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FLORIDA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT LABORATORY

LAND USE POLITICS SURVEY

These questions are designed to provide a picture of the land-use practices and issues related to urban growth
that might exist in local jurisdictions. These questions are also designed to provide a better understanding of how
different groups or coalitions influence the effectiveness of land-use policies aimed at containing growth. For the
purpose of this survey, effectiveness is defined as the ability for land-use policies to attain their intended goals
and objectives.

SECTION I: Background Information on Your Jurisdiction
The following questions are intended to get some information about the characteristics of your jurisdiction and
the community sentiment about urban growth.

1. Please rate the current situation and future outlook in your jurisdiction for each of the areas. Circle one
number for each policy area for the current situation and for the future outlook (1 = Very poor... 5=
Excellent).

CURRENT SITUATION FUTURE OUTLOOK
POLICY AREA 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Very poor Excellent Very poor Excellent
Economic opportunity 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Housing affordability 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Housing quality 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Urban aesthetics 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Traffic flow 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Vitality of the downtown 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Open space 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Farmland preservation 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Recreation opportunity 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Air quality 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Water quality 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Neighborhood quality 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Public safety 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Urban land consumption 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Infrastructure 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

2. What is, in your opinion, your jurisdiction’s sentiment toward the growth of business and industry? Circle the
letter indicating best answer.

a) There is general consensus that it should be restricted

b) There is consensus that it should be restricted in some cases
c) There is much disagreement on the issue

d) There is consensus it should be encouraged in some cases

e) There is general consensus it should be encouraged

3.What is, in your opinion, your jurisdiction’s sentiment toward residential development? Circle the letter
indicating best answer.

a) There is general consensus that it should be strictly restricted
b) There is consensus that it should be restricted in some cases
c) There is much disagreement on the issue

d) There is agreement it should be encouraged in some cases

e) There is general consensus it should be strongly encouraged
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4. To the best of your understanding, what is your jurisdiction’s attitude toward development? Circle one
number for each type of development (1 = Highly discourage... 5 = Highly encourage).

ATTITUDE
TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT 1 2 3 4 9)
Highly discourage Highly encourage
Commercial development 1 2 & 4 5
Industrial development 1 2 3 4 5
Residential development 1 2 3 4 5
Multi-family housing 1 2 3 4 5
Affordable housing 1 2 3 4 5

5. According to your own view, which of the following issues should be a priority in your jurisdiction? Circle
one number for each issue (1= Low priority... 5 = High priority).

PRIORITY
ISSUES 1 2 3 4 5
Low High

Traffic congestion 1 2 3 4 5
Supply of land for residential development 1 2 3 4 5
Sewer capacity limits 1 2 & 4 5
Urban sprawl 1 2 3 4 5
Loss of agriculture to urbanization 1 2 3 4 5
High housing costs 1 2 3 4 5
Insufficient low-income housing 1 2 3 4 5
School crowding 1 2 3 4 5
Wastewater treatment facility capacity 1 2 3 4 5
Limited water supply 1 2 3 4 5
Water pollution 1 2 & 4 5
Destruction of important wildlife and their habitats 1 2 3 4 5
Urban decline 1 2 3 4 5
Lack of fund for government projects 1 2 3 4 5
Government encroachment on private property rights 1 2 3 4 5
Long delays in the development permitting process 1 2 3 4 5

SECTION II: Your Jurisdiction’s Land-Use Management System

The following questions are intended to provide information concerning the land-use management system in
place in your jurisdiction.

1. Does your jurisdiction have an adopted comprehensive plan or its equivalent?

No — Go to Question 5
Yes

|—>2. Does state planning legislation require you to adopt a comprehensive plan?

No — Go to Question 3
Yes — Go to Question 4

3. Does state planning legislation encourage you to adopt a comprehensive plan?

No — Go to Question 5
Yes — Go to Question 4
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4. What role has the state government played in influencing land-use planning in your jurisdiction in terms of?
Circle one number for each state role (1 = Weak... 5= Strong).

STRENGTH OF STATE MANDATE
STATE’S ROLE 1 2 3 4 5
Weak Strong

Defining specific goals and objectives
Providing technical and financial assistance
Building local commitment to state goals
Emphasizing stakeholder involvement
Facilitating intergovernmental cooperation
Monitoring compliance

el e
NN NN
WWwwww
B S S A
o1 o1 o1 o1 01Ol

5. Various mechanisms, programs or practices may be employed to manage urban growth and protect farmlands
and environmentally sensitive lands. Please identify the mechanisms, programs or practices that are used in your
jurisdiction from the following list and indicate the approximate time in use. Check all that apply.

In use

PROGRAMS Not used <lyear |1-5 5+ years

years

Urban Services and Facilities

a) Urban service area
(geographic limit of the extent of services)

b) Infrastructure phasing
(plan for location and timing of future urban service extensions)

¢) Municipal boundary
(municipal provision of key facilities and services)

d) Urban growth boundary
(containment of urban-scale development within boundary)

e) Level of service standards
(performance standards for urban services)

f)  Spatial capital investment
(new infrastructure investments in existing or planned areas)

g) Special service district
(only provider of key public facilities and services

Urban Growth Phasing

h) Urban reserve district
(reserve for future urban-scale development at urban fringe)

i) Public land management
(preserve publicly-owned land from development)

Rural Growth Management

j)  Agriculture/open space district
(exclusive farm, forest and other open space uses)

k) Urban fringe resource management
(overlay of district for rural areas with stringent standards)

)  Rural growth monitoring
(monitor projected demand for rural land)

Rural/Open Space Protection

m) Transfer of development rights
(transfer development rights of rural area to urban area)

n) Purchase of development rights
(public purchase of rural area development right)

0) Urban fringe land acquisition
(public acquisition of urban fringe lands)

p) Urban/rural buffer or greenbelt
(small-scale greenbelt around urban area)

g) Small lot zoning
(small minimum lot size)

r) Large lot zoning
(large minimum lot size in rural zoning districts)

s) Open space zoning
(development allowed only on one portion of parcel)
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6. How important have each of the following factors been in contributing to the adoption of policies seeking to
limit development and/or protect farmland, and/or protect environmentally sensitive areas in your jurisdiction?
Circle one number for each factor (1 = Not important... 5 = Very important).

