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ABSTRACT 

 

            Decentralization strategies have been applied widely in both developed and 

developing countries. Previous research analyzes decentralization from above by dealing 

with two aggregated levels of government: the state and the local. Measures adopted by 

previous studies fail to reflect the various dimensions of decentralization. They do not 

show how decentralization is performed at the local level or whether local governments 

are empowered and able to make independent decisions without direct of indirect 

intervention from the central government. In this research, I argue that local power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning reflects governmental decentralization and 

captures its economic, political, and administrative dimensions.    

            This research develops and tests a set of empirical measures of local agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. The measures analyze 

decentralization from below by investigating the extent of agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning at the municipal level. It deals with local 

governments as disaggregated units, which enables us to compare and trace levels of 

power over decision-making across municipalities and over time. 

             Major questions of the research are: what are empirical measures of local agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning? and to what extent do 

proposed measures of local agency power succeed in reflecting levels of governmental 

decentralization? Florida was selected as the case study, because it has experienced 

 xiii



changes in its governmental decentralization levels since the adoption of its growth 

management system in the late 1960s. The unit of analysis is a governmental planning 

agency within municipalities having 10,000 or more inhabitants.   

           A Delphi study was conducted to develop measures of each major dimension of 

local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. Dimensions of 

power include agency legal authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning 

actions, and capacity to make planning decisions. Agency capacity consists of four sub-

dimensions: technical, fiscal, institutional, and enforcement capacity. The proposed set of 

measures of local agency power over decision-making was tested empirically in Florida. 

Its applicability as an indicator of governmental decentralization was investigated by 

contrasting the model with measures of decentralization proposed by previous studies. 

The proposed empirical measures succeed in: 1) analyzing decentralization from below 

by dealing with local governments as disaggregated units, 2) demonstrating the variation 

in levels of power across Florida’s municipalities, and 3) providing a comprehensive 

picture of decentralization by capturing its economic, political, and administrative 

dimensions.         

            The research indicates that Florida’s growth management system has shaped the 

structure of power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. The Department of 

Community Affairs (DCA) has been given a dominant role in the process of local 

planning. Regional planning councils (RPCs) have no power over decision-making 

despite their responsibilities as technical assistants, facilitators, and negotiators. Local 

governments have been required to prepare local comprehensive plans/plan amendments 

consistent with state and regional plans. Sanctions are used to ensure local compliance 

 xiv



with state requirements and standards. Therefore, the growth management system of 

Florida has reduced the power of local governments over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning, which increases levels of centralization in Florida.  

             This research fills partially a gap in the literature of international development 

planning by presenting a tool to analyze decentralization from below, which enables us to 

design better strategies to establish decentralization at the local level. The research also 

contributes to the field of growth management by providing empirical measures of local 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. These measures should 

be addressed in policy analysis of growth management in order to improve planning 

systems and practices.     
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INTRODUCTION 

 

           The wide application of decentralization makes it a controversial topic. 

Interestingly, most developing countries are attempting to decentralize governmental 

activities and functions, while some developed countries have initiated policies to reduce 

the magnitude of decentralization over decision-making. Governmental decentralization 

implies the transfer of power over decision-making to local governments, institutions, 

and/or sub-groups. Empowering local governments to make decisions and manage 

resources without intervention from the central government is a necessary condition of 

decentralization. Scholars have attempted to measure decentralization and compare its 

levels across countries/states. They suggested measures of decentralization based on 

fiscal, administrative, and/ or political indicators. Each group of indicators reflects a 

particular dimension of decentralization. Therefore, measures adopted by previous 

studies neither provide an accurate picture of decentralization nor indicate whether 

decentralization is established at the local level.  

           This dissertation proposes local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning as a concept capturing the economic, political, and 

administrative dimensions of governmental decentralization. It develops and tests 

empirical measures of local planning agency power in the context of the growth 

management program of Florida, the United States of America (USA). It begins to show 

how the picture provided by these measures is a better portrayal of how decentralized a 
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system is rather than using previous measures. 

            This chapter provides an overview of the dissertation. It discusses the research 

problem and its context in Florida. The chapter identifies research goals, questions, and 

contribution to the fields of growth management and international development planning. 

It also demonstrates how the dissertation is organized. 

 

Research Problem Statement 

 

            A wide range of decentralization strategies has been applied in both developed 

and developing countries. Previous studies show that degrees of both decentralization and 

centralization co-exist in most governmental systems. Rondinelli (1990) indicated that 

governments have a mixture of centralized and decentralized functions. Therefore, 

measures of decentralization are needed to investigate whether strategies succeed in 

establishing decentralization, trace changes in the degree of decentralization over time, 

and compare this degree across countries/states.       

           Since the 1970s, governments of developing countries have adopted 

decentralization policies as a reaction to eras of centralization inherited from a long 

history of colonization. Most scholars perceive centralization as an ineffective 

development strategy for developing countries. They point to the failure of “the 

centralized, hierarchical, bureaucratic administrative model” to accomplish development 

goals in most countries (Wunsch, 1991, 432). International development organizations 

such as World Bank, United Nations, and the United States Agency for International 

Development (US AID) have not only recommended decentralization as an effective 
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strategy for development, but also pushed governments of developing countries to apply 

decentralization policies through grants and financial aid. Consequently, after 

independence, many developing countries have adopted one or more forms of 

decentralization: deconcentration, delegation, and/or devolution.
1
              

             In contrast, many developed countries have already had more decentralized 

systems. Their systems of governance guarantee greater freedom of local governments 

over decision-making in certain areas and give localities autonomy over planning actions.  

Ironically, some developed countries have started to initiate policies enabling the state to 

be more involved in local planning processes. For example, in the USA, where state 

governments traditionally have not directly involved themselves in local planning, some 

states have adopted programs to manage urban growth. These programs have empowered 

the state to control the process of local land use planning at the expense of local 

governments, which shifts the locus of decision-making from the local to the state level.  

             Previous research shows a combination of decentralization and centralization in 

systems of governance in both developing and developed countries (Oates, 1985, 

Wasylenko, 1987, and Ali, 2000). Decentralization degrees vary across countries/states 

having different geographical, economic, political, and/or social circumstances. Previous 

studies adopt measures driven from fiscal, administrative, or political indicators of 

decentralization. Each group of indicators reflects a particular dimension of 

decentralization.  For example, organizational arrangements imply administrative 

decentralization, but do not indicate the extent of local autonomy or control over the 

process of decision-making. Measures capturing the various dimensions of 

                                                           
1 See Chapter One for more explanation. 
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decentralization are required to evaluate programs establishing decentralization and trace 

changes in its levels over time (Smith, 1979). Indicators providing a more comprehensive 

picture of decentralization are needed to illustrate whether decentralization is established 

at the local level. 

          In addition, measures adopted by previous studies were used to analyze 

decentralization from above by dealing with two aggregated levels: the state/national and 

the local. The analysis of decentralization from above does not show the extent of power 

given to local units over decision-making.  Therefore, the analysis does not indicate 

whether decentralization is actually established at the local level.  

            Samoff (1990) considered local power as the core of decentralization. It is a 

necessary condition for decentralization. His research proposes local agency power over 

decision-making for planning as a comprehensive concept that allows for comparison 

across local units. In this dissertation, I argue that the power of a local planning agency to 

control and manage local resources and make planning decisions without intervention 

from upper governmental agencies reflects economic, political, and administrative 

dimensions of decentralization. The research develops and tests empirical measures of 

local planning agency power over decision-making. These measures analyze 

decentralization from below by indicating how decentralization is performed at the local 

level. This perspective enables us to compare and trace the extent of power over decision-

making across local governments and over time. The proposed measures of power are 

constructed and examined in the context of the growth management program of Florida, 

USA. The degree of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning has declined since the adoption of Florida’s growth management system in the 
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1970s. The state has been directly involved in the process of local comprehensive 

planning, which reduces decentralization of decision-making for planning.  

 

Problem Context  

 

Decentralization and Planning in the United States of America (USA) 

           The USA has adopted federalism, the most intensive form of decentralization. 

However, many scholars argue that the federal system of the USA has a degree of 

centralization. According to Baldwin (1987), the American constitution allows federal 

control and involvement in state affairs when the federal government perceives that 

necessary. Furthermore, Campbell (1972) pointed to the ability of the federal government 

to adopt national programs and change its priorities, while changes at the local level 

require local referendum approval and may need state approval and/or state constitutional 

amendment. Mishkin (1987) added that states are subject to federal judicial jurisdiction 

and control to guarantee human rights. For example, a federal law prescribes minimum 

wages and maximum work hours and bans discrimination based on age, sex, race, or 

other factors. Moreover, Kincaid (1996) referred to the intrusion of the national 

government on local and state tax bases as a result of the increase of national 

expenditures and deficits. Studies indicate that American states have different levels of 

decentralization. Separate studies conducted by Stephens (1974), Giertz (1976), and 

Stonecash (1981 and 1985) show that the fifty states of the USA have different levels of 

decentralization based on fiscal and administrative indicators.   

             In general, the federal system of the USA implies that the federal government has 
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no direct power over local planning activities. State governments are assumed to transfer 

power over decision-making for planning to local governments. Therefore, Jacobs (1989, 

1) described the urban system of the USA during the 1960s as “parochial, discriminatory, 

elitist, destructive eco-system, wasteful investment capital, and based on artificial 

systems of land division.” The increase of urban sprawl and environmental problems and 

negative effects of uncontrolled urban growth led to the “quiet revolution” in the 1970s. 

The revolution called for involving higher-level governments in decision-making for land 

use planning. Tools of the revolution were laws involving the state and/or regional 

agencies in decision-making for local land use planning (Kelly, 1993). Some states have 

adopted growth management programs and established processes to review and control 

local decisions for land use planning in order to address areas of state concern (Lincoln, 

1996). Statewide growth management programs address problems of regional growth, 

protect natural resources, and require managed growth (Bollens, 1992). They are also 

concerned with social issues related to land use planning such as housing affordability 

and accessibility (Kelly, 1993). Many programs mandate the preparation of local 

comprehensive plans and redistribute power over decision-making for planning between 

the state and local governments. In many cases, the partnership between the state and 

local governments was unstable, which created tension over the implementation of 

growth management intergovernmental programs (Turner, 1990).  

           State growth management programs have different intergovernmental structures, 

which produce various levels of local power over planning decision-making and of 

decentralization. Scholars suggest different descriptive models for intergovernmental 

structures of statewide growth management programs. In these models, the power levels 
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of local units range from low to high. In Bollens’ (1992) model, the power of local 

governments is relatively low in the top-down approach adopted in the 

preemptive/regulatory model, but high in the bottom-up approach applied in the 

cooperative planning model. In addition, Gale (1992)
 
suggested the highest state control 

of local planning processes in the state dominant model, but the least state control in the 

state-local cooperative model. Furthermore, Innes (1992) pointed to a weak role of 

localities in the top-down bureaucratic model, but a strong one under the collaborative/ 

consensus building model. Moreover, RuBino and LaRosa (1999) presented different 

approaches to land use planning, which range from highly centralized in the top-down 

approach to decentralized in the bottom-up one. (See Chapter Two for more explanation 

of the models.) 

            The variation in the structure of proposed models of state growth management 

program produces different levels of local agency power over decision-making, which 

indicates different levels of governmental decentralization. This variation points to the 

need for comprehensive indicators reflecting the extent of local power over planning 

decision-making. Previous research
2
 investigating decentralization levels across 

American states relied on fiscal and administrative indicators dealing with the state and 

local levels as aggregated units. These indicators do not show the variation in levels of 

power across localities. Therefore, other measures dealing with local governments as 

disaggregated units are needed for a better analysis of planning systems and practices in 

the USA.    

 

                                                           
2 Major studies are those conducted by Stephens (1974), Giertz (1976), and Stonecash (1981 and 1985). 

 

 7



 

Decentralization and Planning in Florida 

           In the early 1970s, Florida took its first steps toward establishing a statewide 

program of growth management as a response to problems resulting from rapid 

uncontrolled development. The program has given a dominant role to the Florida 

Department of Community Affairs (DCA) in decision-making for comprehensive 

planning. Florida’s laws empower and enable the DCA to guide and control processes of 

managing growth and planning at the local level, which centralizes important aspects of 

decision-making for planning. 

         The 1970s laws attempted to manage growth in Florida. The Environmental Land 

and Water Management Act of 1972 (Ch. 380, F.S.) introduced the still operative area of 

critical state concern program and the development of regional impact (DRI) review 

process. A few years later, the Local Government Comprehensive Planning Act of 1975 

(Ch. 75-257, 1975 Fla. Laws 794) mandated the preparation of local government 

comprehensive plans, but did not give enforcement power to the state over the 

implementation of local growth management policies.  

          In the mid-1980s, enactment of a number of new planning laws shifted Florida’s 

system to more of a top-down approach. In many ways, this shift was the result of the 

failure of the 1975 local planning law to achieve its objectives
3
 (Turner, 1990). The State 

and Regional Planning Act of 1984 (Ch. 186, F.S.) required state agencies to prepare 

state agency functional plans consistent with the state comprehensive plan. In addition, 

                                                           
3 The growth management system of the 1970s failed to make local governments meet state expectations of 

protecting the environment and adopting appropriate levels of infrastructure development. Major reasons of 

this failure were related to the lack of 1) state funds provided for local planning, 2) a time frame to prepare 

local plans, 3) definition of plan components, and 4) sanctions to assure local compliance with state 

requirements.  (Interview with Professor Richard RuBino, Professor Emeritus, Florida State University, 

September 11, 2002). 
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the State Comprehensive Plan Act (Ch. 187, F.S.) mandated the preparation of a state 

comprehensive plan to provide guidelines for physical, social, and economic growth. The 

Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Development Regulation Act of 1985 

(Ch. 163, Part II, F.S.) empowers and authorizes the DCA to review and 

approve/disapprove local plans, require modifications to plans, or to initiate withholding 

state funds from local governments until all state requirements are met.  

          Regional Planning Councils (RPCs), with no enforcement power except that 

administratively passed on to them by the DCA, have been involved in reviewing local 

comprehensive plans and plan amendments, and reporting their recommendations and 

comments to the DCA. In addition, local government plans are required to include 

intergovernmental coordination elements describing how the local plan is to be 

coordinated with adjacent local government plans. Many local governments challenged 

state decisions, while others called for abolishing the whole planning system (Nelson, et. 

al., 1995), because different perspectives about planning led to disagreements. In addition 

to the statutory requirements, administrative rules 
4
 for planning also have been adopted, 

which further reduce local agency power over decision-making.  

           In the 1990s, amendments to these growth management laws were enacted to 

improve intergovernmental management. Major changes were concerned with processes 

of reviewing local plan amendments by RPCs, water management districts, the 

Department of Environmental Protection, and the Department of Transportation, which  

advise the DCA regarding issues of state concern or regional significance (Powell, 1993).  

                                                           
4 Major rules are: 1) Rule 9J-5, F.A.C, setting minimum standards and methods to prepare local plans, 2) 

Rule 9J-11, F.A.C, identifying procedures of local comprehensive plan preparation and amendments, and 

3) Rule 9J-12, F.A.C, establishing schedules with deadlines for local plans. Local compliance with these 

rules is assured by consistency requirements, and by sanctions in cases of non-compliance. 
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         In 2002, more changes to Florida’s growth management system were enacted 

through the passage of the Senate Bill 1906. This amendment keeps the dominant role of 

the DCA in the process of local comprehensive planning. It also increases the oversight 

role of state agencies in local comprehensive planning by involving additional agencies
5
 

in the process of reviewing local plans and plan amendments.  

         The distribution of power between the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 

and local planning agencies makes Florida an appropriate case study to investigate 

empirical measures of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning as an indicator of governmental decentralization. The DCA has authority to 

control the process of local comprehensive and ensure local compliance with state 

requirements. However, the responsibility for funding plan amendments and 

implementation was left to local governments.  Authority over planning in Florida has 

been centralized, while funding remained decentralized (Turner, 1990). Therefore, using 

fiscal indicators of decentralization might show high levels of decentralization in Florida, 

while political and administrative indicators could reveal the opposite. This contrast in 

decentralization levels when using different indicators points to shortcomings in 

decentralization indicators adopted by previous studies such as fiscal indicators proposed 

by Giertz (1976) and Stonecash (1981 and 1985).
6
  

 

                                                           
5 Senate Bill 1906 adds the Department of State; involves both the Department of Agriculture and 

Consumer Services and the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission in county plans; but the 

appropriate county in municipal plans (s. 163.3184, F.S.) to the list of oversight agencies stated in the 

Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Development Regulation Act of 1985 (Ch. 163, Part II, 

F.S.). The 1985 act had required each local governing body to transfer comprehensive plans or plan 

amendments to the DCA, the Department of Environmental Protection, the Department of Transportation, 

regional planning agencies, and water management districts.  

 
6 See Chapter One, 1.2.1 Fiscal Indicators of Decentralization. 
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Research Goals and Questions 

 

             This dissertation proposes local agency power over decision-making as a 

comprehensive concept of governmental decentralization. It develops and tests a set of 

empirical measures of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning, which capture the economic, political, and administrative dimensions of 

decentralization. It seeks to analyze decentralization from below by investigating the 

extent of local power over decision-making for planning in order to provide a 

comprehensive picture of decentralization. Major questions of the research are: 1) what 

are empirical measures of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning? and 2) to what extent do proposed measures of local agency power succeed in 

reflecting levels of governmental decentralization?  

             The state of Florida was selected as the case study, because it has experienced 

changes in degrees of centralization since the adoption of its initial growth management 

system in the 1970s. The unit of analysis for this study is governmental planning agencies 

within municipalities having 10,000 or more inhabitants: this represents 38% of the total 

number of municipal governments in Florida.
7
  This population threshold was selected to 

ensure that municipalities surveyed have planning departments performing functions 

related to comprehensive planning.   

             A Delphi study was conducted to identify measures of local agency power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning. Then, municipal planning agencies were 

surveyed to investigate the extent of local power in Florida.  Levels of municipal power 

                                                           
7 This study excludes all municipalities under 10,000 inhabitants, all sixty-seven county governments, and    

   all local special districts.   
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over decision-making in Florida were analyzed to demonstrate the application of the 

proposed set of empirical measures as a concept capturing economic, political, and 

administrative dimensions of governmental decentralization.  Findings using the 

proposed measures of power were contrasted with those resulting from using measures 

adopted by previous studies of decentralization.  

 

Contribution of the Research 

 

            The proposed set of empirical measures of local agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning contributes to the field of both international 

development planning and to that of growth management. This research responds to the 

needs of developing countries changing their governmental systems to be more 

decentralized and of developed countries shifting their systems to be less decentralized. 

The set of empirical measures attempts to overcome shortcomings of decentralization 

measures adopted by previous studies. Unlike measures adopted by previous studies, the 

proposed empirical measures of local power analyze decision-making from below. They 

provide a comprehensive picture of decentralization by capturing its economic, 

administrative, and political dimensions. The set of empirical measures deals with local 

governments as disaggregated units, which enables us to compare levels of power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning across localities and trace changes in these 

levels over time.  

             The set of empirical measures improves our understanding of governmental 

decentralization by showing how components of power (authority, autonomy, control, 
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and capacity) reflect governmental decentralization at the local level. Therefore, the 

proposed set of empirical measures of power provides an initial framework to evaluate 

the success/failure of governmental strategies and policies to establish decentralization by 

analyzing components of power.  

             Moreover, the proposed set of empirical measures can be used to analyze the 

impact of growth management programs on the extent of local planning agency power 

and trace changes in power levels over time. This analysis is critical to improving our 

understanding of intergovernmental growth management programs and their effects on 

the power of local governments over decision-making. Furthermore, the set of empirical 

measures can be used in future studies to investigate changes in the decentralization of 

decision-making for planning in Florida. 

