HOA members, or third party 
with some responsibility for open space.    
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
Not applicable = 0 
 
v. 21 Does it require specifics about who will manage the open space? 
Generally this is responsibility is passed from the developer to the HOA.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
**The following questions only apply if the answer to v.23 is YES.  If the answer for v.23 is No 
then please code variables 23a as not applicable and continue on to variable 24. 
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v. 21a Does it address the consequences of failure to manage by the responsible party? 
If the answer to v. 25 is no then the answer is not applicable.  If the answer to v. 25 is Yes please 
answer Yes or No.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
Not applicable = 0 
 
v. 22 Does it require maintenance efforts in the open space? 
Maintenance activities can involve a number of activities including mowing, burning, invasive 
plant removal, watering etc.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
 
**The following questions only apply if the answer to v.24 is YES.  If the answer for v.24 is No 
then please code variables 24a - 24e as not applicable and continue on to variable 25. 
 
v. 22a Does it require an estimate for the costs for maintenance activities? 
These costs should include both the actual activity costs (fuel and repairs for the lawn mower) 
but also salaries of people conducting the management.  This question is only relevant if the 
answer to v.28 was Yes.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
Not applicable = 0 
 
v. 22b Does it require funding for maintenance? 
Again a long term vision is required here, the requirement must specify perpetual funding.  If 
maintenance is not required in the open space (v.28 = no), then the answer for this question  is 
not applicable.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
Not applicable = 0 
 
v. 22c Does it require management efforts that enhance local flora? 
These management activities may include regular controlled burning, removal of invasive 
species, and restoration efforts.    
If maintenance is not required in the open space (v.28 = no) then this variable is not applicable.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
Not applicable = 0 
 
v. 22d Does it require management efforts that enhance local fauna? 
This includes species of concern (threatened, endangered).  If maintenance is not required in the 
open space (v.28 = no) then this variable is not applicable.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
Not applicable = 0 
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v. 22e Does it specify a length of time that management activities will continue?  
No specific time length required this could be anything from 1 year to eternity.  If maintenance is 
not required in the open space (v.28 = no) then this variable is not applicable.   
No = 1 
Yes = 2  
Not applicable = 0 
 
v. 23 Management Index 
Count the total number of times that Yes was coded for variables 22-33.  Record that number.   
 
The following questions are open-ended variables.  Please answer them exactly as they are 
seen in the LDRs. 
 
v. 24 What % open space is required for traditional residential development?  
If the value is 5 percent please record the numerical value of 5.   
 
v. 25 What is the definition of open space? 
Record word for word.  If there is no definition the answer would be not applicable = 0 
 
v. 26 Which elements are prohibited within the open space? 
This question is directly related to v. 9.  If the answer to v.9 is no then the answer to this variable 
will be not applicable. Otherwise list the elements that are prohibited (roads, parking lots, 
existing structures etc). 
Not applicable = 0   
 
v. 27 Which elements are allowed within the open space?   
This question is directly related to v. 10.  If the answer to v.10 is no then the answer to this 
variable will be not applicable. Otherwise list the elements that are allowed (pedestrian paths, 
parks, swimming beaches etc). 
Not applicable = 0   
 
v. 28 How is open space protected in perpetuity? This question is directly related to v. 10.  If 
the answer to v.10 is no then the answer to this variable will be not applicable. Otherwise list the 
elements that are allowed (pedestrian paths, parks, swimming beaches etc). 
Not applicable = 0   
 
v. 29 How long is management required for? 
If the answer to v. 28 is no then the answer to this variable will be not applicable. Otherwise, 
please list the length in time in years that management activities will continue.  Months would be 
listed as a proportion of years for example 3 months would be ¼ .   
Not applicable = 0  
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APPENDIX D 
CONTENT ANALYSIS QUESTIONS 