ADOPTION OF POLICIES
FACTORS 1 2 3 4 5
Not important Very important

Staff commitment to limit development
Local political action

Community wealth

Existing densities

Seriousness of the sprawl problem
Plan recommendation

Availability of land for development
Availability of funding

State mandate
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7. Following is a list of goals that are often associated with mechanisms, programs or practices to restrict urban
growth and protect farmlands and environmentally sensitive lands programs. To what extent was each of these

goals important to the adoption of these mechanisms, programs or practices? Circle one number for each goal
(1 = Not important... 5 = Very important).

IMPORTANCE
GOALS 1 2 3 4 5
Not important Very important

Physically contain urban growth 1 2 3 4 5
Restrain population growth 1 2 3 4 5
Preserve agricultural lands and open spaces 1 2 3 4 5
Protect environmentally sensitive areas 1 2 3 4 5
Accommodate urban development 1 2 3 4 5
Restrict urban development 1 2 3 4 5
Improve quality of life 1 2 3 4 5
Provide economic opportunities 1 2 3 4 5
Provide housing opportunities 1 2 & 4 5
Provide more efficient infrastructures 1 2 3 4 5
Reduce urban sprawl 1 2 3 4 5

Improve neighborhood quality
Increase vitality of the downtown
Promote fiscal health

SECTION Il1: Effectiveness of Your Jurisdiction’s Land-Use Management System

This section is concerned with evaluating the degree to which the land-use management system adopted in your
jurisdiction has reached its intended goals and objectives.

1. To the best of your recollection, what is the number of development orders that have been approved over the
past twelve months?

2. To the best of your recollection, what percentage of the permitted development required a variance?
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3. In the implementation of land development policies, there are requests to allow exceptions or variances. What
is your estimate of how often, in the past year, your jurisdiction granted exceptions for each of the following
programs? Circle all that apply. If the program is not in use in your jurisdiction, leave blank (1 = Never
granted... 5 = Always granted when requested).

EXCEPTIONS
PROGRAMS 1 2 3 4 5
Never granted Always granted
when requested
Urban Services and Facilities
a) Urban service area 1 2 3 4 5
b) Infrastructure phasing 1 2 3 4 5
¢) Municipal boundary 1 2 3 4 5
d) Urban growth boundary 1 2 3 4 5
e) Level of service standards 1 2 3 4 5
f) Spatial capital investment 1 2 3 4 5
g) Special service district 1 2 3 4 5
Urban Growth Phasing
h) Urban reserve district 1 2 3 5
i)  Public land management 1 2 3 4 5
Rural Growth Management
j)  Agriculture/open space district 1 2 3 4 5
k) Urban fringe resource management 1 2 3 4 5
) Rural growth monitoring 1 2 3 4 5
Rural/Open Space Protection
m) Transfer of development rights 1 2 3 4 5
n) Purchase of development rights 1 2 3 4 5
0) Urban fringe land acquisition 1 2 3 4 5
p) Urban/rural buffer or greenbelt 1 2 3 4 5
g) Small lot zoning 1 2 3 4 5
r) Large lot zoning 1 2 3 4 5
s) Open space zoning 1 2 3 4 5

4. How effective do you think the land management system in place in your jurisdiction is in? Circle one
number for each goal (1 = Ineffective... 5= Very Effective).

EFFECTIVENESS
GOALS 1 2 3 4 5
Ineffective Very effective

Physically containing urban growth?
Restraining population growth?

Preserving agricultural lands and open spaces?
Protecting environmentally sensitive areas?
Accommodating urban development?
Restricting urban development?

Improving quality of life?

Providing economic opportunities?
Providing housing opportunities?
Providing more efficient infrastructures?
Reducing urban sprawl!?

Improving neighborhood quality?
Increasing vitality of the downtown?
Promoting fiscal health?
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SECTION IV: Coalition Politics and Land-Use Planning
The following section explores some characteristics or traits of your jurisdiction regarding the local approaches
to urban growth of various groups or coalitions, and individuals.

1. Local jurisdictions vary in the degree of involvement of individuals and groups in local government issues.
How would you describe the general level of involvement in local political issues of the following individuals or
groups over the past five years? Circle the number that represents the level of involvement of each
individuals or groups (1 = Not involved... 5 = Very involved).

LOCAL POLITICAL ISSUES
INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS 1 2 3 4 5
Not involved Very involved

Local government department heads

Local elected officials

Individual citizens

University representatives

Agricultural or forest industry groups
Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce)
Development groups (homebuilder association)
Land developer trade associations

Real estate associations

Other trade associations

Affordable housing groups

Environmental groups

Neighborhood groups

Professional groups (e. g. architects)
Property rights groups

Good government groups

Sportsmen’s groups

Media groups
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2. Please identify the individuals or groups who, to the best of your knowledge, have supported or opposed the
construction of new apartments or housing within your jurisdiction. Circle the number that represents the
level of support of each individuals or groups (1 = Opposed... 5 = Supported).

NEW APPARTMENTS OR HOUSING
INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS 1 2 3 4 5
Opposed Supported

Local government department heads

Local elected officials

Individual citizens

University representatives

Agricultural or forest industry groups
Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce)
Development groups (homebuilder association)
Land developer trade associations

Real estate associations

Other trade associations

Affordable housing groups

Environmental groups

Neighborhood groups

Professional groups (e. g. architects)
Property rights groups

Good government groups

Sportsmen’s groups

Media groups
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3. Please identify the individuals or groups who, to the best of your knowledge, have supported or opposed the
growth of business and industry within your jurisdiction. Circle the number that represents the level of
support of each individuals or groups (1 = Opposed... 5 = Supported).

GROWTH OF BUSINESS & INDUSTRY
INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS 1 2 3 4 5
Opposed Supported

Local government department heads

Local elected officials

Individual citizens

University representatives

Agricultural or forest industry groups
Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce)
Development groups (homebuilder association)
Land developer trade associations

Real estate associations

Other trade associations

Affordable housing groups

Environmental groups

Neighborhood groups

Professional groups (e. g. architects)
Property rights groups

Good government groups

Sportsmen’s groups

Media groups
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4. Please identify the individuals or groups who, to the best of your knowledge, have supported or opposed
growth management efforts, more specifically the containment of urban sprawl, within your jurisdiction. Circle
the number that represents the level of support of each individuals or groups (1 = Opposed... 5 =
Supported).