           In summary, the proposed set of empirical measures of local agency power over 

decision-making provides a framework to analyze decentralization at the local level by 

investigating the extent of local power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning. The set of empirical measures improves our understanding of decentralization, 

which enables us to design more effective strategies improving intergovernmental 

linkages. It provides a tool to analyze agency power in the context of adopted 

intergovernmental growth management programs.  

 

Organization of the Dissertation 

 

          The dissertation consists of this introduction, six chapters, and a conclusion. The 

introduction presents the research problem, context, goals, questions, and contribution. 
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Chapters One and Two review relevant literature: Chapter One focuses on meaning and 

measures of decentralization, while Chapter Two discusses power over decision-making 

for planning. Chapter Three explains the research methodology and Chapter Four 

demonstrates the findings of the Delphi study and develops measures of local agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. Chapter Five indicates levels 

of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning across Florida’s 

municipalities. Chapter Six discusses the application of the proposed set of empirical 

measures of local agency power as a concept capturing the various dimensions of 

governmental decentralization. Finally, the conclusion summarizes the research process 

and its implications for the fields of growth management and international development 

planning.   
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CHAPTER 1 

LITERATURE REVIEW (A) 

DECENTRALIZATION 

 

           Although most scholars agree about the meaning of decentralization, its 

application is still problematic (World Bank, 1995). Many countries have changed their 

governmental systems to be more decentralized; however, it is unclear whether these 

changes have occurred. Measuring decentralization has been a central topic in the 

discussion of decentralization and the application of its strategies. 

           This chapter reviews the literature to explain political, economic, and 

administrative dimensions of decentralization. It evaluates major indicators and measures 

of decentralization adopted by previous studies. The chapter also shows the limitation of 

previous fiscal, administrative, and political indicators and points to their failure to 

capture the various dimensions of decentralization. 

 

1.1 Meaning of Decentralization 

 

               Scholars explain various meanings of the term “decentralization” based on its 

application and actions accompanying that application. Stephens (1974) considered a 

decentralized state as one in which local governments have the power to control public 

policies, resource allocation, and delivery of public goods and services. Furniss (1974) 
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referred to four actions accompanying the application of decentralization: 1) transferring 

administrative functions and authorities to lower levels in the organizational hierarchy, 2) 

creating legislative units of smaller size, 3) shifting responsibilities to sub-national 

legislative bodies, and 4) controlling productive enterprises economically by citizens. In 

addition, Conyers (1986) perceived decentralization as a tool to accomplish particular 

goals such as local democracy, people empowerment, citizen participation, development, 

and integration. Oechssler (1997) meant by decentralization “smaller groups” with better 

coordination based on communication and agreements, while, Kim (1989) defined 

governmental decentralization as “the territorial distribution of power” where power is 

transferred from the central to local governments. Decentralization has three major 

dimensions: political, economic, and administrative. 

             For many scholars, the political dimension of decentralization is a necessary 

condition to establish decentralization in general. The objectives of decentralization, as 

stated by Smith (1985), are to ensure support for development policies by making them 

better known at the local level and to produce greater participation in development 

planning and management. Decentralization is to transfer power to local governments by 

eliminating administration concentration at the center. It has various structures enabling 

the combination of different functions. Under decentralization, authority is delegated and 

power is devolved to local governments. Autonomy given to territorial units and 

democracy of decision-making are important components of political decentralization. 

Samoff (1990) defined political decentralization as the transfer of decision-making 

authority to previously “under-represented or marginal groups” and perceived it as an 

effort to determine who rules and who has access to decision-making. Furniss (1974) 
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identified two forms of legal decentralization. The first is to establish new elected 

authorities “without the diminution of central functions or prerogatives”, while the other 

is to transfer power from the center to other new entities. Moreover, Rondinelli (1990) 

suggested a representative government, citizen participation, and democratization as 

factors correlated with political decentralization. Jun and Wright (1996) added self-

governing, self-determination, local independence, home rule, and political autonomy to 

situations expressing decentralization. Political decentralization is created when major 

functions and activities are distributed between the central and local governments. Local 

units are autonomous and have authority to make independent decisions without any 

intervention from the central government. Therefore, political decentralization aims to 

empower local units through transferring power or authority over decision-making.  

           In addition, the economic dimension of decentralization includes actions and 

processes to transfer financial responsibilities from the central to local governments. 

Slater (1989) described decentralization as a situation in which public goods and services 

are mainly provided based on citizen preferences and market mechanisms. Rondinelli and 

others (1989) perceived privatization as a major organizational form of decentralization. 

Under privatization, voluntary or private organizations such as industrial and trade 

organizations, professional or religious groups, and political parties perform certain 

functions. These organizations are given responsibilities to regulate and license the 

operation of functions or service delivery, which were previously provided by the central 

government. In addition, local governments can privatize to reduce operation costs and 

fill technical positions when skilled professionals are lacking. Moreover, Rondinelli 

(1990) explained that processes of spatial decentralization should be applied to 
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redistribute people and investments and decentralize economic activities. The processes 

include the allocation of investments in secondary and/or small towns. Therefore, 

economic decentralization includes processes to transfer economic responsibilities for 

delivering goods and services to local entities and redistribute investments and people.  

           Furthermore, the administrative dimension of decentralization is defined based on 

administrative arrangements to redistribute authority of decision-making among 

institutional levels. The World Bank (1995) referred to decentralization as a tool to shift 

power from central to local officials, while the United Nations Development Program 

(UNDP) (1997) defined decentralization as the establishment of a system in which 

responsibilities are shared between governmental institutions at the central, regional, and 

local levels. Sharing responsibilities improves the effectiveness of governmental systems 

and increases the capacity of sub-national units. Decentralization is concerned with the 

relationship between central and sub-national agencies. Easton and others (1998) 

described decentralization as a term referring to activities of the central authorities to 

transfer power enabling subordinate or independent institutions to perform functions at 

the local level. The application of decentralization takes different administrative forms: 

deconcentration, delegation, and/or devolution. These forms differ in their scope and the 

extent of power transferred to local governments.  

          Deconcentration
8
 is the least intensive form of administrative decentralization. It 

                                                           
8 Crook and Manor (1998) define deconcentration as creating executive agencies controlled by the central 

government to serve lower levels of the political system, while Rondinelli (1983) described it as the shift of 

workload and responsibilities to local administrative units from the central government.  In addition, 

Rondinelli and Cheema (1983) identified two forms of deconcentration: field and local administration. 

Field administration is when central ministries establish, administer, and direct field employees at the local 

level, while local administration makes all subordinate level of government (e.g., regions, counties, and 

municipalities) agents of the central government.  The operation of local functions is supervised and 

controlled by central ministries and heads of local administration work at the command of the central 

government. 
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gives neither autonomy nor power to local units. The central government supervises and 

controls the operation of local functions, while local administrators serve at the command 

of the central government.  Under delegation,
9
 authority and responsibility to perform 

specific functions and duties are transferred to agents, but the ultimate authority remains 

with the central government (Rondinelli 1983 and Rondinelli et. al. 1989). Two forms of 

delegation are presented by Wainggai (1985). The first form is when power and authority 

are delegated to the central government, which in turn delegates them to territorial 

governments through decentralization strategies, while the other is when the central 

government transfers authority and power to governmental units, but still makes final 

decisions and controls a country as a whole in times of national crisis. Moreover, 

devolution
10

 is perceived as the most intensive form of decentralization. It implies the 

transfer of authority for decision-making to local governments, which are given 

autonomy over decision-making (Rondinelli et. al., 1989). Therefore, local governments 

are not subject to direct control from the central government in devolved systems 

(Wainggai, 1985). Federalism is a form of devolution with the highest degree of 

decentralization. The constitution distributes power between the federal and state 

governments. Then, states create systems of local governance, which determines the 

extent of local power over decision-making. Federal systems are adopted in many 

                                                           
9 Rondinelli (1983) defined delegation as the situation involving the shift of responsibilities to perform 

functions to regional or functional development organizations and project implementation units, which are 

not controlled by central government regulations.  

 
10 Crook and Manor (1998) defined devolution as a form of sharing power between the central and local 

governments. Wasylenko (1987) consider legal or financial autonomy given to local units as basis for 

devolution. Wainggai (1985) added that local government units are parts of the national governmental 

system constitutionally or legally. They are responsible to the central government as the locus of national 

authority, which holds power over the entire national governmental system. Furthermore, devolution can be 

by 1) autonomous apparatus to establish territorial government units such as metropolitan and provincial 

areas, cities and towns, or villages; and 2) by functions through delegating specific tasks such as planning  

and decision-making and social and economic affairs.  
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countries such as the United States of America (USA), Canada, and Switzerland 

(Rousseau and Zariski, 1987).  

             To conclude, decentralization implies the transfer of power, authority, and 

resources from the center to local governments. Deconcentration, delegation, and 

devolution are forms of decentralization applied simultaneously. In most cases 

decentralization programs are a mixture of two or more forms (Rondinelli, 1983). Forms 

of decentralization produce different levels of power transferred to local governments. 

Theoretically, under deconcentration, there is no power given to local units, but with 

devolution, local governments have high level of power over decision-making. 

Practically, the extent of local power is mainly determined by the central government 

based on economic, political, and social circumstances of a country/ state. 

 

1.2 Measuring Decentralization: Critical Review 

 

           The theoretical meaning of decentralization seems considerably straightforward, 

but its application is problematic (World Bank, 1995). Many countries have initiated 

strategies to create decentralized governmental systems, but it is unclear whether 

decentralization is established at the local level or not. Previous studies show that 

decentralization and centralization co-exist within systems of governance.  Most studies 

adopted fiscal indicators of decentralization. In separate studies, Elazar (1972), Giertz 

(1976 and 1981), and Stonecash (1981 and 1985) used fiscal indicators and provided 

evidence of the variation of decentralization levels across the fifty states making up the 

U.S.A. Stephens (1974) combined fiscal and administrative measures in his composite 
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index to analyze decentralization levels in American states.  The following sections 

discuss major fiscal, political, and administrative indicators of decentralization that were 

adopted by previous studies.                  

1.2.1 Fiscal Indicators of Decentralization  

            Fiscal indicators of decentralization are concerned with the distribution of fiscal 

activities between the state and local governments. Stonecash (1983) defined fiscal 

centralization as the distribution of fiscal activities and interaction between the state and 

local governments. This interaction is characterized by 1) the state domination of taxing, 

spending, and/or raising revenues and 2) local governments reliance on state revenues to 

fund local projects. The relationship between the central and local governments, as 

described by Hero and Fitzpatrick (1989), is characterized by frequent interaction, 

intergovernmental relations, and interdependence. Previous studies suggested five fiscal 

indicators of decentralization. These indicators include: financial responsibilities, state 

involvement in local affairs, the state delivery of functions, local reliance on state funds, 

and local expenditures and revenues. These indicators concern with financial autonomy 

and responsibility of local governments. The assumption is that the greater the financial 

involvement of the state in local policies, the higher the state expenditures and local 

reliance on state funds (Stonecash, 1985) and the more governmental centralization.  

            Figure (1.1) summarizes major fiscal indicators and measures of decentralization 

suggested by previous studies. These indicators received much criticism. Smith (1979) 

denied the consistent relationship between central control and financial dependence since 

the local reliance on state revenues does not necessarily mean the lack of local autonomy.  
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Selected Fiscal Indicators and Measures of Decentralization 

 

1.  Financial Responsibilities. 

Stonecash (1981):  

a) Proportion of total state and local general expenditures from own revenue sources 

financed by the state. 

b) Proportion of state-local revenue from the state. 

 

2.  State Involvement in Local Affairs. 

Stonecash (1981):  

Proportion of the state budget transferred to local governments (financial aid).  

 

3. State Delivery of Functions: 

Stonecash (1981):    

Proportion of total state-local general expenditure by the state. 

 

4.  Local Reliance on State Funds. 

Stonecash (1981 and 1985):  

Proportion of local general revenue provided by the state government. 

 

5.  Local Expenditures and Revenues. 

Elazar (1972): 

Percentage of school expenditures financed by state from own resources. 

Percentage of total public welfare expenditures by each state and local governments. 

 

Giertz (1976):  Centralization Ratio =  

State tax revenue as a percentage of combined state and local tax revenue. 

 

Oates (1985): Centralization Ratio= 

a) The state share of state-local general revenue. 

b) The state share of state-local total expenditure. 

 

Wasylenko (1987):  

a) Total local (and provincial) revenue, inclusive of taxes, user charges, shared taxes 

and intergovernmental grants, as a percentage of total general government revenue. 

b) Total local (and provincial) revenue from own sources as a percentage of the total 

general government revenue. 

c) Percentage of state (or provincial) and local expenditure to the total general 

government expenditure. 

d) Percentage of State and local expenditures to total general government expenditure 

exclusive of defense and social security expenditure. 

 

Figure (1.1) Selected Fiscal Indicators and Measures of Decentralization. 
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           Stonecash (1985) supported Smith’s argument by emphasizing that restrictions 

accompanying state grants to local governments are major determinants of the lack of 

local control and autonomy over local processes of decision-making. Furthermore, Smith 

(1979) demonstrated that the variation in local expenditures might not indicate the central 

control through grants. Expenditures may differ among local units even when serving 

national objectives. The cost of delivering services, for example, may vary from one area 

to another, which reflects the amount of local expenditures, but not the extent of local 

control of decision-making. In addition, Wasylenko (1987) referred to incidents when 

grants from the center were transferred to build local roads, but local governments would 

relocate expenditures in other projects serving their own interest. If the central 

government has the authority to approve/ disapprove local budgets, the autonomy of local 

governments is lost regardless of what the ratio is. Furthermore, Elazar (1972) assumed 

that the increase in state expenditures might cause more or less local control depending 

on each state political system. 

          In addition, Smith (1979) questioned the use of taxes to measure decentralization 

such as those suggested by Giertz (1976) and Wasylenko (1987). The power of local 

governments to impose higher rates of taxes does not reflect the degree of 

decentralization, but the structure of local power and the community potential autonomy.  

The World Bank (1995) added that sharing taxes does not guarantee the autonomy of 

local governments. When the central government shares taxes with localities, it may 

expand its budget on local shares or local units may be dependent on the central 

government to finance their budget deficits. Furthermore, using local taxation to measure 

decentralization has methodological problems. To use local taxation as an indicator, 
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public authorities to which expenditure is assigned should be comparable entities, and 

weight should be given to the supervision by area governments of local, self-financing 

economic enterprises. Therefore, revenues and expenditures based on taxation may not be 

sufficient indicators to measure decentralization.  

           Moreover, most proposed measures of decentralization deal with local units at an 

aggregated level, which makes them inappropriate to analyze decentralization in 

individual localities and investigate the variation in the degree of power over decision-

making they have. However, measures of financial responsibilities, and local reliance on 

state funds (Stonecash 1981 and 1985) can be used to analyze disaggregated local units, 

i.e., to indicate their dependence on the state financially. These indicators are not 

sufficient by themselves to analyze decentralization, because they capture only fiscal 

dimensions of decentralization. They do not reflect the extent of local power over 

decision-making, which is perceived as the core of decentralization.   

1.2.2 Administrative Indicators of Decentralization 

           According to White (1926), a centralized administration is when vertical lines 

dominate intergovernmental linkages. Control and subordination relations exist between 

officials responsible for different levels of government such as federal-state or state-local 

interactions. Previous studies suggested four administrative indicators of decentralization, 

which are competing governmental units in an inclusive territory, division of public 

employment among state and local governments, field administration, and delegation to 

area political authorities. 

          Figure (1.2) demonstrates major administrative indicators and measures of 

decentralization. The use of these measures is problematic, because they deal with local 
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governments as an aggregated unit and do not show the variation of the extent of power 

over decision-making across local units. These measures are appropriate to compare 

decentralization levels among states/ countries without analyzing it at the local level. 

 

Selected Administrative Indicators and Measures of Decentralization 

 

1.  Competing Governmental Units in an Inclusive Territory 

Oates (1985):  

The absolute number of local government units in the state 

 

2.  Field Administration* 

 Smith (1979):  

a) Number of levels in the field organization’s hierarchy. 

b) Responsibilities assigned to field personnel. 

c) Forms of interdepartmental co-ordination. 

d) Frequency with which field officers have to refer matters to central headquarters 

for decision. 

e) Methods of handling conflicts between functional experts and general 

administrators. 

f) Policies of transferring personnel between headquarters and field stations and 

between the districts of the field organization. 

g) Communication between headquarters and the field for planning and control. 

h) Methods of central control (e.g., review, inspection, etc). 

 

• Other indicators are suggested by Stephens (1974) and Kim (1989) [See table 1.4] 

 
*Variables proposed were not examined empirically.       

 

Figure (1.2) Selected Administrative Indicators and Measures of Decentralization. 

         

 

 

             Many of the indicators shown in figure (1.2) received much criticism, while the 

others have not been examined empirically. The use of the absolute number of local units 

within a state/ country, proposed by Oates (1985), does not indicate by itself whether 

authority and responsibilities are decentralized. Even when using it in connection with 
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population size or geographical area, it does not indicate the extent of decentralization. It 

reflects population distribution, but not the extent of authority or power distribution. In 

addition, Smith’s measures of field administration,
11

 delegation to area political 

authorities,
12

 and methods of creating area governments and delegating power to them 

available to the center constitute
13

 have not been examined empirically.  Further research 

is needed to test the applicability of these measures. 

           Therefore, administrative indicators and measures of decentralization are not 

sufficient to measure decentralization and reflect its economic and political dimensions. 

Administration arrangements are necessary, but not sufficient conditions to achieve 

decentralization. 

1.2.3 Political Indicators of Decentralization 

           Many scholars perceive the focus on fiscal and or administrative indicators of 

decentralization misleading. Samoff (1990) stated that decentralization is neither an 

automatic nor an inevitable consequence of organizational rearrangements. Transferred 

power and authority over decision-making to local units are the core of decentralization. 

Power distribution and state mandates are proposed as major political indicators of 

                                                           
11 It is assumed that field administration employs bureaucratic rather than political authority and personnel. 

The exercise of authority is subject to organizational controls and its legitimacy is based on appointment or 

bureaucratic recruitment (Smith, 1979).  

 
12 The assumption is that the greater the number of local decisions centrally influenced rather than 

controlled the greater the decentralization. Indicators related to the form of the central control, an initiation 

or a veto, intergovernmental hierarchies are critical to determine decentralization level (Smith, 1979). 

 
13 Methods of creating area governments and delegating power to them implies that A system is more 

decentralized if local authorities have statutory powers and duties assigned to them by the legislature, but 

less decentralized if statutory powers are first assigned to a member of the national executive who then 

delegates certain functions to area authorities acting as the agents of the central government are. It is 

critical to investigate what sources of the area government’s authority and the legislature or the executive 

are and to know whether local governments have a legal existence independent of the central executive 

(Smith, 1979). 
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decentralization (see figure 1.3). 

              

    

Selected Political Indicators and Measures of Decentralization 

 

1.  Power Distribution.  

Hage and Aiken (1967)*:  

a) Degree of Participation in Decision-Making. 

Average of participation by staff members in organization-wide decisions (e.g., hiring 

of personnel, the promotion of personnel, the adoption of new policies, and the 

institution of new services).  

 

b) Hierarchy of Authority:   

    Job Codification = Number of rules defining what occupants of positions do. 

    Rule Observation= Degree that job occupants are supervised in conforming    

    standards of job codification.  

 

2.  States Mandates** 

Hero and Fitzpatric (1989):  

Total number of state mandates upon local governments. 

 

3.  Amount of Delegation to Area Political Authorities* 

Smith (1979):  

a) The extent of jurisdiction delegated by the center. 

b) The form of the central direction used. 

c) Form of central control (e.g., influence and sanctions). 

d) Methods of creating area governments and delegating power to them available to  

     the center constitute. 

 

 
* These measures are suggested at the organization level. 

** Areas selected as major state mandating activities are local employees retirement and working      

     conditions, police, fire, environmental protection, social services, education, and miscellaneous.   

         

Figure (1.3) Selected Political Indicators and Measures of Decentralization.  