1. What was the County ID 
A. Open Space Protection (16 question + the Open Space Index) 
2. Have a definition of open space? 
3. Does it require the preservation of open space as part of development?  
4. Does it require that open space be set aside in a contiguous tract of land?  
5. Does it provide incentives for the preservation of open space? 
6. Does it identify the type of land that must be included in open space? 
7. Does it identify hardscape elements that are not allowed within the open space? 
8. Does it identify recreational elements that are allowed within the open space? 
9. Does it include a list of permissible activities? 
10. Does it include a list of prohibited activities and uses? 
11. Does it mention activities that protect open space and natural areas during development?   
12. Is legal protection of the open space required?  
13. Does it require that the open space design connect to existing community-wide open space 
14. Does it require design of open space to account for future land use of surrounding areas?  
15. Does it prohibit residential structures that abut the natural area? 
16. Does it require education for residents about open space? 
17. Does it require clear ownership of the open space? 
18. What was the Open Space Index? 
 
B. Long-term Management of Open Space (12 questions + the Management Index) 
19. Does it require access to the open space for management?   
20. Is an open space management plan required? 

20a. Does it require the management plan to identify maintenance objectives? 
20b. Does it require that changes to the plan be approved by a regulatory entity? 

21. Does it require specifics about who will manage the open space? 
21a. Does it address the consequences of failure to manage by the responsible party? 

22. Does it require maintenance efforts in the open space? 
22a. Does it require an estimate for the costs for maintenance activities? 
22b. Does it require funding for maintenance in perpetuity? 
22c. Does it require management efforts that enhance local flora? 
22d. Does it require management efforts that enhance local fauna? 
22e. Does it specify a length of time that management activities will continue? 

23 What was the Management Index?  
 
C. Open Ended Questions (6 items) 
24 What % open space is required for traditional residential development?  
25 What is the definition of open space? 
26. Which elements are prohibited within the open space? 
27. Which elements are allowed within the open space?   
28. How is open space protected in perpetuity?  
29. How long is management required for? 
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APPENDIX E 
COUNTY DATA FOR THE 28 OPEN SPACE INDEX AND OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT QUESTIONS 

 
The data below includes the responses for each county LDR and zoning code for the 16 open space questions.  The question numbers relate to the 
numbers listed in Appendix D.  One point  was given if the criterion asked about was included within the county regulations.      
County Name Q.2 Q.3 Q.4 Q.5 Q.6 Q.7 Q.8 Q.9 Q.10 Q.11 Q.12 Q.13 Q.14 Q.15 Q.16  Q.17 OSI* 
Alachua   1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 14 
Bay  0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Bradford  1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 10 
Brevard  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 11 
Broward  0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 9 
Charlotte  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 12 
Citrus  0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 9 
Clay  1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Collier  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 9 
DeSoto  1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 7 
Duval  1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 7 
Escambia  1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Flagler  1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 8 
Franklin  0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 6 
Gadsden  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 
Glades  1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Hamilton  1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 
Hardee  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 9 
Hendry  0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Hernando  0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Highlands  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 10 
Hillsborough  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 
Holmes  1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Indian River  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 10 
Jackson  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Jefferson  1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 9 
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County Name Q.2 Q.3 Q.4 Q.5 Q.6 Q.7 Q.8 Q.9 Q.10 Q.11 Q.12 Q.13 Q.14 Q.15 Q.16 Q.17 OSI 
Lafayette  1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 5 
Lake  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
Lee  1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 9 
Leon  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 11 
Levy  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 
Madison  1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 7 
Manatee  1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 7 
Marion  1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 8 
Martin  1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 11 
Monroe  1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 
Nassau  1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 7 
Okaloosa  1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 6 
Okeechobee  0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Orange  1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 7 
Osceola  0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Palm Beach  1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 8 
Pasco  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 13 
Pinellas  1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 
Polk  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 10 
Putnam  1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 8 
Santa Rosa  1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 
Sarasota  0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 
Seminole  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 12 
St. Johns  0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
St. Lucie  0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 9 
Sumter  1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 10 
Suwannee  1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 8 
Taylor  0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 
Volusia  1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 
Wakulla  1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 
Walton  1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 7 
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County Name Q.2 Q.3 Q.4 Q.5 Q.6 Q.7 Q.8 Q.9 Q.10 Q.11 Q.12 Q.13 Q.14 Q.15 Q.16 Q.17 OSI 
Washington  1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 
* OSI – Open Space Index (Total number of yes answers) 
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