GROWTH MANAGEMENT
INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS 1 2 3 4 5
Opposed Supported

Local government department heads

Local elected officials

Individual citizens

University representatives

Agricultural or forest industry groups
Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce)
Development groups (homebuilder association)
Land developer trade associations

Real estate associations

Other trade associations

Affordable housing groups

Environmental groups

Neighborhood groups

Professional groups (e. g. architects)
Property rights groups

Good government groups

Sportsmen’s groups

Media groups
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5. In your opinion, what is the level of financial and human resources of the following individuals or groups?
Circle the number that represents the level of resources of each individuals or groups (1 = Low level... 5 =
High level).

RESOURCES
INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS 1 2 3 4 5
Low level High level
Local government department heads 1 2 3 4 5
Local elected officials 1 2 3 4 5
Individual citizens 1 2 3 4 5
University representatives 1 2 3 4 5
Agricultural or forest industry groups 1 2 3 4 5
Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce) 1 2 3 4 5
Development groups (homebuilder association) 1 2 & 4 5
Land developer trade associations 1 2 3 4 5
Real estate associations 1 2 3 4 5
Other trade associations 1 2 3 4 5
Affordable housing groups 1 2 3 4 5
Environmental groups 1 2 3 4 5
Neighborhood groups 1 2 3 4 5
Professional groups (e. g. architects) 1 2 3 4 5
Property rights groups 1 2 3 4 5
Good government groups 1 2 3 4 5
Sportsmen’s groups 1 2 3 4 5
Media groups 1 2 3 4 5

6. How often would you say neighbors or other groups oppose projects that are technically legal (allowed by plan
and zoning)? Circle letter indicating best answer.

a) Never

b) Less than half the time
c) Half the time

d) More than half the time
e) Almost always

7. What are the avenues for citizen input that are most frequently used in your jurisdiction? Circle all that
apply.

a) Appointed advisory group
b) Public hearings

c¢) Workshops or forums

d) Citizen surveys

) Other (specify)
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8. How often are the following individuals or groups represented during opportunities given to take part in the
decision-making process regarding land use issues? Circle one number for each individual or group (1 = Not
often represented... 5 = Often represented).

LAND USE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS
INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS 1 2 3 4 5
Not often represented Often represented

Agricultural or forest industry groups
Business groups (e. g. chambers of commerce)
Development groups (homebuilder association)
Land developer trade associations

Real estate associations

Other trade associations

Affordable housing groups

Environmental groups

Neighborhood groups

Professional groups (e. g. architects)

Property rights groups

Good government groups

Sportsmen’s groups

Individual citizens

Media

University
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9. How successful are the following individuals or groups in achieving their ends? Circle one number for each
individual or group (1 = Not successful... 5 = Very successful).

SUCCESS IN ACHIEVING ENDS
INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS 1 2 3 4 5
Not successful Very successful

Agricultural or forest industry groups
Business groups (e. g. chambers of commerce)
Development groups (homebuilder association)
Land developer trade associations

Real estate associations

Other trade associations

Affordable housing groups

Environmental groups

Neighborhood groups

Professional groups (e. g. architects)

Property rights groups

Good government groups

Sportsmen’s groups

Individual citizens

Media

University
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THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING TIME TO REPLY TO OUR SURVEY. YOUR
PARTICIPATION IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT, AND YOUR RESPONSES WILL REMAIN

ANONYMOUS.
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APPENDIX B:
UNIVARIATE STATISTICS AND BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS
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Table 1: Sentiment toward growth Issues

Growth Business Growth Residential
and industry Development
Sentiment Sentiment
N Valid 237 236
Missing 5 6
Mean 4.4262 3.7669
Std. Deviation .87323 1.11505
Minimum 1.00 1.00
Maximum 5.00 5.00

Table 2: Sentiment toward the Growth Business and Industry

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Restriction 3 1.2 1.3 1.3
Restriction
in some cases 8 8.3 3-4 4-6
Disagreement
on the issue 19 7-9 8.0 12.7
Encouraged in
some cases 62 25.6 26.2 38.8
Encouraged 145 59.9 61.2 100.0
Total 237 97.9 100.0
Missing System 5 2.1
Total 242 100.0

Table 3: Sentiment toward the Growth of Residential Development

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Restriction 3 1.2 1.3 1.3
Restriction
in some cases 43 17-8 18.2 19.5
Disagreement
on the issue 33 13.6 14.0 33.5
Encouraged in
some cases 84 34.7 35.6 69.1
Encouraged 73 30.2 30.9 100.0
Total 236 97.5 100.0
Missing System 6 2.5
Total 242 100.0
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Table 4: Priorities in the Jurisdictions

Std. Minimum Maximum
Mean Deviation N
Traffic Congestion 3.5667 1.15518 240
Land for Residential 5 8410 1.14854 5 239
Development ) )
Sewer capacity limits 3.0169 1.18238 1 237
Urban Sprawl 3.3191 1.26940 1 235
Loss of agriculture to 1
urbanization 2.7093 1.30826 227
High Housing Costs 3.3808 1.10071 5 239
Insufficient low-income 32845 1.12020 5 239
Housing ) )
School crowding 3.4500 1.22286 5 240
Wastewater treatment facility 3.0213 1.18915 5 235
capacity ) )
Limited water supply 3.1172 1.26810 1 5 239
Water pollution 3.1250 1.07511 1 5 240
Destruction of wildlife 3.2605 1.08275 1 5 238
Urban decline 2.9622 1.19891 1 5 238
Lack of government funding 3.8875 1.01033 1 5 240
Government encroachment on > 2887 1.03931 1 5 239
private property rights - -
Delays in the development > 6625 1.18862 1 5 240
permitting process ) )
Table 5: Traffic Congestion
valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 15 6.2 6.3 6.3
2.00 30 12.4 12.5 18.8
3.00 54 22.3 22.5 41.3
4.00 86 35.5 35.8 77.1
5.00 55 22.7 22.9 100.0
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missin System > 8
9 .
Total 242 100.0
Table 6: Land for Residential Development
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 32 13.2 13.4 13.4
2.00 63 26.0 26.4 39.7
3.00 75 31.0 31.4 71.1
4.00 49 20.2 20.5 91.6
5.00 20 8.3 8.4 100.0
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missin System 3 1.2
9 .
Total 242 100.0
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Table 7: Sewer Capacity Limits