 

 

 

              Adopted measures of power distribution shown in figure (1.3) are more 

appropriate to measure decentralization of decision-making at the organization level, not 

at the local level. In addition, the measures of the hierarchy of authority, job codification, 
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and rule observation are specific to organization operation. However, these measures can 

be used to analyze decentralization of decision-making in individual local governmental 

agencies. Moreover, the number of state mandates does not indicate the extent of state 

control of local units. Scope and contents of mandates are critical to determine the degree 

of state control and decentralization as a result. The proposed political indicators and 

measures of decentralization do not capture major sub-dimensions of power such as 

influence and autonomy and do not reflect economic dimensions of decentralization. 

Furthermore, indicators and measures of the degree of decentralization should be specific 

to particular concrete situations and to the transformation of power relations. 

Decentralization as a tool of empowerment should be linked to goals of political and 

economic democracy and specify who may participate in decision-making and whose 

interest has the highest priority (Samoff, 1990). 

1.2.4 Decentralization Indices  

          The previous discussion of decentralization indicators adopted in empirical 

research shows that most of these studies rely on fiscal indicators, despite their inability 

to capture all dimensions of decentralization. Few studies adopt administrative and 

political indicators of decentralization. The existence of one dimension of 

decentralization does not necessarily mean the establishment of other dimensions. Any 

group of these indicators captures a certain dimension of decentralization: economic, 

administrative, or political, while ignores the other. To solve this problem, scholars 

construct composite indices reflecting more than one dimension of decentralization. The 

most important of these indices are those developed by Stephens (1974) and Kim (1989), 

as demonstrated by figure (1.4).   
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Major Indices of Decentralization 

  

 

Stephens (1974): 

 

1. State financial responsibility: 

The total of direct state services, plus state aids to local units, minus local payments 

to the state as a percentage of the total state/local package of services. 

 

2. The state-local distribution of services (service index): 

Proportion of total expenditures by state and local units for 15 major functions. * 

 

3. Public employment: 

Allocation of personnel between state and local levels.  

 

Kim (1989):   

 

1. Functional Decentralization Index 

Local proportions of total government expenditures on general public services.** 

 

2. Financial Decentralization Index  

Proportions of local revenues in total government revenues, own-sources revenues, 

and in government tax revenues. 

 

3. Structural Decentralization Index   

- Number of local government units per 100,000 populations.  

- Number of local government units per 10,000 Sq. Km. 

- Average population size per local government units.  

- Average area size per local government units in Sq. km. 

 

4. Personnel Decentralization Index 

The proportion of local employment in total government employees. 

 

 
* Functions include services of “elementary and secondary education, higher education, police, corrections, 

airports, highway construction, highway maintenance, public welfare -categorical assistance, public welfare 

other than categorical assistance, health, hospitals, libraries, natural resources, housing, and urban 

renewal.” Functions are tabulated as individual services according to the proportion spent by state and local 

expenditures. A service is classified as state when the state spends form 60 to 100 percent, as local when 

the state spends from zero to 39.9 percent, and as joint when the state accounts for from 40 to 59.9 percent 

of state and local expenditures (Stephens, 1974, 59- 60).  

 

** General public services included are: education, health, social welfare, housing and community 

amenities, community and social services, and economic services.  

 

Figure (1.4) Major Indices of Decentralization. 
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            As shown by figure (1.4), Stephens (1974) constructed a composite index of state 

centralization based on the average of three indicators reflecting the power distribution 

between state and local governments. The indicators proposed by Stephens include: 

financial responsibility for paying for public goods and services, levels responsible for 

delivering major services, and distribution of public employment between the state and 

local governments. The index provides a continuum ranging from decentralized, 

balanced, and centralized.  

            Despite the significance of Stephen’s index in combining fiscal and non-fiscal 

indicators of decentralization in one index, Stonecash (1981) pointed to some defects in 

that index. Averaging procedures to construct the index “obscures any transfer activities 

which would occur.” He referred to the lack of a relationship between the division-of-

labor and local reliance on state funds. Indicators of the division-of -labor do not show 

exchange patterns between different levels of government or conditions of that exchange, 

while indicators of state financial responsibility and services do not provide appropriate 

characteristics of relative local autonomy conditions at any time and do not indicate 

changes in decentralization patterns in each state-local situation (Stonecash, 1981, 303).  

            In addition, Stonecash (1981) criticized Stephen’s indicators of the division of 

labor, i.e., the division of public employment among states and local governments. These 

indicators do not show what exchange patterns between governmental levels. He 

perceived these indicators to be valid to measure the extent of the centralization of the 

division of labor. So, they are more relevant to analyze the scope of local government 

activities than to measure local autonomy or decentralization. Centralization of the 

division-of-labor indicates the extent of state involvement in local policy, but does not 
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show the extent of state involvement in local governments.  

            Furthermore, Stonecash (1981) perceived Stephens’s measures as reflection of the 

centralization of service delivery systems, but not as indicators of the extent of local 

government autonomy. The centralization of the division-of-labor shows the magnitude 

of state involvement in local policies, but does not reflect the state interventions in local 

government affairs. Stephens’s measures are related to the scope of local government 

activities not to the autonomy of local governments. Therefore, these indicators 

demonstrate neither local autonomy conditions nor changes in patterns of state-local 

relationships.  

             In addition, Kim (1989) constructed an index of governmental decentralization 

summarizing power distribution between the central and local governments.  The index is 

based on four dimensions of power, which are “structural arrangements, the division of 

functional responsibilities, the allocation of fiscal resources, and the distribution of public 

personnel.” Most proposed measures are derived from indicators adopted by previous 

studies. To construct a decentralization index, Kim developed four indices: the functional 

decentralization, financial decentralization, structural decentralization, and personnel 

decentralization. The indices were separately used and an overall index of governmental 

decentralization was constructed. Each index provides different levels of decentralization, 

which suggests the importance of using an index combining fiscal, administrative, and 

political dimensions of decentralization.  

              To summarize, indices proposed by previous studies to measure decentralization 

recognize the various dimensions of decentralization, but still have limitations. Stephens 

(1974) and Kim (1989) combined fiscal and administrative indicators to construct 
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composite indices of decentralization. However, these indices do not provide a 

comprehensive picture of decentralization. Therefore, other indicators are needed to 

capture the various dimensions of decentralization and enable design more effective 

strategies. 

1.2.5 Evaluating Decentralization Measures Adopted by Previous Studies 

            Previous studies proposed measures of decentralization based on fiscal, political, 

or administrative indicators. Each group of indicators reflects particular dimensions of 

decentralization. The existence of a certain dimension of decentralization does not 

guarantee the establishment of other dimensions of decentralization. For example, 

administrative arrangements to decentralize tasks and functions do not mean that local 

units have power over decision-making. If institutional reforms do not empower under-

represented and disadvantaged groups, then decentralization has not been established. In 

this situation, administrative decentralization is regarded as a facade for maintaining or 

reinforcing central authority, and cannot be considered decentralization at all (Samoff, 

1990). Moreover, most measures of decentralization suggested by previous studies deal 

with local governments as aggregated units. They focus on the relationship between the 

central/State and local governments. They do not show how decentralization levels vary 

across local units within a country, state, or a region based on their economic, political, 

and social factors correlated with decentralization.
14

 

             Scholars such as Stephens (1974) and Kim (1989) constructed indices to over- 

come limitations of proposed measures in reflecting the various dimensions of 

decentralization.  However, their suggested indices capture only certain dimensions of 

                                                           
14 See the Introduction. 
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decentralization. For example, Stephens’ index summarizes fiscal and administrative 

dimensions of decentralization. It does not reflect the political dimensions of 

decentralization. Therefore, other measures capturing the various dimensions of 

decentralization are needed to provide a more comprehensive picture of the extent of 

decentralization in a country, state, or region. These measures should be able to deal with 

the various levels of governance as disaggregated units to indicate how the degree of 

decentralization is established at the local level. Measures are needed to 1) evaluate the 

success or failure of strategies adopted to establish decentralization in a country, state, or 

region, 2) trace changes in these levels over time, and 3) compare decentralization levels 

among countries, state, or regions and across local governments, which will contribute 

significantly to develop more effective decentralization strategies.    

 

1.3 Conclusion 

 

             This chapter reviews the literature of decentralization. It explains the 

comprehensive meaning and dimensions of decentralization. It also discusses major 

fiscal, political, and administrative indicators of decentralization adopted by previous 

studies. The chapter points to the limitation of previous indicators and their failure to 

capture the various dimensions of decentralization. Each group of indicators reflects a 

certain dimension of decentralization, while ignores the others. The existence of one 

dimension does not necessarily mean the establishment of decentralization as a whole. 

Power is perceived as the cornerstone of decentralization. The economic, political, and 

administrative bases of power capture the various dimensions of governmental 
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decentralization. Therefore, local power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning provides a more accurate picture of decentralization, as shown by Chapter Two.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW (B) 

LOCAL POWER OVER DECISION-MAKING FOR PLANNING 

 

           The previous chapter explains economic, political, and administrative dimensions 

of decentralization. It points to the failure of measures adopted by previous studies to 

reflect a comprehensive picture of decentralization. Scholars refer to local power as the 

core of decentralization. Davey (1971) stressed that empowering local governments 

implies their autonomy to perform responsibilities and manage resources independently 

without any intervention from the central government. Samoff (1990) pointed to the 

importance of linking decentralization to the broad goals of political and economic 

democracy and specifying participants in decision-making and interests to be met.  In 

addition, Seabright (1996) linked decentralization with devolving power over policy 

decision-making to local governments. Therefore, decentralization should grant power to 

local governments over decision-making.  

             Bases of power reflect economic, political, and administrative dimensions of 

decentralization within a country/state. Political bases of power include autonomy, 

control, and authority, while economic bases are concerned with the possession and 

control of economic resources. Social bases of power imply the capacity of an individual 

or a group to change the behavior of others as he/she desires (Lasswell and Kaplan, 
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1950). Rondinelli (1981) defined decentralization as the transfer of legal and political 

authority to make planning decisions and provide/administer public functions from the 

central government to lower level governmental institutions such as field organizations, 

public corporations, regional agencies, functional authorities, and local governments. 

Transferring power over decision-making to local units is the core of decentralization. 

Consequently, local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning 

captures several dimensions of governmental decentralization.         

            This chapter reviews the literature of power. It explains the meaning of power and 

discusses local power over decision-making for planning in the context of Florida’s 

growth management system. The discussion of Florida’s system focuses on the 

distribution of power, mandating plan preparation and implementation, major actors in 

planning, and recent changes in the planning system.   

 

2.1 Power over Decision-Making for Planning 

 

            The meaning of power varies from one culture to another and from one power 

structure to another within a culture (Lasswell and Kaplan, 1950). Scholars identified 

power based on social relationships and the ability of an actor to carry out his/her own 

will regardless of the resistance of others. Painter and others (1997) refer to power as the 

control of resources such as money, information, and legitimacy. Relations among social 

units determine behaviors of responsive and controlling units (Dahl, 1968, 407).   

            Etzioni (1968) and Faludi (1973) suggested three typologies of power: utilitarian, 

persuasive, and coercive. Utilitarian power is the “least repressive form of power”, while 
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coercive power is “the most painful.” Utilitarian power is exercised when assets are 

exchanged to allow the possessing unit to bring other units to support its actions. It is the 

ability to provide something in exchange for somebody’s compliance. Utilitarian power 

exists when both an agent exercising control and the subject controlled have assets 

necessary to achieve mutual goals. Persuasive power is exercised through the 

manipulation of symbols appealing to citizen values to mobilize support or penalize those 

deviating. It is the ability to convince others to perform as one wishes in order to achieve 

a common goal. Persuasive power is used when strong bonds exist between an agent and 

objects controlled. The capacity to persuade is a power in itself, because it reduces the 

resistance to actions preferred by a powerful unit. On the other hand, coercive power is 

generated when force or threats are used to impose preferred actions.  

           Moreover, Clark (1971) and Hoggart (1991) distinguished between two types of 

power: decision and non-decision.  Decision power is when an actor can control the 

behavior of another, while non-decision power is when actions of an actor are taken 

based on expected reactions of a more powerful actor. Armstrong and Jacobs (1996) 

explained two factors influencing the context of local decisions: 1) the extent to which 

decision-makers represent public interests and 2) the political nature of land-use 

decisions. Roles played by the state and local governments vary from one state to another 

based on political systems determining the state authority over land use planning, and the 

capacity of local governments to manage growth.      

          Adopted planning approaches shape the structure and distribution of power among 

governmental agencies. In communist countries, central planning is applied and top-down 

policies are evident. Strategies are “conceived, organized, and implemented from the 
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center of political and economic power” (Simon, 1990, 11-12).  In capitalist countries, 

planning is applied from a decentralized perspective and bottom-up strategies seek to 

develop from below. Furthermore, planning practices are affected by the urban regime
15

 

of a society. Actors in a growth machine influence urban growth (Molotch, 1976). 

Among the actors identified by Molotch are governmental institutions, private 

corporations, schools, and the media. They attempt to use their power by influencing the 

distribution of resources among local governments. 

         Moreover, Blowers (1980) demonstrated that planning as a governmental activity 

depends on two sources of power: “politicians and the bureaucracy.” Politicians claim the 

support of mandates, the ability to represent public interests, and the support of 

organizations able to mobilize decisive votes. Bureaucratic power, as stated by Blowers, 

comes from claims to technical expertise and ability to control the flow of information 

that enables them to exercise persuasive power. 

         Forester (1987, 1989 and 1993) discussed the power of planners by stating that 

planners choose strategies to perform their roles. They may seek to negotiate, satisfy 

particular interests, or mediate conflicts emerging through planning processes. Forester 

referred to information as a major source of planner power. Planners are able to access 

information, supply it to organizations, politicians, and citizens, which allow them to 

influence planning decisions by indicating opportunities. The persuasive power of 

planners enables them to shape citizen participation, expand responsibilities among 

                                                 
15

 Urban regimes refer to informal arrangements surrounding and complementing the formal networks of 

governmental authority. Lauria (1999) stated that urban regimes involve an informal, relatively stable 

group with access to institutional resources enabling it to have a sustained role in making governing 

decisions through an informal mode of cooperation.   
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actors, orient responses to planning policies, and prepare the community for future 

actions and efforts. 

        The power of local planners is determined by the power of their planning agencies 

and the distribution of power among governmental agencies. Ilichman and Uphoff (1969) 

referred to the “administrative infrastructure” as a necessary condition for exercising 

authority. It includes political parties, elections, legislatures, local governments, 

bureaucracy, police, constitutions, laws, networks, community organizations, trade 

unions, and other groups. Local and regional governments are part of the administrative 

infrastructure that shares authority and responsibility with the central government. 

Administrative infrastructure includes expenditures to create, enhance, and improve 

institutions and processes to maximize outputs, but minimize inputs. 

         In the “Structural Dependency” theory, Menzel (1987) explained that the power of 

an organization is determined by its position in the inter-organizational field, which is 

specified through legislation and a constitution. In addition, Healey (1998) referred to the 

capacity of a planning agency to influence other organizations as an indicator of power.  

Therefore, political, economic, and social bases shape the structure of power in a 

community. The power of a local government over decision-making for planning is 

determined by the extent of its autonomy, authority, and capacity to make independent 

decisions meeting local needs without any intervention from upper level governments. 

         The extent of local power over decision-making is influenced by the power of the 

state and its ability to intervene in local affairs. Johnson (1997) identified three major 

forms of state involvement in urban planning. The first form is when the state makes 

development decisions directly; for example, a state department of community affairs 
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controls the location of major development projects. The second form of state 

involvement in local planning is when the state transfers legal authority for planning to 

local governments, but mandates specific policies and procedures. The last form is when 

the state intervenes in local issues through the application of the planning and/or the 

regulatory model. The planning model requires local governments to prepare 

comprehensive plans consistent with state goals and standards, while the regulatory 

model enables the state to modify or veto local planning decisions.  

        Growth management programs, as Nelson and others (1995) explain, are used as 

governmental tools to eliminate imperfections in unregulated land markets and to 

improve the quality of life. These programs are associated with achieving more efficient 

urban development patterns. Two major approaches of growth management should be 

distinguished. Anderson (1995) explains the first approach when local governments, 

independent from any state interest, prepare, adopt, and administer programs to regulate 

urban growth and control growth amounts, rates, types, and location. The second 

approach to manage growth, described by Turner (1990), is when power is shared 

between the state and local governments. Partnership is perceived as the interdependent 

nature of growth management programs, in which policies can be negotiated and impact 

of change can be shared. This partnership may be unstable and create a tension between 

the state and local governments in the implementation of policies of growth management, 

however.                            

         Intergovernmental growth management programs may increase the involvement of 

the state in processes of decision-making for local planning. Models of growth 

management suggest different levels of local power over decision-making for planning. 
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The extent of local power is affected by whether the local planning agency is required to 

plan, planning standards are set by upper level agencies, the degree of consistency and 

compatibility are required among local plans and between local plans and state and 

regional plans, and types of sanctions employed in cases of non-compliance with state 

standards.  

         Scholars have proposed various models analyzing the distribution of power between 

state and local governments. Bollens (1992) classified statewide growth management 

programs into three models: 1) a Preemptive/ Regulatory model empowering the state by 

adopting a top-down approach, 2) a Cooperative/ Planning model making planning 

voluntary based on a bottom-up approach, and 3) a Conjoint/ Planning model giving 

freedom to local governments as long as their plans meet state objectives. On the other 

hand, Gale (1992) proposed four models for state sponsored growth management 

programs: 1) a State Dominant model giving power to the state over processes of land use 

planning, 2) a Regional-Local Cooperative model reducing the decisive role of the state 

and allowing negotiations between regional and local planning agencies, 3) a State-Local 

Cooperative model depending on processes of cross-acceptance, and 4) a Fusion model 

distributing planning responsibilities among local, regional, and state agencies. 

Moreover, Innes (1992) suggested three growth management models: 1) the Top Down 

Bureaucratic model in which the state uses consistency requirements and sanctions to 

control processes of local and regional planning, 2) the Laissez Faire Quasi-Judicial 

model making local planning voluntary and enabling local units to challenge state plans, 

and 3) the Collaborative-Consensus Building model in which local units vote on the state 

plan through the process of cross-acceptance. Finally, RuBino and LaRosa (1999) 
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proposed four approaches for statewide growth management programs: 1) a Top-Down 

approach enabling state control of land use planning through consistency requirements 

and sanctions, 2) a Conjoint approach achieving local compliance to state standards based 

on sanctions or incentives, while giving the state a less decisive role, 3) a Cooperative 

approach in which planning is voluntary based on incentives and participation, 4) a 

Bottom-Up approach in which local governments have autonomy over planning decisions 

and state goals are driven from local interests.  

         These models of the relationship between the state and local governments present 

different typologies of the distribution of power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning. Intergovernmental growth management programs influence the magnitude of 

local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. They distribute 

power among state, regional, and local planning agencies and determine the extent of 

state involvement in processes of decision-making for local planning. They also specify 

levels of authority and autonomy of local planning agencies to make decisions, control 

planning actions, and enforce planning regulations. In other words, growth management 

programs determine the extent of local power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning, which, in turn, affects governmental decentralization.  

 

2.2 Local Power over Decision-Making for Planning in Florida 

 

           Rapid growth and its negative effects on the natural environment were major 

factors contributing to Florida’s adoption of what Kelly (1993) described as the most 

comprehensive statewide land use program since the 1970s.  Research analyzing 
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intergovernmental structures of statewide growth management programs in the United 

States of America (USA) demonstrates the powerful role played by the state government 

in managing growth in Florida. Bollens (1992) placed Florida’s growth management 

program with states adopting the preemptive/regulatory approach characterized by the 

state’s ability to exercise power over local development decisions. In addition, Gale 

(1992) considered Florida’s growth management program as an example of the state 

dominant model in which the state controls local planning processes. Innes (1992) 

described Florida’s program as the one representing the top-down bureaucratic approach 

to planning processes. Moreover, RuBino and LaRosa (1999) illustrated that Florida’s 

growth management program followed a top-down approach; then it shifted to a conjoint 

approach.  

          These studies are concerned with two governmental levels: the state and local. 

They deal with local governments as aggregated units without showing the variation in 

the extent of their power over decision-making. It is important to analyze municipal 

governments as disaggregated units in order to understand how the system is working at 

the local level and design better growth management policies based on municipal needs 

and limitations.   

         Florida’s growth management program has shaped the structure of power over 

comprehensive planning. Power over decision-making has been distributed between the 

state and local governments. Florida’s growth management laws give the state a 

dominant role in the planning process to ensure local government compliance with state 

standards and requirements, which reduces the power of local governments over 

decision-making for planning. The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has 
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been able to control processes of local comprehensive planning through consistency and 

concurrency requirements, designation of areas of state concern, and sanctions.  The 

growth management system shapes the power map in Florida, which is defined by 

involving the DCA in processes of local comprehensive planning and mandating the 

preparation and implementation of local comprehensive plans and plan amendments. 

2.2.1 Major Planning Actors and Distribution of Power  

         Florida’s growth management program uses a mostly top-down approach, which 

implies a hierarchy of governmental institutions being involved in the planning process.  

Key actors include planning agencies at the state, regional, and local levels. However, the 

state has the dominant role in the planning process, which reduces the power exercised by 

local governments in making independent decisions related to planning. 

         The major actor at the state level is the Florida Department of Community Affairs 

(DCA); other state agencies are involved to a lesser degree. The DCA receives its 

oversight authority from the Local Government Comprehensive Planning and 

Development Regulation Act (Ch. 163, Part II, F.S.). It is given the authority to review 

local plans to ensure compliance with state requirements. It also has the power to enforce 

consistency requirements through sanctions. The DCA can recommend withholding 

1/365 of state revenue-sharing fund for each day a plan is late or found to be out of 

compliance (Burby et. al., 1997). In addition, other state agencies such as the Department 

of Environmental Protection and the Department of Transportation review local 

plans/plan amendments and report incidents of inconsistency to the DCA.  

        At the regional level, the State and Regional Planning Act of 1984 (Ch. 186, F.S.) 

authorized regional planning councils (RPCs) to: 1) prepare comprehensive regional 
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policy plans, 2) review local plans for consistency with regional plans and state 

requirements and report incidents of inconsistency to the DCA, 3) provide technical 

assistance to local governments, 4) prepare a local plan if requested by a local 

government, and 5) administer the development of regional impact (DRI) review 

programs, and 5) review areas of critical state concern including resource planning and 

management programs and local projects seeking federal funds. Despite their 

responsibilities, RPCs have had no power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning in Florida. Their responsibilities are mainly driven from their roles as technical 

assistants, mediators, facilitators, and agents of the DCA and the Executive Office of the 

Governor.
16

 

            Moreover, other regional level agencies were established to perform certain 

purposes. For example, five regional water management districts were established by the 

Water Resource Act of 1972 to deal with flooding and issues of water resources. Districts 

are responsible for flood control, water management, and administration of drainage 

works (DeGrove and Miness, 1992).    

            To summarize, Florida’s intergovernmental growth management system has given 

a dominant role to the state in overseeing the preparation and revision of local 

government comprehensive plans. Consistency and concurrency requirements and 

sanctions for non-compliance with state requirements have diminished local power over 

decision-making for planning.   

 

 

                                                 
16 Regional planning councils review local comprehensive plans at the request of the DCA, but in matters 

pertaining to regional planning they report to the Executive Office of the Governor (Ch. 186. 506, F.S.). 
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2.2.2 Mandating Plan Preparation and Implementation  

            Efforts to manage growth in Florida started in the late 1960s. The lack of political 

commitment and insufficient budget to support development programs were major 

constraints for state planning and programming (RuBino, 1990).  In the 1970s, serious 

fiscal, environmental, and social problems resulting from rapid, uncontrolled 

development forced state policy makers to take significant steps to guide growth 

(RuBino, 1998). Growth management, as defined by DeGrove and Miness (1992), was 

introduced as a tool to balance growth and protect the environment of Florida. 

              Laws were enacted to mandate the preparation of state and local comprehensive 

plans. The State Comprehensive Planning Act of 1972 (Ch. 72-295, 1972 Fla. Laws 

1072) required the preparation of a state comprehensive plan and the formulation of goals 

and policies guiding future growth. The Environmental Land and Water Management Act 

of 1972 (Ch. 380, F.S.) authorized the designation of areas of critical state concern and 

the development of regional impact (DRI) review programs. An area of critical state 

concern is defined as “an area containing, or having a significant impact upon 

environmental or natural resources of regional or state wide importance” and “an area 

containing, or having a significant impact upon, historical or archaeological resources, 

sites, or statutorily defined historical or archaeological districts, the private or public 

development of which would cause substantial deterioration or complete loss of such 

resources, sites, or districts.” (Ch. 380.05 (2), F.S.). In these areas, the state has the power 

to specify principles for guiding development in the area (Ch. 380 (1) (a), F.S.). These 

principles must be followed by the local governments when making land use decisions. 
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         Development of regional impact (DRI) review programs is “any development 

which, because of its character, magnitude, or location, would have a substantial effect 

upon the health, safety, or welfare of citizens of more than one county.” (Ch. 380.06 (1), 

F.S.) 

         The Local Government Comprehensive Planning Act 1975 (Ch. 75-257, 1975 Fla. 

Laws 794) required local governments to prepare and implement local comprehensive 

plans. However, no consistency was required between local comprehensive plans and 

state and regional plans, no minimum standards for plan quality were set, and no state 

funds were provided to assist in the preparation of local plans (DeGrove and Miness, 

1992). Thus, though an intergovernmental growth management program had been 

initiated, there was no real connection between the state and local levels of planning. The 

system was incomplete.  

          In the 1980s, a more integrated system of growth management was established 

among the local, regional, and state levels of governments. The preparation of state, 

regional, and local comprehensive plans has been mandatory and consistency and 

concurrency requirements have set. Foremost among actions taken was the State and 

Regional Planning Act passed in 1984 (Ch. 186, F.S.). The act mandated the preparation 

of a new state comprehensive plan, and within a year the state plan was completed and 

enacted into law (Ch. 187, F.S.). It also required state agencies to prepare state agency 

functional plans consistent with the state comprehensive plan; regional comprehensive 

plans thereafter had to be consistent with the state plan, too. 

         The year 1985 saw the enactment of a new local government comprehensive 

planning act: the Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Development 
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Regulation Act of 1985 (Ch. 163, Part II, F.S.). Unlike the 1975 act, it was more forceful 

in its demands on local governments and gave the state government a direct role in 

overseeing the preparation of local plans.  It mandated the preparation of local 

comprehensive plans with a time frame, identified elements and formats of local 

comprehensive plans, set consistency and concurrency requirements, established a 

process of state review of local plans and development regulations to ensure compliance 

with state requirements, and authorized sanctions in cases of local non-compliance. 

Concurrency requirements tied local development to levels of service and capital 

improvement programming. Local governments should demonstrate to the DCA that 

public facilities and service supporting development are either in place or financially 

committed before new development occurs. They have been obligated to set levels of 

service for local transportation, water, sewer, solid waste, parks and recreation, and storm 

water management. If a local government fails to comply with concurrency requirements, 

then the DCA can stop new development (Kelly 1993, Levy 2000).   

            In the 1990s, a series of changes were made to Florida’s intergovernmental 

growth management system. These changes included shifting state agency and regional-

level planning from a comprehensive to a strategic approach and revising aspects of the 

DRI review program (RuBino, 1994, 1998). At the local level, some exemptions were 

allowed regarding transportation concurrency. Areas located in local governments 

committed to improve public transportation or engage in transportation management 

activities are eligible to apply for this exemption (Levy, 2000). These and similar actions 

indicated an incremental regression from the relatively strong top-down approach taken 
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in the 1980s. However, the state government recently has shown that it is selectively 

reducing its role in some areas while increasing it in other areas.  

2.2.3 Recent Changes to Florida’s Growth Management System 

           In 2002, the legislature made significant changes to Florida’s growth management 

system through the passage of the Senate Bill 1906. The bill is mainly concerned with 

local government comprehensive planning. It seeks to enhance intergovernmental 

coordination, improve the integration of school and water supply planning into the local 

comprehensive plans, and provide incentives to reward local governments having a 

record of compliance with state planning criteria.  

          The new law increases the number of oversight agencies reviewing local 

comprehensive plans. The Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Development 

Regulation Act of 1985 (Ch. 163, Part II, F.S.) required each local governing body to 

submit comprehensive plans or plan amendments to the DCA, the Department of 

Environmental Protection, the Department of Transportation, and the appropriate regional 

planning agency and water management district. To these oversight agencies, Senate Bill 

1906 adds the Department of State; it also involves both the Department of Agriculture 

and Consumer Services and the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission in county 

plans, and the appropriate county planning agency in municipal plans (s. 163.3184, F.S.). 

          In addition, the law now requires local governments and district school boards to 

have mandatory interlocal agreements addressing school siting, capacity, safety, and 

infrastructure needs. The DCA and the Florida Department of Education review and 

approve these agreements.  If a local government and a district school board fail to reach 

an agreement, then they will be subject to financial sanctions (s. 163.31777, F.S.). This 
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condition puts pressure on both the local government and district school board for 

compliance. It adds more power to the DCA and the Department of Education by 

enhancing their role as oversight agencies over local governments and district school 

boards. 

           The new law also involves the DCA in regional development of counties with 

more than 100,000 inhabitants. Municipalities and special districts located within these 

counties should submit reports to the DCA demonstrating current or proposed interlocal 

service-delivery agreements related to education, public safety, potable water, drainage, 

solid waste, sanitary sewer, transportation facilities, and parks and recreation. The reports 

should indicate any duplication or deficits in service provisions within jurisdictions. The 

DCA is to provide technical assistance to municipalities to prepare these reports if 

requested (s. 163.3177, F.S.). In addition, Senate Bill 1906 requires local governments to 

integrate local comprehensive plans with the regional water supply plans of the water 

management districts (s. 163.3177 F.S.)  

          Interestingly, the bill adopts an incentive approach to reward local governments 

committed to planning under a Local Government Comprehensive Planning Certification 

Program. The program enables local governments to operate with less supervision from 

state and regional planning agencies if they satisfy certain criteria. The most important of 

these criteria are: 1) demonstrating a record of effective adoption, implementation, and 

enforcement of local comprehensive plans, 2) adopting programs within the local plans 

and land development regulations to promote infill development, redevelopment, and 

development of very low/ low income housing, 3) having effective intergovernmental 

coordination, and 4) addressing development’s extra-jurisdictional effects. The DCA 
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administers the certification program and takes all steps necessary to assure that rewarded 

local governments continue to meet these criteria (s. 163.3246, F.S.).  

          Furthermore, the bill exempts certain cases from the development of regional 

impact review such as: 1) marina or water development located in local government 

jurisdictions that have a boating facility sitting plan considering state criteria of boat 

facility management and 2) petroleum storage facilities consistent with a local 

comprehensive plan or a part of an approved port master plan that is in compliance with 

state requirements (s. 380.06, F.S.). In addition, the bill enables local governments in 

urban infill and redevelopment areas to be exempted from concurrency requirements, 

except for these related to transportation facilities, if public health and safety are not 

affected. This exemption should be adopted as a plan amendment (s. 163.3180, F.S.). 

          In summary, the enacted Senate Bill 1906 does not create a significant change on 

the distribution of power in Florida. The DCA continues to have a key role in the process 

of local comprehensive planning. Local compliance with state requirements continues to 

be backed up by the threats of sanctions. However, the incentive approach adopted under 

the Local Government Comprehensive Planning Certification Program rewards local 

governments with a record of compliance with state requirements. This does reduce state 

and regional oversight on rewarded governments. Considerable attention should be 

placed on monitoring whether this incentive approach will succeed in assuring local 

compliance with state requirements. It is debatable which approach, the carrot or the stick 

or a mix of both, produces more effective implementation of growth management 

programs.  
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2.3 Conclusion 

 

              Florida’s growth management program shapes the structure of power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning. The top-down approach adopted since the 

1980s has given the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) a dominant role in 

comprehensive planning. Florida law mandates the preparation of local comprehensive 

plans and requires compliance with state requirements. Therefore, the extent of local 

power over decision-making for planning is reduced as a result of DCA’s continually 

supervisory role in planning processes. 

           Though there have been incremental changes to Florida’s growth management 

system they have not significantly changed the distribution of power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning. State intervention in local planning continues to be 

a major characteristic of the system. Coordination between local governments and district 

school boards now are mandated by interlocal agreements, and more elements have been 

recently added to local comprehensive plans to ensure the integration of water supply 

planning with local comprehensive planning. However, the amendments in Senate Bill 

1906 are still supported by the sanctions to ensure local compliance—although the act 

does offer an incentive approach to reward local governments with a record of 

compliance with state and regional standards and requirements by reducing state and 

regional supervision.  

             The following chapter explains the research methodology followed to develop 

and test empirical measures of local power over decision-making for comprehensive 
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planning. The analysis is conducted in the context of Florida’s intergovernmental growth 

management program.  
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CHAPTER 3  

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

             The literature review shows that measures of decentralization adopted by 

previous studies capture different dimensions of decentralization. Most previous studies 

have focused on a single dimension of decentralization. Each group of measures reflects a 

particular dimension of decentralization: economic, political, or administrative. The 

existence of one dimension does not necessarily mean the establishment of all dimensions 

of decentralization. For example, high proportions of grants provided by the State to local 

governments imply a low level of fiscal decentralization as a result of the reliance of 

local units on State funding. However, these grants do not indicate that localities are not 

autonomous in decision-making for using these grants. Conditions accompanying State 

grants are major determinants to whether the extent of local autonomy over decision-

making is reduced under grant conditions. In addition, adopted measures deal with local 

governments as aggregated units. These measures are appropriate to indicate degrees of 

decentralization at the state or national level, but do not show the variation of these 

degrees across local units within a country or a state.  Therefore, for purposes of policy 

analyses and development planning, other measures of decentralization are needed to 

capture all dimensions of decentralization and demonstrate the variation of their levels 

among local governments.    
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            This research proposes local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning as a concept capturing all the dimensions of governmental 

decentralization. Decentralization involves the dispersion of power (Sherwood, 1969), 

which implies the autonomy of local units to manage, control, and generate resources, 

and build capacity to make planning decisions independently without any intervention 

from upper level governmental agencies. The research develops a set of empirical 

measures of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in 

Florida, the United States of America (USA). The planning system of the State of Florida 

represents an approach in which devolution is adopted as a form of decentralization. In 

this system of governance, local planning agencies have persuasive and/or utilitarian 

power to manage growth. Levels of decentralization of decision-making for 

comprehensive planning have fluctuated in Florida since the adoption of its growth 

management program in the 1970s. The experience of Florida shows that growth 

management programs influence the magnitude of local agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning and could produce various levels of decentralization 

in states adopting devolution as a form of governance. 

 

3.1 Research Goals and Questions 

 

          This research aims to: 1) develop a set of empirical measures of local agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning, that captures all the 

dimensions of decentralization, 2) investigate the extent of local planning agency power 

over decision-making in Florida with the adoption of the growth management program, 
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and 3) show the variation of levels of power across Florida’s municipalities. The major 

questions of the research are:  how to measure local agency power over decision-making 

for comprehensive planning? and to what extent do proposed measures of local agency 

power succeed in reflecting governmental decentralization at the local level? These 

questions are addressed in the context of the growth management program of Florida. 

 

3.2 The Unit of Analysis and Research Methods 

 

           Florida is selected as the focus for this research to investigate the extent of local 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. The unit of analysis is 

a governmental planning agency in municipalities of Florida with 10,000 inhabitants or 

more, which represents about 38% of municipalities of Florida. A local planning agency, 

as defined in section 163.3174 of the Florida Statutes, “may be a local planning 

commission, the planning department of the local government, or other instrumentality.”  

             A Delphi study was conducted to operationalize local agency power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning (see Chapter Four). Then, the proposed set 

of measures of power was examined empirically through investigating the extent of local 

agency power over decision-making in Florida, as demonstrated by Chapter Five. 

Because of time and resources limitations, planning agencies at the state and regional 

levels were not included in the survey. Municipal planning agencies were surveyed to 

investigate the extent of their power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. 

To ensure the validity of the survey, the questionnaire was designed to reflect facts 

related to planning practices not a respondent’s personal opinion. In addition, respondents 
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to the survey questionnaire were asked to report how many years of experience in 

planning they have to ensure their competence to participate in the survey. The findings 

using the proposed measures were then compared to findings using measures of 

decentralization adopted by previous studies to demonstrate its ability to capture the 

various dimensions of decentralization (see Chapter Six). Figure 3.1 summarizes research 

procedures and their major goals. 

 

 

 
 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
 

Stage One: DELPHI STUDY  
(Operationalization of local agency power over decision-making for 
comprehensive planning.) 

 
Stage Two: THE SURVEY AND DATA ANALYSES 

(Local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning 
in Florida.) 

 
Stage Three: APPLICATION OF MEASURES OF POWER 

(The relationship between local agency power over decision-making and 
governmental decentralization.) 

 
 

 

Figure (3.1) Research Procedures. 
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3.3 The Delphi Study 

Measures of Local Agency Power over Decision-Making for  

Comprehensive Planning 

 

           A Delphi study was conducted to answer a principal question: what are measures 

of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning? The Delphi 

technique was originally developed as a tool for forecasting and problem solving of 

complex topics at the Rand Corporation by Helmer and Dalkey (Ley and Anderson, 

1975, Riggs, 1983, Benarie, 1988, Woudenberg, 1991, and Miller, 1993). It is a 

qualitative methodology seeking to produce a consensus of a group of experts on an issue 

of concern (McClave and Benson, 1988, Waissbluth and DeGortari, 1990, Cho et. al, 

1991, and Miller, 1993) through a survey consisting of a series of rounds (Cicarelli, 1984, 

and Fontana and Frey, 1994). The goal of these rounds is to reach consensus among 

participants concerning a certain issue (Sackman, 1975) by aggregating judgments of 

people knowledgeable about ill-defined topics (Delbecq et. al, 1975, and RuBino, 2000).  

Experts respond to a series of questionnaires and are given feedback for responses to each 

round questionnaire (Cicarelli, 1984).   

          The Delphi methodology has been applied in many fields such as public 

administration, economics, business, resource and environmental management, 

education, health care, energy policy, and urban and regional analysis (Miller, 1993). The 

wide application of the Delphi technique is due to its advantages as an inexpensive 

research methodology that involves experts without bringing them together (Masser and 

Foley, 1987).  The combination of expert judgments contributes to the reliability and 
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validity of findings of Delphi studies (Bardecki, 1984, and Parente et.al., 1984).  In 

addition, the anonymity of participants allows them to interact, rethink, and compare their 

thoughts in a “non-threatening forum” and without being influenced by each other’s 

opinion (Miller, 1993). However, this anonymity may exclude group interaction 

processes, which may reduce the accuracy of group judgments (Woudenberg, 1991). The 

application of the Delphi methodology varies from one research project to another 

(Riggs, 1983) according to its purposes and field of study. A typical Delphi survey has 

three major components: creating a panel of anonymous experts on an issue of concern, 

conducting a series of rounds by using questionnaires to get expert opinions, and sharing 

respondent feedback with all participants (Bardecki, 1984, and Masser and Foley, 1987). 

          This Delphi Study operationalizes local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning. The unit of analysis of the study is a governmental agency 

responsible for comprehensive planning within municipalities of Florida. To address the 

study question, a Delphi survey consisting of three rounds was conducted and content 

analysis methodology was used to analyze responses to the questionnaire of each round. 

Content analysis is an effective methodology to analyze contents of communication or 

documents and make inferences objectively and systematically through identifying 

categories within a text (Krippendorff, 1980 and Babbie, 1998). 