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 34 14.0 14.3 14.3
2.00 38 15.7 16.0 30.4
3.00 78 32.2 32.9 63.3
4.00 64 26.4 27.0 90.3
5.00 23 9.5 9.7 100.0
Total 237 97.9 100.0
Missin System 5 2.1
%otal 242 100.0
Table 8: Urban Sprawl
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 30 12.4 12.8 12.8
2.00 30 12.4 12.8 25.5
3.00 53 21.9 22.6 48.1
4.00 79 32.6 33.6 81.7
5.00 43 17.8 18.3 100.0
Total 235 97.1 100.0
Missin System 7 2.9
%otal 242 100.0
Table 9: Loss of Agriculture to Urbanization
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 60 24.8 26.4 26.4
2.00 38 15.7 16.7 43.2
3.00 55 22.7 24 .2 67.4
4.00 56 23.1 247 92.1
5.00 18 7.4 7.9 100.0
Total 227 93.8 100.0
Missin  System 15 6.2
gotal 242 100.0
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Table 10: High Housing Costs

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 10 4.1 4.2 4.2
2.00 45 18.6 18.8 23.0
3.00 69 28.5 28.9 51.9
4.00 74 30.6 31.0 82.8
5.00 41 16.9 17.2 100.0
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missin  System 3 1.2
g -
Total 242 100.0
Table 11: Insufficient Low-Income Housing
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 14 5.8 5.9 5.9
2.00 48 19.8 20.1 25.9
3.00 68 28.1 28.5 54.4
4.00 74 30.6 31.0 85.4
5.00 35 14.5 14.6 100.0
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missin System 3 1.2
g -
Total 242 100.0
Table 12: School Crowding
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 15 6.2 6.3 6.3
2.00 44 18.2 18.3 24.6
3.00 59 24.4 24.6 49.2
4.00 62 25.6 25.8 75.0
5.00 60 24.8 25.0 100.0
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missin System 5 8
g -
Total 242 100.0
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Table 13: Wastewater Treatment Facility Capacity

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 28 11.6 11.9 11.9
2.00 48 19.8 20.4 32.3
3.00 81 33.5 34.5 66.8
4.00 47 19.4 20.0 86.8
5.00 31 12.8 13.2 100.0
Total 235 97.1 100.0
Missin System 7 2.9
'?'otal 242 100.0
Table 14: Limited Water Supply
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 32 13.2 13.4 13.4
2.00 43 17.8 18.0 31.4
3.00 69 28.5 28.9 60.3
4.00 55 22.7 23.0 83.3
5.00 40 16.5 16.7 100.0
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missin System 3 1.2
%otal 242 100.0
Table 15: Water Pollution
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 19 7.9 7.9 7.9
2.00 46 19.0 19.2 27.1
3.00 83 34.3 34.6 61.7
4.00 70 28.9 29.2 90.8
5.00 22 9.1 9.2 100.0
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missin  System 5 8
gotal 242 100.0
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Table 16: Destruction of Wildlife

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
vValid 1.00 19 7.9 8.0 8.0
2.00 33 13.6 13.9 21.8
3.00 79 32.6 33.2 55.0
4.00 81 33.5 34.0 89.1
5.00 26 10.7 10.9 100.0
Total 238 98.3 100.0
Missin System 4 1.7
g .
Total 242 100.0
Table 17: Urban Decline
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 30 12.4 12.6 12.6
2.00 58 24.0 24.4 37.0
3.00 68 28.1 28.6 65.5
4.00 55 22.7 23.1 88.7
5.00 27 11.2 11.3 100.0
Total 238 98.3 100.0
Missing System 4 1.7
Total 242 100.0
Table 18: Lack of Government Funding
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 5 2.1 2.1 2.1
2.00 18 7.4 7.5 9.6
3.00 53 21.9 22.1 31.7
4.00 87 36.0 36.3 67.9
5.00 77 31.8 32.1 100.0
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missin System 5 8
g .
Total 242 100.0
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Table 19: Property Rights

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 60 24 .8 25.1 25.1
2.00 87 36.0 36.4 61.5
3.00 62 25.6 25.9 87.4
4.00 23 9.5 9.6 97.1
5.00 7 2.9 2.9 100.0
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missin System 3 1.2
gotal 242 100.0
Table 20: Delays in the Development Permitting Process
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
valid 1.00 45 18.6 18.8 18.8
2.00 67 27.7 27.9 46.7
3.00 73 30.2 30.4 77.1
4.00 34 14.0 14.2 91.3
5.00 21 8.7 8.8 100.0
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missin System 5 8
%otal 242 100.0
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Table 21: Factors Contributing to the Adoption of Urban Containment Policies

Land
Local Available
Staff Political Community Exist Sprawl Plan for Fund State
Commitment Action Wealth Densities Problem Recommendation | Development | Availability | Mandate
N Vvalid 232 236 232 233 233 233 234 236 234
ﬂéss' 10 6 10 9 9 9 8 6 8

Mean 3.1078 3.4068 2.6293 3.0773 2.6781 3.4120 3.2479 3.1017 2.8846
std.
Deviation 1.25926 1.18672 1.15117 1.10759 1.18696 1.16790 1.24925 1.32015 1.47931
Minimum

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Maximum

5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00




Table 22: Staff Commitment to Limit Development

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 32 13.2 13.8 13.8
2.00 39 16.1 16.8 30.6
3.00 70 28.9 30.2 60.8
4.00 54 22.3 23.3 84.1
5.00 37 15.3 15.9 100.0
Total 232 95.9 100.0
Missin System 10 4.1
'?'otal 242 100.0
Table 23: Local Political Action
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.1 8.1
2.00 36 14.9 15.3 23.3
3.00 55 22.7 23.3 46.6
4.00 82 33.9 34.7 81.4
5.00 44 18.2 18.6 100.0
Total 236 97.5 100.0
Missin System 6 2.5
?’otal 242 100.0
Table 24: Community Wealth
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 47 194 20.3 20.3
2.00 60 24.8 25.9 46.1
3.00 68 28.1 29.3 75.4
4.00 46 19.0 19.8 95.3
5.00 11 4.5 4.7 100.0
Total 232 95.9 100.0
Missing System 10 4.1
Total 242 100.0
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Table 25: Existing Densities