           Local power over decision-making was conceptualized before starting the Delphi 

survey. Then, a procedure consisting of three stages was followed: 1) selecting survey 

participants who are knowledgeable about planning practices and growth management in 

Florida, 2) designing and analyzing survey rounds and questionnaires until reaching a 

consensus about measures of local agency power over decision-making, and 3) validating 
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findings of the Delphi survey through interviewing experts in planning practices in 

Florida. Procedures of the Delphi study are explained as follows: 

3.3.1 Selecting Participants in the Delphi Survey 

           The goal of the Delphi survey is to operationalize empirical measures of local 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida. Participants 

in the Delphi survey are professional planners having a high degree of expertise and 

knowledge about growth management and planning practices in Florida. They were 

selected based on suggestions of four experts17 in growth management in Florida. Experts 

provide lists including names, affiliations, and e-mail addresses of professional planners 

working in municipal, county, regional, and state planning agencies. Based on these lists, 

electronic mails were sent to invite professional planners to participate in the Delphi 

survey. Invitation e-mails include purposes and goals of the research, and schedule of 

survey rounds. Twenty-eight planners agreed to participate in the Delphi survey, but 

sixteen of them participated in survey rounds. 

            Scholars suggested different numbers of participants in a Delphi study. De Leo 

(1995) emphasized that the number of participants should be less than fifty, while; Miller 

(1993) refers to the economies of scale in large groups of Delphi surveys. He assumed 

that beyond the first thirty responses, additional responses do not generate much new 

information. In this research, it was not possible to involve large number of participants 

in the Delphi survey because of time constraints and conflicting schedules of professional 

                                                           
 

17 Experts are Bob Cambric, Growth Management Administrator, Florida Department of Community 
Affairs (DCA), Tallahassee, and Chairperson, Capital Area, Florida Chapter of the American Planning 
Association (FAPA); Lincoln Walther, AICP, Continental Shelf Association Inc., Jupiter, and Vice 
President, FAPA Section Affairs; Richard RuBino, Professor Emeritues, Florida State University; and 
Wayne Daltry, Executive Director, Southwest Florida Planning Council, North Fort Myers.  
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planners. Therefore, sixteen participants who are knowledgeable about Florida’s planning 

system and were interested in the research were determined to be a sufficient number of 

participants in the Delphi survey to operationalize local agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning. Contributors to the Delphi survey include four 

participants from municipal planning agencies, two from county planning agencies, three 

from Regional Planning Councils (RPCs), and three participants from state agencies, and 

four from the private sector. Participants in the Delphi survey were the same at all 

rounds. (See Appendix A: Contributors to the Delphi Survey.)            

          While conducting the Delphi survey, none of the participants knew who else was 

involved in the survey. This information was withheld in order to guarantee anonymity of 

participants. However, permission is given by participants to list their names and 

affiliations in the dissertation as contributors to the Delphi survey.  

 3.3.2 Designing and Analyzing Survey Rounds 

            A series of questionnaire rounds are used to obtain iterative responses to certain 

issues in a typical Delphi study (Masser and Foley, 1987). Woudenberg (1991) suggests 

two to ten as an appropriate number of rounds. Accuracy is expected to increase over 

rounds, because of the repetition of judgment and group pressures for conformity. This 

Delphi survey consists of three rounds. In average, each round took three weeks to be 

completed.  A questionnaire was designed for each round based on responses to the 

previous one. The content analysis methodology is adopted to analyze responses to 

questionnaires to “minimize redundancy” (Rubin et. al., 1998, 6). Survey questions are 

classified under four categories representing major dimensions of local agency power 

over decision-making for comprehensive planning. These categories are: 1) the legal 
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authority of a local planning agency to make planning decisions, 2) the relative autonomy 

of the agency over planning decision-making, 3) the control of the agency over local 

planning actions, and 4) the capacity of the agency to make planning decisions.  The 

category agency capacity was divided into four sub-categories: technical, fiscal, 

institutional, and enforcement. The Delphi survey was conducted via electronic mail and 

follow-up e-mails were used to encourage prompt responses to the questionnaires. Using 

the e-mail provides a free and fast means of communication. Rounds of the Delphi survey 

are explained as follows:         

• Round One 

This round was intended as brainstorming to produce a list of empirical measures of local 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida. Open-ended 

questions were used in this round. Participants were asked to: 1) review provided 

concepts of major dimensions of local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning, and 2) identify measures for determining the degree of each 

dimension at the municipal level in Florida.    

• Round Two  

The purpose of this round was to allow participants to review and comment on measures 

of dimensions of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning, 

which were proposed by participants in Round One. Closed questions were used in this 

round to investigate participant comments expressing agreement, disagreement, or 

clarification concerning proposed measures of power dimensions. The specific nature of 

closed questions stimulated participant reactions. Frequencies were obtained to measure 

the degree of consensus reached among participants regarding proposed measures of 
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local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida. 

• Round Three 

This round of the Delphi survey aims to: 1) inform participants of the findings of the 

analysis of responses to the questionnaire of Round Two and 2) request their final 

affirmation/comments on measures receiving no consensus in Round Two. The 

questionnaire of Round Three was prepared based on the findings of content analyses of 

responses to the questionnaire of Round Two. Closed questions were used and 

frequencies were obtained to indicate consensus reached among participants regarding 

measures of dimensions of municipal planning agency power over decision-making.  

           Over survey rounds, consensus was reached regarding most proposed measures of 

local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida. Based 

on the findings of the analyses of responses to the Delphi rounds, a list of measures of 

local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning was prepared (see 

Chapter Four). Then, proposed measures were validated through interviewing three 

experts in planning practices in Florida. 

3.3.3 Validating Findings of the Delphi Survey 

            To validate the findings of the Delphi survey, three scholars/professionals18 with 

high expertise in planning practices within Florida were interviewed. They were asked to 

suggest empirical measures for each major dimension of local agency power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning. Power dimensions include: 1) the legal 

authority of a local planning agency to make planning decisions, 2) the relative autonomy 

                                                           
18 Interviewees are Sam Casella, FAICP, President, Paul DiGuseppe, Senior Planner, Tallahassee/ Leon 
County Department of Planning, and Harrison T. Higgins, AICP, Planner-in-Residence, Department of 
Urban and Regional Planning, Florida State University. 
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of the agency over planning decision-making, 3) the control of the agency over local 

planning actions, and 4) the capacity of the agency to make planning decisions.  Agency 

capacity has four sub-dimensions: technical, fiscal, institutional, and enforcement. 

Examples of proposed measures by respondents to the Delphi survey were presented to 

interviewees if it was needed to clarify questions.  

          Information gathered from the interviewees regarding measures of local agency 

power over decision-making was classified. Then, measures suggested by the 

interviewees and participants in the Delphi survey were compared. A final list of 

measures of major dimensions of local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning in Florida was prepared based on the findings of the Delphi 

survey and suggestions of the interviewees. The final list of proposed measures was used 

to design a survey questionnaire examining these measures empirically and investigating 

the extent of municipal agency power over decision-making in Florida. (See Chapter 

Four).  

 

3.4 Survey and Data Analyses 

Local Agency Power over Decision-Making for Comprehensive Planning across 

Municipalities of Florida 

 

         This section explains the survey procedures used in the second stage of the 

research.  The major purposes of conducting the survey are to: 1) examine empirically 

measures of local agency power over decision-making proposed by the Delphi Study and 

2) investigate the extent of this power in Florida. The survey was conducted by mail and 
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a self-administered questionnaire was prepared based on measures proposed by the 

Delphi study. Procedures to conduct the survey include selecting survey cases, designing 

the survey questionnaire, and analyzing data collected. 

3.4.1 Selecting Survey Cases 

           The unit of analysis of the research is a governmental planning agency within 

municipalities of Florida. The survey questionnaire was mailed to 142 municipal 

planning agencies, which were selected through the following process: 

First:  Planning departments are more likely to be established in communities with more 

than 25,000 people, as stated by Hollander and others (1987). The analysis shows that 

approximately 76 out of the 402 municipalities in Florida have 25,000 or more people, 

which does not provide a sufficient number of cases to run statistical analyses. Therefore, 

the research adopts 10,000 as a population threshold to survey municipal planning 

agencies. Planning departments within 147 municipalities having 10,000 or more people 

are included in a preliminary survey list. 

Second: From the list of 147 municipalities, five municipalities are dropped. These 

municipalities are Lakeland, Orlando, Palm Beach Gardens, Sunrise, and Jacksonville.  

The first four municipalities are excluded from the survey, because their planning 

directors/staff participated in the Delphi survey, which may bias survey findings in case 

of their participation. In addition, Jacksonville is excluded from the survey, because it 

represents a special case. Jacksonville has a consolidated government with Duval 

County.19 Therefore, it is not possible to separate agencies of the city of Jacksonville 

from those of the county to measure municipal planning agency power over decision-

                                                           
19 Consolidation is to combine the city and county governments. 
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making for comprehensive planning. In addition, the large population size of Jacksonville 

(735,617 inhabitants) in comparison to other municipalities makes it an outlier. For 

example, Miami, the second largest city in Florida, has 362, 470 inhabitants, which is less 

than half of the population of Jacksonville. Consequently, 142 planning agencies within 

municipalities were surveyed to investigate local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning in Florida. 

           Municipalities surveyed are distributed among the 11 regional planning councils 

(RPCs) making-up the State of Florida. However, 34 out of the 67 counties of Florida do 

not have representative municipalities in the survey, because they include small 

communities, i.e., less than 10,000 inhabitants. That does not bias the findings of the 

research since the survey focuses on municipalities with 10,000 populations or more and 

all RPCs have representatives in the survey. In addition, it is decided to survey all the 142 

municipalities in order to have sufficient cases to run statistical analyses (see Appendix 

(C): Municipalities Participated in the Survey). 

3.4.2. Designing Survey Questionnaires 

            The survey questionnaire was prepared based on measures of local agency power 

over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida, which are proposed by the 

Delphi study. It includes questions to investigate the extent of each major dimension of 

local power over decision-making. These dimensions are agency legal authority, relative 

autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to make planning decisions. 

Closed questions with multiple choices are used to facilitate response analyses. In 

addition, open-ended questions are adopted for questions expected to receive 

comprehensive and broad responses. Questions are designed to be simple and clear to 
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avoid any misunderstanding. A statement of the research purposes and goals is enclosed 

with the questionnaire and a cover letter accompanying it to demonstrate the significance 

and scope of the study. 

          The preliminary questionnaire was pre-tested by asking seven planners/ staff to 

comment on and/or respond to its questions (see Appendix (F): the Survey Pre-Test 

Questionnaire). Participants in the questionnaire pre-test provided useful comments 

improving the clarity of the questionnaire. Based on pre-test findings, the questionnaire 

was revised. The final questionnaire was mailed to directors of planning agencies within 

municipalities of Florida to investigate the extent of agency power over decision-making 

for comprehensive planning (see Appendix (G): the Survey Questionnaire). A cover letter 

outlining the purpose, scope, and significance of the research to Florida’s planning 

practices was enclosed with the questionnaire (see Appendix (E) the Informed Consent 

Letter). This letter stimulated planning director interests in the study and contributed to 

prompt responses to the survey questionnaire. Before starting the survey, an approval 

letter was obtained from the Human Subjects Committee regarding the contents of the 

questionnaire (see Appendix (D): Human Subjects Committee Approval Letter).  Follow-

ups of the survey questionnaire were conducted by mail. 

3.4.3 Analyzing Data Collected         

           This research develops and tests empirical measures of local agency power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning. The measures deal with municipalities as 

disaggregated units, which permits the comparison of the extent of local power across 

Florida’s municipalities   Therefore, the major objectives of analyzing data collected by 

surveying municipal planning agencies in Florida are to: 1) construct indices 
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summarizing major dimensions of local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning and 2) examine the extent of this power across Florida’s 

municipalities. Measures proposed by the Delphi study for each dimension of power were 

analyzed. Power dimensions include agency legal authority, relative autonomy, control 

over local actions, and capacity to make decisions for comprehensive planning.  The 

analyses compare two groups of municipal planning agencies, which are: 

Group (A): includes 71 planning agencies in municipalities having population from 

10,000 to less than 25,000.  

Group (B): refers to 71 Planning agencies within municipalities with 25,000 or more 

inhabitants. 

            The purpose of analyzing these groups of municipalities is to investigate whether 

planning agencies within small and large municipalities have different levels of local 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. Indices summarizing major 

dimensions of power are constructed based on variables varying across Florida’s 

municipalities. Frequencies were obtained for measures of each dimension of power 

proposed by the Delphi study. Measures having no variation across planning agencies are 

excluded from the indices. One of two methods was followed to construct an index 

summarizing a dimension of power.  

• Method One: Indices Including Variables Measuring a Same Dimension. 

Items measuring the same dimension are expected to be statistically associated (Babbie, 

1998). Bivariate associations were examined for variables varying across municipalities 

of Florida and expected to reflect the same dimension of power. Indices were constructed 

based on the findings of the statistical analysis. A variable was dropped from an index if: 
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1) its association with other variables was not statistically significant at .05 alpha levels, 

2) it was very strongly associated with another variable (association is more than .85), 

and/ or 3) it had a high rate of missing values. Types of statistical analyses are adopted 

based on variable types of measurement, as shown by table (3.1). 

 

Table (3.1) Types of Statistical Analyses 

 
Variable Types of Measurement 

 
Types of Statistical Analysis* 

 
Nominal & Nominal 
 
Nominal & Ordinal 
 
Ordinal& Ordinal 
 
Scale& Scale 
 
Nominal & Scale 
 
Ordinal & Scale 

 
Chi2 

 
Gamma 

 
Gamma 

 
Pearson Correlation 

 
Mean & ANOVA 

 
Mean & ANOVA 

 

 
* Agresti, Alan and Barbara Finlay, 1997. Statistical Methods for the Social Science,  
New Jersey, Prentice Hall. 

 

          Findings of the analyses provide statistical evidence that variables reflect the same 

dimension of power over decision-making. This method was used to construct indices 

summarizing technical, fiscal, institutional, and enforcement capacity (see Chapter Five).  

• Method Two: Indices Including Variables Measuring Different Sub-Dimensions of a 

Major Dimension. 

Some of the major dimensions of power have various sub-dimensions. Since variables 

measure different sub-dimensions, they are not expected to be statistically associated. 
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Therefore, theoretical evidence from previous research is the main determinant of which 

variables should be included in an index to capture its multiple sub-dimensions. Table  

(3.2) demonstrates indices constructed based on theoretical evidence provided by 

previous studies. 

 

Table (3.2) Indices Constructed based on Theoretical Evidence    

 
Major Dimensions of Power 
 

 
Sub-Dimensions Captured by an Index 

 
Agency Relative Autonomy 
 
 
Control over Local Actions 
 
 
 
Overall Capacity 
 
Agency Power 

 
Lack of state intervention in local affairs 
Lack of intervention by regional and/or county planning agencies.  
 
Lack of control by the governing body. 
Absence of control by the planning board 
Agency control of local planning processes 
 
Technical, Fiscal, Institutional, and Enforcement Capacity 
  
Autonomy, Authority, Control, and Overall Capacity 
 

 

 

          Variables measure different sub-dimensions are dropped from an index if they 1) 

have high rates of missing values and/ or 2) do not vary across planning agencies within 

Florida’s municipalities. Indices were recoded to reflect three levels of each major 

dimension of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in 

Florida. Levels of an index are low, moderate, and high. These levels are determined 

based on the formula shown in figure (3.2).  

            The previous procedures were followed to construct indices measuring: agency 

legal authorities, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to 

make planning decisions. Then, an overall index of local agency power over decision-
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making for comprehensive planning was constructed based on the four indices.        

  

 
Calculating Levels of Power and Its Major Dimensions 

 

  Low  = Less than (Mean – 1 Standard Deviation). 
 
  Moderate = From (Mean – 1 Standard Deviation) To (Mean + 1 Standard   
                     Deviation). 
 

  High = More than (Mean + 1 Standard Deviation). 
 
 

            
Figure (3.2) Calculating Levels of Power and Its Major Dimensions 

                     

           Regression analysis was used to analyze the structure of the overall power index 

by using Beta Weight to investigate how much each dimension of power contributes to 

the overall power index. The proposed power index summarizes the extent of agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning across municipalities of Florida 

in the context of the adopted growth management program (see Chapter Five). 

 

3.5 Application of Measures of Power: 

Associations between Local Power and Decentralization 

 

          By following the previous research stages, the proposed measures of local agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning were developed and tested 

empirically in Florida. Findings using these measures were then contrasted with findings 

using these decentralization indicators adopted by previous studies. These included local 

reliance on state funds (Stonecash 1985), state involvement in local affairs (Stonecash 
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1981), and distribution of public employment (Stephens 1979 and Kim 1989). (See figure 

3.3). These indicators were selected because they: 1) are adopted by previous research, 2) 

can be used in analyzing municipalities as disaggregated units, 3) reflect different 

dimensions of decentralization, and 4) data reflecting their measures is available.20   

 

             SELECTED DECENTRALIZATION INDICATORS AND MEASURES   
 

  INDICATOR: Local Reliance on State Funds (Stonecash 1985).  
  MEASURE: Proportion of local general revenues provided by the state government 
 
  INDICATOR: State Involvement in Local Affairs (Stonecash 1981). 
  MEASURE: Proportion of the state budget transferred to local governments.  
 
  INDICATOR: Public Employment (Stephens 1979 and Kim 1989). 
  MEASURE: Proportion of local public employment in total government employees. 

 
Figure (3.3) Indicators and Measures Selected to Examine the Applicability of the 
Measures of Power as Indicators of Decentralization. 
 
 
 
           Selected indicators, shown in figure (3.3) reflect two different dimensions of 

decentralization: fiscal and administrative. Like other measures proposed by previous 

studies, selected measures were used to analyze decentralization from above. They deal 

with local governments as aggregated units. In this study, they are used at the municipal 

level to allow them to be compared to the proposed empirical measures of local power 

over decision-making in Florida.  They were then converted to decentralization levels 

based on a formula similar to that adopted to estimate power levels, which is: 

                                                           
 

20 Data analyzed is related to local public employment (1990), local general revenues provided by the State 
and the state budget transferred to local governments (1998). 
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Low Decentralization = Less than (Mean – 1 Standard Deviation). 

Moderate Decentralization = From (Mean – 1 Standard Deviation) to 

                                               (Mean + 1 Standard Deviation) 

High Decentralization = More than (Mean + 1 Standard Deviation). 

Pearson Correlations were used to investigate how measures of decentralization adopted 

by previous studies are related to each other in the case of Florida. Levels of power 

measures were then correlated with decentralization indicators adopted by previous 

studies. The above analysis illustrates the extent to which levels of local agency power 

over decision-making for comprehensive planning are associated with levels of 

decentralization as measured in previous studies.  

 

3.6 Conclusion 

 

              This study develops and tests a set of empirical measures of local agency power 

over decision-making for comprehensive planning. This chapter explains the research 

methodology to 1) propose empirical measures of local agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning, 2) investigate the extent of this power in Florida, 

and 3) demonstrate the association between these measures and ones used previously in 

studies of governmental decentralization. The unit of analysis of the research is a 

governmental planning agency within municipalities of Florida with 10,000 populations 

or more. The research consists of three stages: 1) a Delphi study proposing a set of 

empirical measures of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning, 2) a survey examining the proposed set of measures empirically and 
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investigating the variation of agency power over decision-making across municipalities 

of Florida, and 3) a comparative analysis to provide evidence of the applicability of the 

proposed set of empirical measures of power as an indicator of decentralization. The 

following chapters present findings of each stage of the analyses and demonstrate the 

contribution of the research to the fields of international development planning and 

growth management. The proposed set of measures of power represents a tool to analyze 

local power over decision-making, which reflects the various dimensions of 

governmental decentralization. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE DELPHI STUDY  

MEASURES OF LOCAL AGENCY POWER OVER DECISION-MAKING FOR 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 

 

             The purpose of the Delphi study is to operationalize local agency power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning. The principal question of the Delphi 

survey is: what are measures of local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning?  The unit of analysis of the Delphi survey is a municipal 

planning agency in Florida. The Delphi survey consists of three rounds. Content analysis 

was used to analyze responses to the questionnaire of each round, because it enabled the 

researcher to analyze and make inferences about the contents of communications or 

documents through identifying categories within a text (Krippendorff, 1980 and Babbie, 

1998).  

             This Delphi study has four components: 1) conceptualization of local agency 

power over decision-making, 2) selection of participants in the Delphi survey who are 

knowledgeable about growth management and planning practices in Florida, 3) 

conducting survey rounds, and 4) analyzing responses to round questionnaires to 

operationalize local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. 

Questionnaires of survey rounds were prepared based on responses to previous rounds 

(see Appendix B).  
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           This chapter presents findings of the Delphi study. It consists of four sections and 

a conclusion. The first section conceptualizes local agency power over decision-making, 

while the second section presents findings of the analyses of the Delphi rounds. The next 

section discusses interviews conducted to validate the findings of the Delphi survey. The 

last section presents a proposed set of measures of local agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning based on the findings of the analyses of responses to 

the Delphi rounds and interviews.  

 

4.1 Conceptualization of Local Agency Power over Decision-Making 

 

           The first stage of this Delphi study is to conceptualize local agency power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning. Simon (1953) and Clark (1971) defined 

power as the acceptance of influence to change the attitudes, decisions, and behavior of 

others directly or indirectly. In addition, Domhoff (1978) described power as the 

domination of a group over other groups for the distribution of values such as wealth, 

income, and education, while Polsby (1980) perceived power as the capacity to take 

actions affecting others and changing future event. Stocker (1997) referred to the role of 

individual behavior, rules of the game, and external events in creating and shaping power. 

Scholars identified four major dimensions of power over decision-making: authority, 

autonomy, control, and capacity.     

             Ilichman and Uphoff (1969) referred to local agency authority derived from 

country or state constitutions or local charters as a determinant of the extent of agency 

power. Giertz (1981) considered authority an indicator of the power of governmental 
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units. In a federal system, for example, the extent of the state authority is determined by 

constitutions establishing the power for the state, which in turn transfer a degree of power 

to local governments.  In addition, Painter and others (1997) explained the role of laws in 

shaping society rules and regulating participant actions. Decision-making processes are 

influenced by the perception of local actors of the extent of their authority over decision-

making.  

           In addition, Hoggart (1981) perceived local autonomy as the “independence of 

localities” in shaping their characters without any intervention from upper level agencies. 

Sherwood (1969) and Kirby (1993) defined autonomy as the freedom to act without 

being controlled directly or indirectly by others. Local autonomy is perceived as the 

capacity of local units to act based on their own interests without considering the reaction 

of upper level agencies. Autonomous local units are self-sufficient and have the ability to 

determine local needs, goals, and resources allocation.  

           Moreover, other scholars consider governmental control a critical component of 

local power. Dahl (1968) stated that the control of the distribution of resources produces 

different power structures within societies.  Stephens (1974) perceived the ability to 

control resources allocation as the economic base of power.  In addition, Hoggart (1991) 

mentioned that functions performed by local agencies specify the scope of their authority 

to make decisions. Local units differ in the extent of their control over decision-making 

even if they have similar authority. It is unlikely to have complete control or no control at 

all. Therefore, the extent of agency control is a matter of degree.              

           Furthermore, Honadle (1981) defined local capacity in terms of activities 

performed by an organization “means” to achieve certain goals “ends,” while Mead 
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(1996) identified capacity as the ability to act to achieve one’s goals and objectives. 

Moreover, Domhoff (1996) described capacity as the ability to achieve goals planned. 

The extent of this capacity is influenced by “organizational resources” such as the 

agency’s budget size and staff qualifications and ability to manage resources. Therefore, 

Fiszbein (1997) perceived local capacity as the existence of tools enabling local 

governments to perform their tasks effectively. Another Delphi Study (2001)
21

 adds 

agency capability for enforcement of local regulations as a major component of agency 

capacity to make decisions.  Consequently, local agency capacity over decision-making 

has four sub-dimensions: technical, fiscal, institutional, and enforcement.  

            In this research, local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning is conceptualized to include four major dimensions. These dimensions are: 

agency legal authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and 

capacity to make planning decisions, as demonstrated by figure (4.1). This 

conceptualization is the base of designing the questionnaire of Round One of the Delphi 

survey (see Appendix B).  

 

                                                           
21 A Delphi Study was prepared by the researcher to investigate major dimensions of local power over 

decision-making for planning. The findings of the study were presented in the First World Congress for 

Planning Schools, China 2001. 

 

 

 

78

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

MAJOR DIMENSIONS OF LOCAL AGENCY POWER 

OVER DECISION-MAKING FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 

 

First Dimension: THE LEGAL AUTHORITY OF A LOCAL AGENCY TO MAKE 

PLANNING DECISIONS (i.e., the degree of delegated authority to the agency by 

state laws and/or county charters to undertake tasks of comprehensive planning and 

the scope/range of decisions and actions over which the agency has authority).  

 

Second Dimension: THE RELATIVE AUTONOMY OF A LOCAL PLANNING 

AGENCY OVER DECISION-MAKING (e.g., the freedom of planning staff/members 

to seek out strategies on municipal interests without substantial oversight from higher 

level planning agencies and subjection of municipal plans to regional plans. Low 

degree of autonomy can be expressed by the ability of a higher level of government to 

veto a municipal decision, the need of the municipal planning agency to get approval 

of other governmental agencies to its decisions, and reliance on federal/state funds).   

 

Third Dimension: THE DEGREE OF ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL OF AN 

AGENCY OVER LOCAL PLANNING ACTIONS (e.g., the localization of processes 

of economic decision-making, and the freedom of a municipal planning agency to 

exercise control over DAY-TO-DAY planning decisions without any intervention 

from elected officials, administrative heads, or other municipal agencies).   

 

Fourth Dimension: THE CAPACITY OF A LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY  

 

4A. TECHNICAL CAPACITY (e.g., an adequate number of planning staff with skills 

to analyze scenarios and draft a comprehensive plan, build a technically sound and 

citizen-supported plan, conduct effective planning linked to implementation and future 

outcomes of land use decisions).  

 

4B. FISCAL CAPACITY implies the adequacy of financial resources the agency has 

to perform planning tasks and its capability to produce revenues independent of the 

federal/state government.  

 

4C. INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY (i.e., the ability of the agency to 1) forge effective 

links with other planning agencies, 2) facilitate participation of citizen groups, 3) link 

with interested groups/institutions with local agendas, and 4) involve community 

leaders in setting planning agenda and decision-making).  

 

4D. ENFORCEMENT CAPACITY means the ability to monitor the impact of 

planning policies and compliance with land use regulations. 

 

Figure (4.1): Major Dimensions of Local Agency Power over Decision-Making for 

Comprehensive Planning. 
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           4.2 Findings of the Analysis of Delphi Rounds 

 

            The Delphi survey proposes measures for each dimension of local agency power 

over decision-making for comprehensive planning. Power dimensions include agency 

legal authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity. 

During the Delphi survey rounds, participants suggested various measures for each 

dimension of local agency power: legal authority, relative autonomy, control, and 

capacity to make decisions.  Table (4.1) demonstrates how consensus was reached over 

the three rounds of the Delphi survey and lists the agreed-up measures of local agency 

power over decision-making that are expected to vary across Florida’s municipalities. 

 

Table (4.1): Summary of Responses to the Questionnaires of Delphi Rounds  

 

Rounds 

 

 

 

Proposed Measures 

 

One 

(N= 14) 

 

Two 

(N= 14) 

 

Three 

(N= 15) 

 

1st Dimension: Legal Authority 

 

• Scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, 

special acts, and charters to revise a comprehensive plan.  

 

• Scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, 

special acts, and charters to propose revisions to land 

development regulations. 

 

• The exercise of a municipal planning agency of final authority 

over important planning decisions. 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

13 

 

 

 

13 

 

 

11 

 

 

 

 

** 

 

 

 

** 

 

 

** 

 

 

N= Number of Participants. 

** Omitted from Round Three survey, because consensus was reached in Round Two. 
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Table (4.1) Continued. 

Rounds  

Proposed Measures 
One 

(N= 14) 

Two 

(N= 14) 

Three 

(N=15) 

2nd Dimension: The Relative Autonomy 

 

• The absence of oversight agencies able to veto municipal planning 

agency decisions. 

 

• The absence of decisions requiring approval from a higher level of 

government prior to local government adoption of a plan or plan 

amendments. 

 

• The inability of a higher level of government to withhold 

      funds (sanctions) in cases of inconsistency. 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

13 

 

 

 

12 

 

 

12 

 

 

 

 

** 

 

 

 

** 

 

 

** 

3rd Dimension: Control over Local Actions 

 

• Absence of intervention by elected officials, administrative heads, or 

other municipal agencies in internal operation of the municipal 

planning agency. 

 

• Absence of issues of state significance (i.e., as required by 2001 

legislation) in the municipality.   

 

• Ability of the municipal planning agency to approve/deny 

applications for development without direction from the municipal 

governing body.  

 

• Frequency of the local board agreeing with/upholding 

recommendations of planning staff on zoning/land use proposals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 

 

 

 

6 

 

 

9 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

14 

 

 

 

9 

 

 

15 

 

 

12 

 

4th Dimension:  Capacity to Make Planning Decisions.       

 

4A. Technical Capacity.  

• Percentage of professional planning staff having a degree in 

planning. 

 

• Availability of continuing planner education and training in   

evolving technologies. 

 

• Percentage of professional planning staff having AICP certification. 

 

• Number of years of the experience of planning staff. 

 

• Number of computer hardware.  

 

• Salary range of planning staff. 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

11 

 

 

11 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

 

13 

 

 

12 

 

9 

 

15 

 

14 

 

10 

 

N= Number of Participants. 

** Omitted from Round Three survey, because consensus was reached in Round Two. 
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Table (4.1) Continued 

Rounds  

Proposed Measures One 

(N= 14) 

Two 

(N= 14) 

Three 

(N= 15) 

 

4B.  Fiscal Capacity.  

 

• Percentage of total agency revenues from fees on planning  

    services and land development regulations. 

• Adequacy of funds to hire consulting services. 

• Adequacy of the agency budget to support planning functions.  

• Rate of professional planner turnover. 

 

4C.  Institutional Capacity.  

 

• Number of other governmental agencies with which municipal 

planning agency interacted last year. 

 

• Number of current inter-local agreements specifically related to 

planning. 

 

• Frequency of planning staff participation in regional planning 

activities last year. 

 

• Frequency of planning staff participation in meetings with local 

special interest groups last year. 

 

• Number of public hearings held by the agency last year. 

 

• Number of community meetings held by the agency last year. 

 

4D. Enforcement Capacity.  

 

• The ability of a municipal planning agency to approve/deny 

development projects for consistency with the comprehensive 

plan. 

 

• The adequacy of resources provided for enforcement actions. 

 

• The ability to impose fines for violation for planning 

regulations. 

 

• The percentage of planning staff recommendations related to 

enforcement, which were overturned last year. 

 

• The existence of multiple enforcement mechanisms. 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

 

Proposed 

 

Proposed 

 

 

 

 

8 

 

12 

 

15 

 

11 

 

 

 

 

12 

 

 

10 

 

 

12 

 

 

11 

 

 

12 

 

11 

 

 

 

 

 

13 

 

15 

 

 

12 

 

 

10 

 

9 

 

 

 

 

** 

 

** 

 

** 

 

** 

 

 

 

 

** 

 

 

** 

 

 

** 

 

 

** 

 

 

** 

 

** 

 

 

 

 

 

** 

 

** 

 

 

** 

 

 

** 

 

** 

 

 

N= Number of Participants. 

** Omitted from Round Three survey, because consensus was reached in Round Two. 
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           Based on majority voting, a list of measures of local agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning in Florida was prepared. The list includes: 

1. Measures of agency legal authority to make planning decisions.  

• The scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and 

charters to revise a comprehensive plan.  

• The scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and 

charters to propose revisions to land development regulations. 

• The exercise of a municipal planning agency of final authority over important 

planning decisions. 

2. Measures of agency relative autonomy over decision-making.   

• The absence of oversight agencies able to veto municipal planning agency decisions. 

• The absence of decisions requiring approval from a higher level of government prior 

to local government adoption of a plan or plan amendments. 

• The inability of a higher level of government to withhold funds (sanctions) in cases of 

inconsistency. 

3. Measures of agency control over local planning actions. 

• Absence of intervention by elected officials, administrative heads, or other municipal 

agencies in internal operation of the municipal planning agency. 

• Absence of issues of state significance (i.e., as required by 2001 legislation) in the 

municipality.   

• Ability of the municipal planning agency to approve/deny applications for 

development without direction from the municipal governing body.  

• Frequency of the local board agreeing with/upholding recommendations of planning 
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staff on zoning/land use proposals. 

4. Measures of agency capacity to make planning decisions. 

4A. Technical capacity.      

• Percentage of professional planning staff having a degree in planning 

• Availability of continuing planner education and training in evolving technologies. 

• Percentage of professional planning staff having AICP certification. 

• Number of years of the experience of planning staff. 

• Ability to use technical software such as GIS, database, and statistical packages.  

• Salary range of planning staff. 

4B. Fiscal capacity.  

• The percentage of total agency revenues from fees on planning services and land 

development regulations. 

• The adequacy of funds to hire consulting services. 

• The adequacy of the agency budget to support planning functions.  

• The rate of professional planner turnover. 

4C.  Institutional capacity.  

• The number of other governmental agencies with whom municipal planning agency 

interacted last year. 

• The number of current inter-local agreements specifically related to planning. 

• The frequency of planning staff participation in regional planning activities last year. 

• The frequency of planning staff participation in meetings with local special interest 

groups last year.     

• The number of public hearings held by the municipal planning agency last year. 
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• The number of community meetings held by the municipal planning agency last year. 

4D.  Enforcement capacity.  

• The ability of a municipal planning agency to approve/deny development projects for 

consistency with the comprehensive plan. 

• The adequacy of resources provided for enforcement actions. 

• The ability to impose fines for violation for planning regulations. 

• The percentage of planning staff recommendations related to enforcement, which 

were overturned last year. 

• The existence of multiple enforcement mechanisms. 

  

4.3 Validation of Findings of the Delphi Survey 

 

            To validate the findings of the analysis of responses to the Delphi survey, three 

scholars/professionals
22

 with high expertise in planning practices in Florida were 

interviewed. Interviewees were asked to suggest measures for each dimension of local 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida. Major 

dimensions of power include: agency legal authority to make planning decisions, relative 

autonomy over decision-making, control over local planning actions, and capacity to 

Make Planning decisions. Examples of measures proposed by participants in the Delphi 

survey were presented to interviewees for clarification if needed. Interviewees suggested 

various measures agreeing with many measures proposed by the Delphi survey and added 

                                                           
22 Interviewees were Sam Casella, President, American Institute of Certified Planners; Harrison T. Higgins, 

Planner-in-Residence, Department of Urban and Regional Planning, Florida State University; and  

Paul DiGuseppe, Senior Planner, Tallahassee/ Leon County Department of Planning, Florida. 
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other measures for each dimension of local agency power. Table (4.2) demonstrates key 

measures for each dimension of local agency power, which are proposed by the 

interviewees.  

 

Table (4.2) Summary of Measures of Power Proposed by the Interviewees 

 

  Proposed Measures 

Agreeing 

with the 

Delphi 

Respondents 

 

1. Agency Legal Authority 

 

• The scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and 

charters to revise a comprehensive plan.  

 

• The scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and 

charters to propose revisions to land development regulations. 

 

• The exercise of a municipal planning agency of final authority over important 

planning decisions. 

 

Added 

 

• Types of authority the agency has (to recommend or to implement). 

 

• The degree that decisions of other agencies are bound by the municipal agency. 

 

• Time spent to get state approval to comprehensive plans. 

 

Agreeing 

with the 

Delphi 

Respondents 

 

2. Agency Relative Autonomy 

 

• The absence of oversight agencies able to veto municipal planning agency 

decisions. 

 

• The absence of decisions requiring approval from a higher level of government 

prior to local government adoption of a plan or plan amendments. 

 

• The inability of a higher level of government to withhold funds (sanctions) in 

cases of inconsistency. 

 

Added 

 

• Ability of the agency to approve large projects. 

 

• Time spent by planning staff to respond to state objections. 
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Table (4.2) Continued. 

 

Proposed Measures 

Added 

 

Agency Relative Autonomy (Continued) 

 

• Number of objections from the DCA to plan amendments. 

 

• Consistency requirements.  

 

• State/Regional Councils review local plans. 

 

• Ability to make annexation without permission from the DCA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreeing with 

the Delphi 

Respondents 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Agency Control over Local Planning Actions: 

 

• Absence of intervention by elected officials, administrative heads, or other municipal 

agencies in internal operation of the municipal planning agency. 

 

• Absence of issues of state significance in the municipality.   

 

• Ability of the municipal planning agency to approve/deny applications for 

development without direction from the municipal governing body.  

 

• Frequency of the local board agreeing with/upholding recommendations of planning 

staff on zoning/land use proposals. 

 

 

Added 

 

• Existence of zoning hearing examiner/board of adjustment within the agency. 

 

•  Number and importance of changes in the final comprehensive plan than that 

proposed originally. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreeing with 

the Delphi 

Respondents 

 

 

 

 

4. Agency Capacity: 

 

4A. Technical Capacity 

 

• Percentage of professional planning staff having a degree in planning 

• Availability of continuing planner education and training in evolving technologies. 

• Percentage of professional planning staff having AICP certification. 

• Number of years of the experience of planning staff. 

 

 

 

 

 

87



 

 

 

Table (4.2) Continued. 

 

Proposed Measures 

 

Agreeing with 

the Delphi 

Respondents 

 

 

 

4A. Technical Capacity (Continued) 

 

• Ability to use technical software such as GIS, database, and statistical packages.  

 

•  Salary range of planning staff. 

 

 

 

 

Added 

 

• Availability of computer hardware. 

 

• Specialization of agency planners in certain planning activities. 

 

• Existence of frequently updated rules and regulations of the agency in the web. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreeing with 

the Delphi 

Respondents 

 

 

4B. Fiscal Capacity 

 

• Percentage of total agency revenues from fees on planning services and land 

development regulations. 

 

• Adequacy of funds to hire consulting services. 

 

• Adequacy of the agency budget to support planning functions.  

 

• Rate of professional planner turnover. 

 

 

 

 

 

Added 

 

• Whether fees paid for planning activities go to municipal agency or the general 

treasury. 

 

• Percentage of government budget directed to the planning agency. 

 

• Percentage of the agency budget directed to conduct special studies. 

 

 

 

 

Agreeing with 

the Delphi 

Respondents 

 

4C.  Institutional Capacity 

 

• The number of other governmental agencies with whom municipal planning agency 

interacted last year. 

 

• The number of current inter-local agreements specifically related to planning. 

 

• The frequency of planning staff participation in regional planning activities last year. 

 

• The frequency of planning staff participation in meetings with local special interest 

groups last year. 
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Table (4.2) Continued. 

 

Proposed Measures 

 

 

 

Agreeing with 

the Delphi 

Respondents 

 

4C.  Institutional Capacity (Continued) 

 

• The number of public hearings held by the municipal planning agency last year. 

 

• The number of community meetings held by the municipal planning agency last 

year. 

 

 

 

Added 

 

• Percentage of the agency budget to total government budget. 

 

• Participation in boards of other agencies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreeing with 

the Delphi 

Respondents 

 

 

4D.  Enforcement Capacity 

 

• The ability of a municipal planning agency to approve/deny development projects for 

consistency with the comprehensive plan. 

 

• The adequacy of resources provided for enforcement actions. 

 

• The ability to impose fines for violation for planning regulations. 

 

• The percentage of planning staff recommendations related to enforcement, which 

were overturned last year. 