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 26 10.7 11.2 11.2
2.00 41 16.9 17.6 28.8
3.00 70 28.9 30.0 58.8
4.00 81 33.5 34.8 93.6
5.00 15 6.2 6.4 100.0
Total 233 96.3 100.0
Missin System 9 3.7
'?'otal 242 100.0
Table 26: Sprawl Problem
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 48 19.8 20.6 20.6
2.00 55 22.7 23.6 44 .2
3.00 68 28.1 29.2 73.4
4.00 48 19.8 20.6 94.0
5.00 14 5.8 6.0 100.0
Total 233 96.3 100.0
Missin System 9 3.7
%otal 242 100.0
Table 27: Plan Recommendation
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 23 9.5 9.9 9.9
2.00 23 9.5 9.9 19.7
3.00 60 24.8 25.8 45.5
4.00 89 36.8 38.2 83.7
5.00 38 15.7 16.3 100.0
Total 233 96.3 100.0
Missin  System 9 3.7
gotal 242 100.0

222




Table 28: Land Available for Development

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 29 12.0 12.4 12.4
2.00 34 14.0 14.5 26.9
3.00 60 24.8 25.6 52.6
4.00 72 29.8 30.8 83.3
5.00 39 16.1 16.7 100.0
Total 234 96.7 100.0
Missin System 8 3.3
'?'otal 242 100.0
Table 29: Funding Availability
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 36 14.9 15.3 15.3
2.00 42 17.4 17.8 33.1
3.00 64 26.4 27.1 60.2
4.00 50 20.7 21.2 81.4
5.00 44 18.2 18.6 100.0
Total 236 97.5 100.0
Missin System 6 2.5
%otal 242 100.0
Table 30: State Mandate
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 61 25.2 26.1 26.1
2.00 38 15.7 16.2 42.3
3.00 51 21.1 21.8 64.1
4.00 35 14.5 15.0 79.1
5.00 49 20.2 20.9 100.0
Total 234 96.7 100.0
Missin  System 8 3.3
gotal 242 100.0
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Goals of the Land Use System

Table 31: Contain Urban Growth

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 49 20.2 21.7 21.7
2.00 43 17.8 19.0 40.7
3.00 43 17.8 19.0 59.7
4.00 37 15.3 16.4 76.1
5.00 54 22.3 23.9 100.0
Total 226 93.4 100.0
Missin System 16 6.6
%otal 242 100.0
Table 32: Restrain Population Growth
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 115 47.5 50.4 50.4
2.00 54 22.3 23.7 741
3.00 40 16.5 17.5 91.7
4.00 13 5.4 5.7 97.4
5.00 6 2.5 2.6 100.0
Total 228 94.2 100.0
Missin System 14 5.8
%otal 242 100.0
Table 33: Protect Agricultural Land and Open Space
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 29 12.0 12.9 12.9
2.00 34 14.0 15.1 28.0
3.00 43 17.8 19.1 47.1
4.00 62 25.6 27.6 4.7
5.00 57 23.6 25.3 100.0
Total 225 93.0 100.0
Missin  System 17 70
gotal 242 100.0
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Table 34: Protect Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 5 2.1 2.2 2.2
2.00 20 8.3 8.7 10.9
3.00 49 20.2 21.3 32.2
4.00 81 33.5 35.2 67.4
5.00 75 31.0 32.6 100.0
Total 230 95.0 100.0
Missin  System 12 5.0
g .
Total 242 100.0
Table 35: Accommodate Urban Development
valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 22 9.1 9.6 9.6
2.00 22 9.1 9.6 19.2
3.00 54 22.3 23.6 42.8
4.00 88 36.4 38.4 81.2
5.00 43 17.8 18.8 100.0
Total 229 94.6 100.0
Missin System 13 5.4
g -
Total 242 100.0
Table 36: Restrict Urban Development
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 64 26.4 28.1 28.1
2.00 69 28.5 30.3 58.3
3.00 51 21.1 22.4 80.7
4.00 30 12.4 13.2 93.9
5.00 14 5.8 6.1 100.0
Total 228 94.2 100.0
Missin System 14 5.8
g -
Total 242 100.0
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Table 37: Improve Quality Life

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 7 2.9 3.1 3.1
2.00 14 5.8 6.2 9.3
3.00 47 19.4 20.7 30.0
4.00 92 38.0 40.5 70.5
5.00 67 27.7 29.5 100.0
Total 227 93.8 100.0
Missin System 15 6.2
g .
Total 242 100.0
Table 38: Provide Economic Opportunities
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.2 8.2
2.00 20 8.3 8.7 16.9
3.00 52 21.5 22.5 39.4
4.00 69 28.5 29.9 69.3
5.00 71 29.3 30.7 100.0
Total 231 95.5 100.0
Missin System 11 4.5
g .
Total 242 100.0
Table 39: Provide Housing Opportunities
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.3 8.3
2.00 34 14.0 14.8 23.1
3.00 70 28.9 30.6 53.7
4.00 73 30.2 31.9 85.6
5.00 33 13.6 14.4 100.0
Total 229 94.6 100.0
Missin System 13 5.4
g .
Total 242 100.0
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Table 40: Provide Efficient Infrastructures

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.3 8.3
2.00 26 10.7 11.4 19.7
3.00 52 21.5 22.7 42 .4
4.00 88 36.4 38.4 80.8
5.00 44 18.2 19.2 100.0
Total 229 94.6 100.0
Missin  System 13 5 4
g .
Total 242 100.0
Table 41: Reduce Urban Sprawl
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid 1.00 38 15.7 16.7 16.7
2.00 45 18.6 19.7 36.4
3.00 56 23.1 24.6 61.0
4.00 52 21.5 22.8 83.8
5.00 37 15.3 16.2 100.0
Total 228 94.2 100.0
Missin System 14 5.8
g .
Total 242 100.0
Table 42: Improve Neighborhood Quality
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 1.00 16 6.6 7.0 7.0
2.00 29 12.0 12.7 19.7
3.00 70 28.9 30.7 50.4
4.00 73 30.2 32.0 82.5
5.00 40 16.5 17.5 100.0
Total 228 94.2 100.0
Missin System 14 5.8
g .
Total 242 100.0
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Table 43: Increase Downtown Vitality