 

• The existence of multiple enforcement mechanisms. 

 

• Existence of code of enforcement within the planning department. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Added 

 

• Degree of consistency between capital improvements and the comprehensive plan. 

 

• No. Personnel responsible for enforcement activities. 

 

• Whether enforcement activities are responses to complaints or regular inspection. 

• Whether the planning agency receives citizen complaints. 
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4.4 Findings of the Delphi Study: 

Measures of Local Agency Power over Decision Making for Comprehensive 

Planning in Florida 

 

           Measures of local agency power proposed by participants in the Delphi survey 

were compared with those suggested by the interviewees. Based on majority voting to 

Delphi rounds, suggestions of interviewees, and the literature, a final list of measures 

were prepared for each dimension of local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning. Lists include measures of agency legal authority, relative 

autonomy, control over local actions, and capacity to make planning decisions (see figure 

4.2).  The proposed measures were examined empirically to investigate the extent of local 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida.  

 

 

Measures of Local Agency Power 

 over Decision-Making for Comprehensive Planning in Florida 

 

1
st
 Dimension: Legal Authority. 

 

a. The scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and    

charters to revise a comprehensive plan.  

b. The scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and   

    charters to propose revisions to land development regulations. 

c. The exercise of a municipal planning agency of final authority over important   

    planning decisions. 

d. The degree that decisions of other agencies are bound by the local planning agency. 

 

Figure (4.2): Proposed Measures of Local Agency Power over Decision-Making for 

Comprehensive Planning. 
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Measures of Local Agency Power (Continued) 

 

2
nd

 Dimension: Relative Autonomy over Decision-Making.   

 

a. Frequency that the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) approves local plan    

    amendments recommended by the local planning agency.  

b. Absence of additional requirements for consistency set by upper level agencies or   

    special acts or charters. 

c. Absence of upper level agencies other than the DCA with authority to veto     

    municipal planning agency decisions. 

d. The agency reviews and recommends annexation requests. 

 

3
rd 

Dimension: Control over Local Planning Actions. 

 

a. Frequency of the municipal governing body involvement in the processes of   

  approving or denying applications for development. 

b. Frequency of the municipal board agreeing with planning staff recommendations    

    on zoning or land use proposals.  

c. Existence of a board of adjustments or a zoning hearing examiner within the planning 

agency. 

 

4
th 

Dimension: Agency Capacity to Make Planning Decisions.    

  

 4A. Technical Capacity.  

a. Percentage of professional planners having a degree in planning. 

b. Availability of continuing planner education and training in evolving technologies. 

c. Number of years of the experience of planning staff. 

d. Availability of computer software. 

e. Planner ability to use technical software.  

 

4B. Fiscal Capacity.  

a. The adequacy of funds to hire consulting services. 

b. The adequacy of the agency budget to support planning functions.  

c. The rate of professional planner turnover in the last two years. 

 

4C. Institutional Capacity.  

a. Frequency of planning staff participation in regional planning activities last two years.  

b. Number of other governmental agencies with which municipal planning   

    agency interacted last year. 

c. Participation of agency planners in committees or boards of other local governmental 

agencies last year. 

d. Number of meetings with citizen groups held by the planning agency last year. 

e.  Number of public hearings held by the municipal planning agency last year. 

 

Figure (4.2) Continued. 
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Measures of Local Agency Power (Continued) 

 

4D. Enforcement Capacity.  

a. Sufficiency of fiscal resources provided for enforcement actions. 

b. Agency responsibility to impose fines for violation for planning regulations 

c. Agency responsibility to approve or deny development applications. 

 

Figure (4.2) Continued. 

 

4.5 Conclusion 

 

            This chapter demonstrates major findings of the Delphi study, which is the first 

stage of this research. The chapter provides conceptualization of local agency power over 

decision-making, demonstrates and validates findings of the analysis of Delphi rounds, 

and develops measures for each dimension of local agency power over decision-making 

for comprehensive planning. Major dimensions of local agency power are legal authority, 

relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to make planning 

decisions.  

              Chapter Five examines the proposed measures by the Delphi study empirically 

through surveying municipal planning agencies in Florida. It illustrates the extent of 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning across municipalities of 

Florida.  
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CHAPTER 5 

LOCAL AGENCY POWER OVER DECISION-MAKING FOR COMPREHENSIVE 

PLANNING ACROSS MUNICIPALITIES OF FLORIDA 

 

            Florida’s municipalities were surveyed to investigate the extent of local agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. The survey questionnaire was 

designed based on measures proposed by the Delphi study, and expected to vary across 

municipalities (see Chapter Three). Florida statutes influence the extent of many 

variables proposed by the Delphi study to measure local agency legal authority, relative 

autonomy, and the degree of control over decision-making for comprehensive planning, 

which implies their uniformity across municipalities. Therefore, in this particular case, 

the survey of municipal planning agencies focused on measures, which are not addressed 

by Florida statutes and expected to vary across municipalities.  

            The Delphi study, described in Chapter Four, suggests measures of each 

dimension of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. 

Statutes shape the extent of the power dimensions in Florida. This chapter displays the 

findings of the survey investigating the extent of agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning across municipalities of Florida. It explains how indices 

summarizing major power dimensions are constructed. It also proposes an overall index 

of agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida.  

             The legal authority given to local planning agencies by statutes reflects the 
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advisory role of these agencies in providing recommendations to the governing body. The 

Department of Community Affairs (DCA), Regional Planning Councils (RPCs), other 

state agencies are directly involved in processes of comprehensive planning. Because the 

statutes address issues influencing local planning agency authority, autonomy, and 

control, many of the measures proposed by the Delphi study are uniform across Florida’s 

municipalities, which is explained as follows: 

a) Florida Statutes and Agency Legal Authority to Make Planning Decisions. 

            The Florida statutes affect the extent of legal authority given to a local planning 

agency. A local planning agency is responsible for: 1) preparing the comprehensive plan 

or plan amendment, 2) making recommendations to the governing body concerning the 

amendment or adoption of the comprehensive plan, 3) holding public hearings regarding 

proposed plans or plan amendments, 4) monitoring the comprehensive plan and making 

recommendations to the governing body changes in that plan as required, 5) reviewing 

proposed land development regulations, land development codes, or amendments, and 

reporting to the governing body issues related to consistency with adopted 

comprehensive plans, when the agency is required to do so (s.163.3171, F.S.), and 6) 

preparing and recommending to the governing body reports related to the evaluation and 

appraisal of comprehensive plans (s.163.3191, F.S.). If a local government has not 

prepared all elements required for the comprehensive plan or plan amendment, the RPC 

in charge of the region where that locality is located will prepare the plan/ plan 

amendment (s.163.3167, F.S.).  

b) Florida Statutes and Agency Relative Autonomy over Decision-Making. 

          The Florida statutes reduce the magnitude of relative autonomy of a local planning 
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agency. First of all, the statutes make the DCA, RPCs, and state agencies involved 

directly in comprehensive planning processes (s.163.3204, F.S.). The DCA reviews or 

delegates the responsibility to RPCs to: 1) review proposed comprehensive plans or plan 

amendments (s. 163.3184, F.S.) and 2) prepare reports of evaluation and appraisal of 

comprehensive plans (s.163.3191, F.S.) to ensure that they meet requirements determined 

by statutes. Second, Water Management Districts, the Department of Environmental 

Protection, and the Department of Transportation review and recommend to the DCA on 

proposed comprehensive plans and plan amendments. Third, final orders issued by the 

DCA or the Administration Commission indicating that amendments are in compliance 

with state requirements are essential to adopt plan amendments (s.163.3189, F.S.). 

Fourth, statutes specify sanctions in cases of local non- compliance with State 

requirements (s. 163.3191, F.S.).  Sanctions include deprivation from funds to improve 

infrastructure capacity and/or grants administered by the Florida Small Cities Community 

Development Block Grant Program, the Florida Recreation Development Assistance 

Program, and Revenue Sharing program (s.163.3184, F.S.). 

          Moreover, Florida statutes provide many conditions reducing the autonomy of a 

local planning agency over decision-making, which are: 1) the existence of oversight 

agencies able to veto municipal planning agency decisions, 2) the review of 

comprehensive plans by the DCA or other agencies, 3) the need for approval from the 

DCA prior to the adoption of comprehensive plans or plan amendments, and 4) the ability 

of the DCA to withhold funds in cases of inconsistency.  

c) Florida Statutes and Agency Control over Local Planning Actions. 

           Florida statutes provide many conditions reducing the extent of local agency 
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control over planning actions. The existence of areas of critical state concern in a local 

unit increases the involvement of the DCA in local planning processes. A final order 

indicating that a plan or plan amendment is in compliance with state requirements is a 

condition for the adoption of that plan or plan amendment in designated areas of critical 

state concern (s.163.3184, F.S.). In addition, the statutes establish minimum requirements 

for information included in reports of evaluation and appraisal of a comprehensive plan 

(s.163.3191, F.S.), specify required and optional elements of comprehensive plans 

(s.163.3177, F.S.), and determine two times at maximum for plan amendments during a 

calendar year, except for cases of emergency (s.163.3187, F.S.).  

d) Florida Statutes and Agency Capacity to Make Planning Decisions. 

          Statutes do not address directly the extent of technical, fiscal, institutional, and 

enforcement capacity of a local planning agency to make decisions. Therefore, the extent 

of these sub-dimensions of capacity is expected to vary across municipalities of Florida 

according to factors such as population size, area, and economic activities. 

        Indices were constructed to summarize the extent of each dimension of local 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. Variables are dropped 

from an index if they: 

1) Have high rates of missing values. Variables dropped are: 

- Additional consistency (existence of additional requirements for consistency set by 

upper level agencies) is dropped from the autonomy index, because of 11% missing 

cases. 

- Resource sufficiency (sufficiency of fiscal resources provided for enforcement actions) 

is dropped from the fiscal capacity index due to 34% missing cases. 
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2) Do not vary across planning agencies within Florida’s municipalities. Variables 

dropped are: 

- Hiring consultants (the adequacy of funds to hire consulting services) is dropped from 

technical capacity index (95% of agencies hired consulting services in the last five years). 

 - Continuing planning education (availability of continuing planning education and 

training in evolving technologies) is dropped from the technical capacity index since 

93.3% of agencies provide opportunities for professional planners to continue their 

education. 

- Annexation review (agency reviews and recommends annexation requests) is dropped 

from the autonomy index because over 94% of planning agencies do not have the 

authority for annexation reviews. 

3) Are strongly associated (measures of associations > .85) with a variable included in an 

index. The variable “Software use” (ability of professional planners to use technical 

software programs) is dropped from the technical capacity index, because of its very 

strong correlation with “years of experience” (number of years of the experience of 

planning staff).       

    Indices were constructed to summarize the extent of power dimensions, which are: 

legal authority, relative autonomy, control over local actions, and capacity to make 

planning decisions. Then, an overall power index was created to reflect power levels 

across municipalities of Florida. Table (5.1) shows variables included in indices 

summarizing major dimensions of local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning, which are agency legal authority, relative autonomy, control 

over local planning actions, and capacity to make planning decisions.   
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Table (5.1): Adopted Measures of Local Agency Power over Decision-Making. 

 

 
Variable Description 

 
Variable Name 

 
Coding 

 
1st Dimension: Agency Legal Authority 
 
Additional authority given to a local planning agency by 
ordinances, agreements, special acts, or charters  
 

 
 
 
Additional Authority 
  

 
 
 
Continuous  
(Mean= .634)  

 
2 nd Dimension: Relative Autonomy 
 
High frequency that DCA approves local plan amendments 
recommended by the local planning agencies. 
 
 
 
Absence of upper level agencies other than the DCA with 
authority to veto decisions of planning agencies. 

 
 
 
DCA plan approving 
 
 
 
 
Upper Agencies veto  

 
 
 
0= Never 
1= Rarely 
2= Frequently 
3= Always 
 
1= Yes 
0= No  

 
3rd Dimension: Control over Local Planning Actions 
 
Frequency of the municipal governing body involvement in   
processes of approving or denying development applications. 
 
 
 
Frequency of the municipal council agreeing with 
recommendations on zoning or land use proposals. 
 
 
 
Existence of a board of adjustments or a zoning hearing 
examiner within the planning agency. 

 
 
 
Governing body    
 involvement 
 
 
 
Council agreeing  
 
 
 
 
Boards of Adjustments 
 

 
 
 
0= Always 
1= Frequently 
2= Rarely 
3= Never 
 
 0= Never 
1= Rarely 
2= Frequently 
3= Always 
 
1= Yes 
0= No 

 
4th Dimension: Capacity to Make Planning Decisions 
 
4A. Technical Capacity 
 
Percentage of professional planners having a degree in 
planning 
 
Number of years of planning experience of agency staff. 
 
 
Availability of computer software programs in an agency. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Staff with planning 
degrees 
 
Years of experience 
 
 
Software availability 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Continuous 
(Mean= 34) 
 
Continuous 

(Mean= 16.67) 
 
Continuous 
(Mean= 2.94)  
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Table (5.1) Continued.   

 

 
Variable Description 

 
Variable Name 

 
Coding 

 
4B. Fiscal Capacity 
 
Agency had to cut staff and/or planning activities in the last two 
years for budgetary reasons. 
 
Rate of professional planners left the agency for any reason in 
the last two years. 
 

 
 
 
Staff cut 
 
 
Planner turnover 
 

 
 
 
0= Yes 
1= No 
 
Continuous 
(Mean= 26.42) 

 

4C. Institutional Capacity 
 
Professional planner participation in planning activities with the 
regional planning council in the last two years. 
 
Number of other local governmental agencies with which the 
agency interacted at least once a month last year. 
 
 
 
Participation of agencies in boards or committees of other local 
governmental agencies last year. 
 
Number of meetings with citizen groups or special interest held 
by the planning agency last year. 
 
 
 
Number of public hearings held by the planning agency last 
year. 

 
                    

 
 
 
Participation in 
RPCs 
 
Agencies contacted 
 
 
 
 
Participation in 
boards 
 
Citizen group 
meetings 
 
 
 
Public hearings 
 
 

 
 
 
0= No 
1= Yes 
 
0= None 
1= 1-3                
2= 4-6                
3= 7 or more    
                 
0= No 
1= Yes 
 
0= None            
1= 1-12              
2= 13-52            
3= 53 or more    

  
0= None   
1= 1-12              
2= 13-52            
3= 53 or more 
 

 
4D. Enforcement Capacity 
 
Agency responsibility to impose fines for violation of 
development regulations. 
 
Agency responsibility to approve or deny development 
applications. 
 
 

 
 
 
Imposing fines 
 
 
Development 
applications 
 

 
 
 
0= No 
1= Yes 
 
0= No 
1= Yes 
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5.1 Agency Legal Authority to Make Planning Decisions 

 

           The Delphi study proposes four measures of agency legal authority to make 

planning decisions, which are:  

1) The scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and/ or 

charters to revise a comprehensive plan.  

2) The scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and/ or 

charters to propose revisions to land development regulations. 

3) The exercise of a municipal planning agency of final authority over important planning 

decisions 

4) Degree that decisions of other agencies are bound by decisions of the municipal 

planning agency. 

            The Florida statutes specify the scope and type of legal authority given to local 

planning agencies to revise a comprehensive plan and propose revisions to land 

development regulations (s.163.3171, F.S.). The agency does not exercise final authority 

over important planning decisions. Consistency requirements entail that decisions of 

other agencies must be bound by the adopted comprehensive plan. Capital improvements 

and land use regulations must be consistent with the plan (Burby et. al., 1997). Therefore, 

the four measures of agency legal authority that are proposed by the Delphi study do not 

vary across Florida’s municipalities. However, variation in the extent of legal agency 

authority can only be found if an agency has additional authority given by special acts or 

charters. Additional authority given to planning agencies are related to: 1) land 

 100



 

development regulations23, 2) review of annexation proposals, 3) architectural review, 4) 

historical preservation, 5) other forms of plan implementation, and 6) management of 

federally proposed projects. Additional authority given a local planning agency is 

adopted as an indicator of agency legal authority for this group of municipalities as 

shown by figure (5.1). An equal weight was given for each type of additional authority 

given to a local planning agency. Scores of agency additional authority range from zero 

to two.   

 

 

 
Agency Legal Authority  

 
(Additional Authority) Additional authority given to a local planning agency by   
              ordinances, agreements, special acts, or charters to make planning decisions.  

Figure (5.1): Proposed Index of Agency Legal Authority. 

 

           The analysis indicates that over 47% of planning agencies in municipalities of 

Florida do not have authority additional to that given by Florida statutes, while 

approximately 53% of agencies have additional authority. Large municipalities (25,000 

or more inhabitants) have additional authority more than small communities (less than 

25,000 people). Tables (5.2) shows that on average large municipalities have more 

additional authority than small communities (the mean= .760 and .5185, while the 

median= 1 and < .001, respectively). In addition, 38% of planning agencies in large 

                                                           
23 Land development regulations include subdivision regulations, land use, use of water and potable water,  
environmental protection, public facilities, zoning, review of appeals, permits, and code enforcement. 
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municipalities, but more than 55% of agencies in small communities do not have 

additional authority. However, the percentage of planning agencies with a high score of 

authority in large municipalities is almost double that percentage of small communities. 

 

Table (5.2): Levels of Authority Given to Planning Agencies by Municipal Group 

 
Group A (< 25,000) 

 
Group B (>= 25,000) 

 

 
Levels of Authority 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

 
Frequency 

 
 Percent 

 
Low* 
Moderate* 
High* 

 
30 
20 
4 

 
55.6 
37 
7.4 

 
19 
24 
7 

 
38 
48 
14 

 
Mean 
Median 
 

 
.5185 
< .001 

 
.7600 
1.000 

 
* Low authority = The agency performs authority given by statutes. No additional authority is given. 
* Moderate= The agency has one additional authority to that given by statutes. 
* High= The agency has two additional authority to that given by statutes. 

 

             In general, planning agencies in large municipalities are given additional 

authority more than their counterparts in small communities. Table (5.3) illustrates the 

distribution of types of additional authority given to planning agencies by municipal 

groups. It compares types of additional authority given to planning agencies to make 

planning decisions in small and large municipalities. More than half of planning agencies 

in large municipalities have additional authority related to land development regulations, 

but 44.4% of agencies in small communities have this authority. In addition, few 

planning agencies within large municipalities, but none in small communities, have 

additional authority related to historical preservation, managing federally proposed 

projects, and other forms of plan implementation. 
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Table (5.3): Additional Authority Given to Planning Agencies by Municipal Group  

 
Group A 

(< 25,000 inhabitants) 

 
Group B 

(>= 25,000 inhabitants) 

 
Types of Additional Authority* 
 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Land development regulations 
Review of annexation proposals 
Architectural review  
Historical preservation 
Other forms of plan implementation 
Managing federally proposed projects 

 
24 
3 
1 
0 
0 
0 

 
44.4 
5.6 
1.9 
0 
0 
0 

 
26 
3 
1 
3 
2 
3 

 
52 
6 
2 
6 
4 
6 

 
* An agency may have more than one type of additional authority. 

 

          The percentages of planning agencies with authority to review annexation 

proposals or architectural review are almost equal for large and small municipalities. 

Therefore, types of additional authority given to planning agencies within large 

municipalities have more variation than those given to agencies within small 

communities. 

 

5.2 Agency Relative Autonomy over Planning Decision-Making 

 

            The Delphi study suggests four measures of relative autonomy of a municipal 

planning agency over decision-making for comprehensive planning, which are: 

1) High frequency that the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) approves local 

plan amendments recommended by the local planning agency (High frequency 

DCA plan approving),  

2) Absence of additional requirements for consistency set by upper level agencies or 

special acts or charters (additional consistency),  
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3) Absence of upper level agencies other than the DCA with authority to veto 

decisions of a local planning agency (Absence of upper agencies veto), and 

       4) The agency reviews and recommends annexation requests (annexation reviews). 

               Two variables proposed by the Delphi study were dropped from the analysis. 