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

valid 1.00 42 17.4 19.3 19.3
2.00 42 17.4 19.3 38.5
3.00 33 13.6 15.1 53.7
4.00 53 21.9 24.3 78.0
5.00 48 19.8 22.0 100.0
Total 218 90.1 100.0

Missin  System 24 9.9

gotal 242 100.0

Table 44: Promote Fiscal Health

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid 1.00 22 9.1 9.6 9.6
2.00 31 12.8 13.6 23.2
3.00 61 25.2 26.8 50.0
4.00 59 24.4 25.9 75.9
5.00 55 22.7 24.1 100.0
Total 228 94.2 100.0

Missin System 14 5.8

gotal 242 100.0
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Table 45: Policies Adopted in the Jurisdictions

Std. Minimum Maximum
Mean Deviation
Urban Service Area 2.6042 1.41036 1 4
Infrastructure Phasing 2_.6569 1.35948 1 4
Municipal Boundary 2.8117 1.40307 1 4
Urban Growth Boundary 2.4417 1.39212 1 4
LOS Standards 2.8958 1.33882 1 4
Spatial Capital > 6569 1.37484 1 4
Investment ) )
Special Service District 2.4083 1.41419 1 4
Urban Reserve Dist 1.5542 1.12651 1 4
Public Land Management 2.5083 1.39844 1 4
Agric-Open Space 1 4
District 2.2427 1.38407
Urban Fringe Resource 1 4
Management 1.4370 1.01165
Rural Growth Monitoring 1.5816 1.11551 1 4
TDR 1.4917 1.03896 1 4
PDR 1.4561 1.01105 1 4
Urban Fringe Land 1.5000 1.05100 1 4
Acquisition ) )
Greenbelt 1.5208 1.06267 1 4
Small Lot Zoning 2.6962 1.37182 1 4
Large Lot Zoning 2.6318 1.42840 1 4
Open Space Zoning 2.1561 1.36423 1 4
Table 46: Urban Service Area
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 100 41.3 41.7 41.7
In use less
than 1 year 4 1.7 1.7 43.3
In use 1-5 27 11.2 11.3 54.6
years
in use 5 109 45.0 45_4 100.0
years +
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 242 100.0

229



Table 47: Infrastructure Phasing

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 88 36.4 36.8 36.8
In use less
than 1 year 11 4.5 4.6 41.4
In use 1-5
years 35 14.5 14.6 56.1
in use 5 105 43_4 43.9 100.0
years +
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.3
Total 242 100.0
Table 48: Municipal Boundary
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 85 35.1 35.6 35.6
In use less
than 1 year 6 2-5 2-5 38.1
In use 1-5 17 7.0 7.1 45.2
years
in use 5 131 54.1 54.8 100.0
years +
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.3
Total 242 100.0
Table 49: UGB
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 110 45_.15 45.8 45.8
In use less
than 1 year 6 2-5 2-5 48.3
In use 1-5 32 13.2 13.3 61.7
years
in use 5 92 38.0 38.3 100.0
years +
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 242 100.0
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Table 50: LOS Standards

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 72 29.8 30.0 30.0
In use less
than 1 year 12 5.0 5.0 35.0
In use 1-5
years 25 10.3 10.4 45_4
in use 5 131 54.1 54.6 100.0
years +
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 242 100.0
Table 51: Spatial Capital Investment
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 90 37.2 37.7 37.7
In use less
than 1 year 10 4.1 4.2 41.8
In use 1-5 31 12.8 13.0 54.8
years
in use 5 108 44.6 45.2 100.0
years +
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.3
Total 242 100.0
Table 52: Special Service District
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 115 47.5 47 .9 47 .9
In use less
than 1 year ! 2-9 2-9 50.8
In use 1-5
years 23 9.5 9.6 60.4
in use 5 95 39.3 39.6 100.0
years +
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 242 100.0
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Table 53: Urban Reserve District

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vValid not In use 191 78.9 79.6 79.6
In use less
than 1 year 3 1.2 1-3 80-8
In use 1-5
years 8 3.3 3.3 84.2
In use 5 38 15.7 15.8 100.0
years +
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 242 100.0
Table 54: Public Land Management
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 96 39.7 40.2 40.2
In use less
than 1 year 12 5.0 5.0 45.2
In use 1-5 23 9.5 9.6 54.8
years
in use 5 108 44.6 45.2 100.0
years +
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.3
Total 242 100.0
Table 55: Agriculture-Open Space District
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vValid not In use 126 52.1 52.7 52.7
In use less
than 1 year ° 8.7 3-8 56-5
In use 1-5
years 24 9.9 10.0 66.5
In use 5 80 33.1 33.5 100.0
years +
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.3
Total 242 100.0
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Table 56: Urban Fringe Resource Management

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vValid not In use 199 82.2 83.6 83.3
In use less
than 1 year 1 -4 -4 84.0
In use 1-5
years 11 4.5 4.6 88.7
in use 5 27 11.2 11.3 100.0
years +
Total 238 98.3 100.0
Missing System 4 1.7
Total 242 100.0
Table 57: Rural Growth Monitoring
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid not in use 185 76.4 77.4 77.4
In use less
than 1 year 3 1.2 1.3 8.7
In use 1-5 17 7.0 7.1 85.8
years
in use 5 34 14.0 14.2 100.0
years +
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.2
Total 242 100.0
Table 58: TDR
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vValid not In use 192 79.3 80.0 80.0
In use less
than 1 year ’ 2-9 2-9 82.9
In use 1-5
years 12 5.0 5.0 87.9
in use 5 29 12.0 12.1 100.0
years +
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 242 100.0
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Table 59: PDR

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vValid not In use 195 80.6 81.6 81.6
In use less
than 1 year 6 2-5 2-5 84.1
In use 1-5
years 11 4.5 4.6 88.7
In use 5 27 11.2 11.3 100.0
years +
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.2
Total 242 100.0
Table 60: Urban Fringe Land Acquisition
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid not in use 193 79.8 80.4 80.4
In use less
than 1 year 3 1.2 1.3 81.7
In use 1-5 15 6.2 6.3 87.9
years
in use 5 29 12.0 12.1 100.0
years +
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 242 100.0
Table 61: Greenbelt
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vValid not In use 189 78.1 78.8 78.8
In use less
than 1 year ’ 3.3 3-3 82.1
In use 1-5
years 12 5.0 5.0 87.1
In use 5 31 12.8 12.9 100.0
years +
Total 240 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 242 100.0
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Table 62: Small Lot Zoning

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid not in use 86 35.5 36.3 36.3
In use less
than 1 year 11 4.5 4.6 40.9
In use 1-5 29 12.0 12.2 53.2
years
in use 5 111 45.9 46.8 100.0
years +
Total 237 97.9 100.0
Missing System 5 2.1
Total 242 100.0
Table 63: Large Lot Zoning
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vValid not in use 99 40.9 41.4 41.4
In use less
than 1 year 6 2-5 2-5 43-9
In use 1-5
years 18 7.4 7.5 51.5
in use 5
years + 116 47.9 48.5 100.0
Total 239 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.3
Total 242 100.0
Table 64: Open Space Zoning
valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
vValid not iIn use 130 53.3 54.4 54.9
In use less
than 1 year 11 4.5 4.6 59.5
In use 1-5 24 9.9 10.1 69.6
years
in use 5 72 29.8 30.4 100.0
years +
Total 237 97.9 100.0
Missing System 5 2.1
Total 242 100.0
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Table 65: Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables Effectiveness of Urban

Containment Goals

Dependent Variables Scale Mean Standard Minimum Maximum
Deviation
Contain urban growth 1 to5 3.1696 1.33855 1 5
Restrain population growth 1 to5 2.1355 1.11134 1 5
Preserve agricultural lands 1to5 3.0631 1.31665 1 5
and open Spaces
Protect environmentally 1tob5 1 5
sensitive Areas 3-5451 1.04588
Accommodate urban development 1 to5 3.6695 1.01190 1 5
Restrict urban development 1 to5 2.5872 1.12950 1 5
Improve quality of life 1 to5 3.3856 .87010 1 5
Provide eco opportunities 1 to5 3.4262 1.02502 1 5
Provide housing opportunities 1to5 3.2996 1.00787 1 5
Provide more efficient 1 tob 1 5
infrastructures 3-1845 1-06079
Reduce urban sprawl 1 to5 2.9383 1.24648 1 5
Improve neighborhood quality 1 to5 3.2661 .96379 1 5
Increase downtown vitality 1 to 5 2.9773 1.26218 1 5
Promote fiscal health 1 tob5 3.1667 1.05737 1 5
Percent of cases scoring

Effectiveness

Ineffective | Not so Fair Effective Very

effective effective

Contain urban growth 15.2 16.1 25.9 22.3 20.5
Restrain population growth 37.9 25.2 25.7 7.9 3.3
Preserve agricultural lands and | 16.2 17.6 27 22 17.1
open Spaces
Protect environmentally sensitive | 5.2 9 29.6 38.6 17.6
Areas
Accommodate urban development 5.2 4.7 27.9 42.5 19.7
Restrict urban development 17.9 33 27.5 15.6 6
Improve quality of life 3.4 8.1 42.8 38.1 7.6
Provide eco opportunities 4.6 13.1 30.4 38.8 13.1
Provide housing opportunities 6.3 12.2 35.4 37.1 8.9
Provide more efficient | 9.9 12.4 33.5 37.8 6.4
infrastructures
Reduce urban sprawl 15.4 21.6 29.5 20.7 12.8
Improve neighborhood quality 4.3 15 39.1 33 8.6
Increase downtown vitality 16.4 20 24.5 27.7 11.4
Promote fiscal health 8.1 14.5 39.7 27.8 9.8
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Table 66: Regime Variable

Scale Frequency Valid Percent
Hegemonic anti-growth management 11 5.5
Contested anti-growth management 28 14.1
Split 103 51.8
Contested pro-growth management 37 18.6
Hegemonic pro-growth management 20 10.1
Missing 38 16.0
Total 237 100.0

Table 67: Correlation Matrix -Variables Coding

Containment Policies

Urban service area Vi

Infrastructure phasing V2

Municipal boundary V3

UGB v4

Level of service standards V5

Spatial capital investment V6

Special reserve district V7

Urban reserve district V8

Public V9

Agricultural-open space district V10
Urban V11
Rural growth management V12
PDR V13
TDR V14
Urban V15
Greenbelt V16
Small lot zoning V17
Large lot zoning V18
Open space zoning V19
Mobilization Context

Population growth V20
Income V21
Institutional Fragmentation

Level of fragmentation V22
State Mandate Features

Goals and objectives V23
Technical assistance V24
Local commitment V25
Stakeholder involvement V26
Intergovernmental cooperation V27
Monitoring compliance V28
Local Coalition

Regime V29
Effectiveness of containment goals

Contain urban growth V30
Restrain population growth V31
Preserve agricultural 1lands and open V32
spaces

Preserve environmentally sensitive areas V33
Accommodate urban development V34
Restrict urban development V35
Improve quality of life V36
Provide economic opportunities V37
Provide housing opportunities V38
Provide more efficient infrastructures V39
Reduce urban sprawl V40
Improve neighborhood quality V41
Increase downtown vitality V42
Promote fiscal health V45
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Table 68: Original Bivariate Correlation Matrix

— o~ ™ < ITe) © ~ © o a : (: C‘:') : ﬁ g : ﬂ (o] o - N (32} < n © ~ oe] [} o I o (2} < n [{} ~ s} (o2} o - N (2}
B I I I I I I I - IS IS IS S IS (S S S S S e T T T R I B I B B I I I I I B I I A I I - 0 I

vl 1

v2 4509 1

v3 4269 421 1

v4 682+ .401+1.326*{ 1

v5 242+ .300%.149* [ 2364 1

s 226" .456*].324*{ .237+] 4974 1

V7 251+ .209%.137* [ .257*] .268*] .233%{ 1

v8 .373{ .133*|.133* [ .337*{ .202* 1679 1

V9 276" .169*.225%{ .209*] .297*] .203*{ .212*{.248* 1

v10 .227* .214* .150%[.231%.288* 1

v1l .274% .206* .313% .139* .317%1.139%[.3739 1

v12 .219% .229* .256*{.1721.393%1.3197 1

v13 .202* .206%{.173%| 1

v14 .208*].149* 4997 1

v15 .156* .175*].309*{.213*1.248* 3814 1

v16 .130* 179* .195%.233*{.221{.132* |.207*{ .320*{.410%{ 1

v17 12134 .149* |.151* | .129*| .271*] .205* .157* .205*|.198*].249*{.141* |.159* A57¢ 1

v18 .285*] .2204 .180*] .138*| .209*|.182*{.148* |.345*].140* | .273*{.182* 2954 1

v19 176" 164* 2474 .178%|.275*.253* .168*{.235%.140* | .138*|.273*] 1

v20 1

v21 .130* .201* .215* 3301 1

v22  }.130%|-.212% -.216*]-.211*]-.275*]-.135* -.155% 3464 1

v23 .188* .152* .305%] .324*] .152*| .152*|.227* .162* [.2214 1

v23 .184*] .186* 162+ .136* -.139* 5359 1

v25 .138* .140* 51875737 1

V26 .140* .133*|.1934 -.167* .484*.487+{.583 1

v27 .134*| .238* 142+ -.152% .546*{.581%].599+1.6207f 1

v28 .224% .133* .206*] .290* 2734 .187+|.231*{.203* .135*|.146* |-.140* .584*{.504*.521*{.376*{.519% 1

v29 .156* .155*|.200* .161* .159* 1

v30 464*] .224*.174*{ .461*] .188*] .208* .278*.201*{.225*.249*].193* .172*|.158* .301%{.270%].137*|.166* .183*.321{.183* 1

v31 .166* 3767 1

v32 .2684 .225* .1894 .350%.219*4.189* .182* .206*1{.164*|.163* .2457{.205+.508*{.284*{ 1

v33 .225% .188*] .195*] .164* | .156* .186*].203*{.140* |.208*].169* | .150* .144*|.152* .161* .243% \155% [.177%{.2014.4317{.177+|.521 1

v34 .180*] .178* .222% .177%] .235* 154* .163* -.281* .221%.185* 248 323 1

v35 2444 141* .246*] .198*] .186* .179*.215%.180* .140* .224%.174* 176* .167*|.191% .162*|.214*{.155% | .560*].537*{.433*{.290%.137*| 1

v36 .138*% | .203* -.248* .136* .359%{.351*.322*.337*1.312*{.364* 1

v37 1754 227 133+ -.315* .155* .146* .205+{.461%{.106 |.507* 1

v38 1744 .154* 142+ .231* .160* -.170% .182* .180" 246" .218{.173*|.466*|.149* | .489*|.569* 1

v39 .209*] .288*].184*{ .224*] .249*] .373*{ .193* .161* -.334% .148*|.170* [.149* |.194* .395*.308*|.363*|.348*{.368*|.350*{.604*.504*{ 508" 1

V40 .364*] .219%].146* | .377*] .216*] .275* 2754 .292%.243%{.211* .189*].162* -.138* |.271%{.240*].233*.195*{.183*{.314*].211*{.690*{ .235*.577* .396*{.303*| .543*] .438*{.210*{.282* .482*] 1

v4l .151* .239* .348* .184*1-.274% 144* .165* .313*.303*.249*.322*].284*{.393*{.727*.470*{ .4124{ 511 4109 1

v42 .159*| .265*].141* | .138*| .224*] .415* 142+ -.143* -.345% .195* 175* .262+{.288*|.163* |.230*.365"|.278*{.496*{.469*| .464*{ 516*|.406*| 5777 1

v43 .231%] .347* .169* -.269* .187* .1884 .320%{.306*|.182*.273*1.336*].265*{.666*{.546*|.531{ 585+|.348*| .682*{.6227 1

*x - - - -
correlation significant

at 0.01 level (2 tailed)

*-correlation significant at 0.05 level (2 tailed)
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Table 69: Bivariate Correlation Matrix with Transformed Policy and Effectiveness Variables

) c - 5
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© = o] e - = "o = o0 c 2 S -
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S5 - c o > 2 o} c 58 - £ 5 S 0
oo - ] v 5 o o O = © C ) 3 38 )
o] - QO - © - [a g
a G o o a I S e o o
] s o <
) - o E
Population growth 1
Income .335** 1
State mandate ns ns 1
Level of
_ n .403** n 1
fragmentation S S
Regime ns ns ns ns 1
Open space ns .153* ns ns ns 1
protection
Urban containment ns _162* _157* —_179%* ns ns 1
Rural growth .188** ns | .204** ns| .206** ns ns 1
management
Implementation ns .147* | _190** -.312** ns ns ns ns 1
Accommodate ns ns .180* -.318** ns ns ns ns .30** 1
Contain ns J177* | .342*%* ns | .238** ns | .397** | _409** ns ns 1
Restrict ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns .152* ns ns 1

n
*

*

S
*

= non significant correlation coefficients
= significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed)
= significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed)
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APPENDIX C:
HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL

240



%%%da State

UNIVERSITY

Office of the Vice President For Research
Human Subjects Committee
Tallahassee, Florida 32306.2742

{850) 644-B673 - FAX {B50) 644-4392

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM

Date: 7/3/2006

To:
Sevearine Mayere
MC: 2280

Dept.: Urban and Regional Planning
From: Thomas L. Jacohson, Chair

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research

Assessing the Infleunce of Coalition Politics on the Effectiveness of Urban Containment
Policies

The forms that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal
referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of the Human
Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Exempt per 45 CFR § 4€ (b) 2 and has been
approved by an accelerated review process.

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential
risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departimental or other approvals, which
may be required.

If the project has not been completed by 9/16/2004 you must request renewed approval for
continuation of the project.

You are advised that any change in protocol in this project must be approved by resubmission of the
project to the Committee for approval Also, the principal investigator must promptly report, in writing,
any unexpected problems causing risks to research subjects or others.

By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is
reminded thal he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human
subjects in the department, and should review protocols of such investigations as often as needed to
insure that the project is heing conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations,

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Protection from Research Risks. The
Assurance Number is IRB0O0000446.

Cc: Bruce Stiftel
HSC No. 2003.497
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