The first variable dropped is “additional consistency,” because of its high rate of missing 

values.24 The other variable dropped is “annexation reviews,” because of its uniformity 

across Florida’s municipalities. Over 94% of planning agencies do not have authority for 

annexation. Therefore, two variables: “absence of upper agencies veto” and “high 

frequency DCA plan approving” were analyzed. These variables are concerned with the 

relationship between the agency and institutions with different governmental levels. The 

variable “high frequency DCA plan approving” illustrates the relationship between the 

agency and the DCA, while the variable “absence of upper agencies veto” focuses on the 

relationship between the agency and county and regional planning agencies. The DCA 

approves local plan amendments based on the feedback of regional planning councils 

(RPCs) and other state agencies. The DCA delegates the review of plans and plan 

amendments to (RPCs), which report to the DCA incidents of inconsistency. 

Approximately 88% of municipal planning agencies have upper level agencies authorized 

to veto their decisions and they report that county planning agencies are the major 

agencies able to veto municipal planning decisions, while about 10% of them have RPCs 

to veto their decisions. Therefore, most vetos of municipal agency decisions come from 

county planning agencies. To reflect the relationship between the local planning agency 

and the DCA and regional, and county planning agencies, the proposed index of agency 

                                                           
24 Approximately 11% of cases have missing values for additional requirements for consistency. 
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relative autonomy was constructed to include two variables: “absence of upper agencies 

veto” and “high frequency DCA plan approving,” as shown by figure (5.2). 

 

 

Agency Relative Autonomy Index 
 

(High frequency DCA plan approving) Frequency that the DCA approves local   
               plan amendments recommended by the local planning agency. 
 
(Absence of upper agencies veto) Existence of upper level agencies other than 

the DCA with authority to veto planning agency decisions. 
 
 

 
Figure (5.2): Proposed Index of Agency Relative Autonomy. 

 

            Levels of municipal planning agency autonomy in Florida were coded to range 

from low to high. Table (5.4) compares levels of agency relative autonomy between 

municipal groups. It shows the variation in the levels of planning agency autonomy by 

municipal group. The mean of autonomy levels of local planning agencies within small 

municipalities (3.0227) is very close to that of agencies within large communities 

(3.0426), while the median is equal. In addition, percentages of planning agencies having 

a low level of autonomy in large communities are more than these in small communities 

(26% and 18.5% respectively). However, 30% of planning agencies within large 

municipalities, but 20.4% of agencies in small communities have high levels of 

autonomy. The growth management program has shaped the power map in Florida. The 

DCA has a dominant role in the process of local comprehensive planning. RPCs do not 

have power over decision-making despite their roles as technical assistants, facilitators, 

and negotiators.  
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Table (5.4): Levels of Agency Relative Autonomy by Municipal Group 

Group A (< 25,000) Group B (>= 25,000)  
Levels of Relative Autonomy 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Low* 
Moderate* 
High* 
 
                Total 
                 Missing 
 
Total Agencies 
 

 
10 
23 
11 

 
44 
10 

 
54 

 
18.5 
42.6 
20.4 

 
81.5 
18.5 

 
100 

 
13 
19 
15 

 
47 
3 
 

50 

 
26 
38 
30 

 
94 
6 
 

100 

 
Mean 
 
Median 

 
3.0227 

 
3.000 

 
3.0426 

 
3.000 

 

 
* Low (<Mean- 1St.), Moderate (Mean - 1St. to Mean + 1St.), and High (> Mean + 1St.). Since the Mean= 
3.033 and the St.= .737; then, Low autonomy (< 2.296), Moderate autonomy (2.296 to 3.770), and High 
autonomy (>3.77). The Maximum = 4.00, while the minimum= 2.00 of agency relative autonomy.    

            

 

           County-planning agencies may have supervisory roles driven from local charters 

or special acts. Local governments are required to comply with state requirements. 

Therefore, the growth management program of Florida influences the extent of local 

agency autonomy to make decisions for comprehensive planning.   

 

5.3 Agency Control over Local Planning Actions 

 

            The Delphi study proposes three measures of agency control over local planning 

actions, which are: 

1) Frequency of the planning board agreeing with planning staff recommendations 

on zoning or land use proposals (Board agreeing),  

2) Existence of a board of adjustments or a zoning hearing examiner within the 
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planning agency (Boards of Adjustments), and 

3) Frequency of the municipal governing body involvement in the processes of 

approving or denying applications for development (Governing body 

involvement).            

               The proposed variables are concerned with different aspects of agency control 

over local planning actions. The variables: “governing body involvement” and “boards of 

adjustments” are concerned with the ability of the planning agency to control local 

planning processes, while “board agreeing” focuses on the agency control of its internal 

operation. The variable “board agreeing” indicates the frequency of the municipal board 

agreeing with planning staff recommendations on zoning or land use proposals, which 

indicates the extent of influence or persuasive power a local planning agency has. The 

more influence the agency has, the more likely the municipal board agrees with planning 

staff recommendations on zoning or land use proposals. However, it is possible that 

planners consider potential reactions of the planning board when making 

recommendations, which increase the likelihood of “board agreeing.”  The extent of 

agency influence on the planning board neither affects the degree of the governing body 

involvement in development processes nor determines whether an agency has a board of 

adjustments or a zoning hearing examiner. Consequently, the three proposed variables 

should be included in an index summarizing the different sub-dimensions of agency 

control over local planning actions. Figure (5.3) demonstrates components of the 

proposed index of agency control over local planning actions. Based on the proposed 

index, levels of agency control over planning actions were coded from low to high across 

municipalities of Florida. 
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Agency Control Index 
 

          
 (Board agreeing) Frequency of the planning board agreeing with planning   

         staff recommendations on zoning or land use proposals.  
 

 (Adjustment boards) Existence of a board of adjustments or zoning hearing   
        examiner within the planning agency.  
 

(Governing body involvement) Frequency of the municipal governing body  
         involvement in the process of approving or denying development applications.  
 

 
Figure (5.3): Proposed Index of Agency Control over Local Planning Actions. 

 

            Statutes give advisory roles to local planning agencies through transferred 

responsibilities and enable the governing body to intervene in decisions of local planning 

agencies. Therefore, agency control over local planning actions is a matter of degree in 

Florida. It is not possible to find an agency with no control at all over local planning 

decisions, because it will not be able to perform its major functions. On the other hand, it 

is unlikely to have an agency with complete control over local planning actions since 

agencies have advisory roles. Table (5.5) compares levels of agency control over local 

planning actions for small (< 25,000 populations) and large (>= 25,000 inhabitants) 

municipalities. 

            Table (5.5) implies that, in general, planning agencies in small municipalities 

have similar levels of control over local planning actions to their counterparts in large 

communities, because the median scores of agency control are equal for both groups. 

However, the mean scores of agency control over local planning actions for small 

municipalities is higher than that of large communities, because of outliers.  
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Table (5.5) Levels of Agency Control over Local Planning Actions by Municipal Group 

Group A (<25,000) Group B (>= 25,000)  
Levels of Agency Control 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Low*  
Moderate*  
High*  
 
                     Total 
                     Missing 
 
Total Agencies 
 

 
2 

41 
8 
 

51 
3 
 

50 
 

 
3.7 

75.9 
14.8 

 
94.4 
5.6 

 
100 

 

 
10 
30 
9 
 

49 
1 
 

50 
 

 
20 
60 
18 

 
98 
2 
 

100 
 

 
Mean 
Median 

 
3.764 
4.000 

 

 
3.55 
4.000 

 
* Low (<Mean- 1St.), Moderate (Mean - 1St.  to Mean + 1St.), and High (> Mean + 1St.). Because the 
Mean of local agency control is 3.66, while St. is .98; then, low control (< 2.67), Moderate control (2.67- 
4.65), and high control (> 4.65). The maximum score of agency control= 6.00, while the minimum= 2.00 
 

 

           As shown by table (5.5) approximately 15% of agencies within small 

communities, but 18% of their counterparts in large municipalities, have high levels of 

local control. In addition, large municipalities have a higher proportion of planning 

agencies with low levels of control than what small communities have (20% and 3.7%, 

respectively). In average, agencies within small communities have equal control over 

local planning actions to agencies in large municipalities. Two possible scenarios can 

describe planning practices. The first is that planning agencies in small municipalities 

deal with less complicated and less controversial planning issues, which make the 

governing body and the planning board less involved in planning processes. Therefore, 

the larger the municipality, the more diverse planning issues faced, the more involvement 

of the governing body in development processes, and the less control of agencies over 

local planning actions. The other scenario is that planners in small communities are 
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influenced by the non-decision power of the governing body and planning boards, which 

make them consider possible reactions of the governing body and the board when making 

planning recommendations. The practice of non-decision power produces planner 

recommendations, which are more likely to be approved. The proposed index is 

appropriate to measure agency control based on the first scenario. If the second scenario 

is true, then measuring agency control without investigating effects of practices of non-

decision power on decision-making is misleading. Further research is needed to 

investigate which scenario is more likely to explain the differences between small and 

large municipalities in the extent of their control over planning actions in Florida. 

 

5.4 Agency Capacity to Make Planning Decisions 

 

            The Delphi study suggests measures of sub-dimensions of agency technical, 

fiscal, institutional, and enforcement capacity to make decisions for comprehensive 

planning. These measures are expected to vary across planning agencies within 

municipalities of Florida, because the statutes do not directly address them. Indices were 

constructed to reflect the four sub-dimensions of agency capacity. Then, an overall index 

of agency capacity to make planning decisions was constructed based on proposed 

indices of technical, fiscal, institutional, and enforcement capacity. The overall capacity 

index is included in the general power index (see 5.5). 

5.4.1 Agency Technical Capacity 

            Measures of agency technical capacity to make decisions for comprehensive 

planning are identified by the Delphi study. These measures are: 
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1) Percentage of professional planners having a graduate degree in planning (Staff with 

planning degrees).25 

2) Availability of continuing planner education and training in evolving technologies 

(Continuing planning education). 

3) Number of years of planning experience of agency staff (Years of experience).26 

4) Availability of computer software (Software availability).27 

5) Ability of professional planners to use technical software programs such as GIS, 

database, and statistical packages (Software use).28 

              Because the proposed variables are assumed to measure technical capacity, 

statistical analyses were conducted to investigate which of these variables form an index 

of technical capacity. Approximately 93% of municipal planning agencies in Florida 

provide opportunity to their planning staff to continue planning education. Therefore, the 

variable “Continuing planning education” does not vary across Florida’s municipalities 

and was dropped from the statistical analysis as a result. The continuous variables “staff 

with planning degrees,” “ years of experience”, “software availability”, and “software 

use” are included in the Pearson Correlation analysis to identify variables forming an 

index of agency technical capacity to make planning decisions.  

                                                           
25 Staff with planning degrees= Number of planners with degree in planning/ Total professional planners. 
 
26 Scores of  “years of experience” = (Number of professionals with <2 years of planning experience * 1)+ 
(Number of professionals with 2-5 years of planning experience*2)+ (Number of professionals with 6-9 
years of planning experience*3) + (Number of professionals with 10-13 years of planning experience* 4)+ 
(Number of professionals with 14 or more years of planning experience* 5) 
 
27 “Software availability” is calculated by giving equal weight to each software program available in an 
agency. Software availability= (GIS* 1) + (Statistical Package* 1) + (Spreadsheet* 1) + (Database* 1) + 
others *1 
 
28 “Software use” is estimated by calculating agency scores in the number of agency professional planners 
know how to use major software programs. Software availability= (GIS* 1)+ (Statistical packages* 1) + 
(Spreadsheet* 1). 
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Table (5.6): Pearson Correlations among Measures of Agency Technical Capacity 

Groups 

Bivariate Relationship 
B (< 25,000) C (>= 25,000) 

 
Staff with planning degrees& Years of experience. 
Staff with planning degrees& Software availability. 
Staff with planning degrees& Software use. 
 
Years of experience& Software availability. 
Years of experience& Software use. 
 
Software availability& Software use. 

 
.116 

.376* 

.218 
 

.221 
.477* 

 

.620* 

 
-.137 
.091 
-.118 

 

.375* 

.916*
c 

 

.369* 

 
* Statistically significant at .05 alpha level.     
C Very strong correlation (Pearson Correlation > .850) 

  

          Table (5.6) demonstrates the findings of the statistical analyses. The correlations 

are statistically significant between “software availability” and “staff with planning 

degrees” for small municipalities; “years of experience” for large communities; and 

“software use” for both groups. The positive correlations indicate that higher availability 

of computer software programs is associated with a higher percentage of professionals 

with planning degrees, more years of planning experience, and greater planner ability to 

use software programs.  

          The insignificant correlation between “staff with planning degrees” and “years of 

education” is explained by the fact that staff members with years of experience in 

planning do not necessarily have graduate degrees in planning. Approximately, 47% of 

planning agencies have professionals with graduate degrees in non-planning fields. In 

addition, the insignificant correlation between “staff with planning degrees” and 

“software use” reflect that the ability of the planning staff to use technical software 

(software use) is not determined by having a graduate degree in planning. For example, 
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personnel with a degree in geography may be able to use Geographic Information System 

(GIS), while someone with a degree in planning may not. 

           In addition, the correlation between “years of experience” and “software use” is 

very strong (Pearson correlation > .850) for large communities, which suggests dropping 

either “years of experience” or “software use” from a proposed index of technical 

capacity.  It was decided to include the variable “years of experience” in the technical 

capacity index, while dropping “software use,” because participants in the Delphi survey 

consider it an important measure of agency technical capacity and it implies planner’s 

ability to use computer software programs. Therefore, the technical capacity index 

includes the variables: “staff with planning degrees,” “software availability,” and “years 

of experience” as it is shown in figure (5.4). 

 

 

 

Agency Technical Capacity Index  
 

    (Staff with planning degrees) Percentage of professionals having a graduate   
              degree in planning.  
 
    (Software availability) Availability of computer software in an agency.  
 
    (Years of experience) Number of years of planning experience of agency staff. 
 

Figure (5.4): Proposed Index of Agency Technical Capacity.       

 

            Based on the proposed index demonstrated in figure (5.4), levels of agency 

technical capacity within municipalities of Florida were coded from low to high. Table 

(5.7) compares agency levels of technical capacity for small and large municipalities.  
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Table (5.7) Levels of Agency Technical Capacity by Municipal Group 

Group A (< 25,000) Group B (>= 25,000)  
Levels of Technical Capacity 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Low*  
Moderate*  
High*  
 
             Total  
             Missing 
 
Total Cases 
 

 
12 
33 
4 
 

49 
5 
 

54 

 
22.5 
61.1 
7.4 

 
90.7 
9.3 

 
100 

 
3 

36 
10 

 
49 
1 
 

50 

 
6 

72 
20 

 
98 
2 
 

100 

 
Mean  
Median 
 

 
6.429 
6.00 

 
7.510 
8.00 

 
* Low (<Mean- 1St.), Moderate (Mean - 1St. to Mean + 1St.), and High (> Mean + 1St.). The Mean of 
agency technical capacity is 6.96, while the St. is 2.245. Consequently, Low technical capacity (< 4.715), 
Moderate technical capacity (4.715- 9.205), and High technical capacity (> 9.205).   The maximum score of 
agency technical capacity = 11.00, while the minimum= 2.00 

 
 
 
            Table (5.7) illustrates that planning agencies in large municipalities have higher 

levels of technical capacity than agencies within small communities (the mean= 7.510 

and 6.43, while the median = 8.00 and 6.00, respectively). The percentage of planning 

agencies with a high level of technical capacity in large municipalities is almost triple 

that of small communities. Only 6% of agencies in large communities versus 22.5% of 

agencies within small municipalities have low levels of capacity. Therefore, planning 

agencies in large municipalities have higher levels of technical capacity to make 

decisions for comprehensive planning than their counterparts in small communities.    

5.4.2 Agency Fiscal Capacity 

            The Delphi study proposed three measures of agency fiscal capacity to make 

planning decisions, which are: 

1) The adequacy of funds to hire consulting services (Hiring consultants). 
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2) Agency had to cut staff and/or planning activities in the last two years for 

budgetary reasons (Staff cut). 

      3) The rate of professional planner turnover in the last two years (Planner turnover).29 

             The proposed variables are assumed to reflect agency fiscal capacity. Therefore, 

statistical analyses were conducted to determine which variables could be included in an 

index summarizing agency fiscal capacity. The variable, “Hiring consultants,” is not 

included in the analysis, because it does not vary across this group of municipalities at 

this time. More than 95% of municipal planning agencies hired consulting services in the 

last five years. The statistical analysis of Compare Means and ANOVA are used to 

investigate bivariate associations between “Budget adequacy” (a nominal variable) and 

“Planner turnover” (a continuous variable) as shown by table (5.8). 

             

Table (5.8): Comparing Means between Measures of Fiscal Capacity 

Groups 

Bivariate Relationships 
A 

(< 25,000) 
B 

(>= 25,000) 

 
Staff cut& Planner turnover. 
 

 
23.849 

 
29.355* 

 
* Based on ANOVA analyses, the association is statistically significant at .05 alpha levels. 

 

            Table (5.8) indicates that the association between “budget adequacy” and 

“planner turnover” is statistically significant for large communities. The insignificant 

association between the two variables for small municipalities is due to the small number 

of municipalities and the lack of much variation in the extent of “budget adequacy” for 

                                                           
29 Planner turnover= Number of planners left/ Number of full time positions. 
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planning agencies within this group. Approximately 89% of the planning agencies within 

small municipalities did not cut staff or planning activities for budgetary reasons in the 

last two years. Theoretically, the two variables are associated. The more adequate the 

budget of an agency is, the less its rate of planner turnover. Therefore, an index of agency 

fiscal capacity includes the variables “budget adequacy” and “planner turnover” as 

demonstrated by figure (5.5).   

 

 

Agency Fiscal Capacity Index 
 

(Planner turnover) Rate of planners left the agency for any reason in the last two    
            years*. 
 
(Staff cut) Agency cuts staff and/ or planning activities in the last   
            two years for budgetary reasons. 
 

 
The variable “planner turnover” was recoded (3= Less than 33.33% of planners left, 2= More than 33.34, 
but less than 66.66% of planners left, and 1= 66.67% or more of planners left.) 

 
 

Figure (5.5): Proposed Index of Agency Fiscal Capacity. 

 

               Based on the proposed index of fiscal capacity to make planning decisions, 

levels of fiscal capacity of municipal planning agencies in Florida were estimated. The 

extent of agency fiscal capacity in Florida was coded from low to high. No municipal 

planning agency has a high level of fiscal capacity. Table (5.9) compares levels of agency 

fiscal capacity between small and large municipalities. The percentage of agencies with 

low level of fiscal capacity for small communities is higher than that of large 

communities (18.5% and 16% respectively). 
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Table (5.9): Levels of Agency Fiscal Capacity by Municipal Group 

 
Group A (< 25,000) 

 

 
Group B (>= 25,000) 

 
 
Levels of agency fiscal capacity 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Low*  
Moderate*  
High*  
 
               Total  
               Missing 
 
Total 

 
10 
10 
31 

 
51 
3 
 

54 

 
18.5 
18.5 
57.4 

 
94.4 
5.6 

 
100 

 
8 

12 
28 

 
48 
2 
 

50 

 
16 
24 
56 

 
96 
4 
 

100 
 

 
Mean  
Median  
 

 
3.3922 
4.00 

 
3.333 
4.00 

 
* Low (<Mean- 1St.), Moderate (Mean - 1St. to Mean + 1St.), and High (> Mean + 1St.). The Mean of 
agency fiscal capacity is 3.3636 and St. is .8973. Because of the high variability and discrete data, Low 
fiscal capacity (< 3.00), Moderate fiscal capacity (3.00), and High fiscal capacity (> 3.00).  The maximum 
score of agency fiscal capacity= 4.00, while the minimum= 1.00 
 
 
 

            As shown by table (5.9), the mean of agency fiscal capacity for small 

communities is slightly higher than that of large municipalities (3.392 and 3.333, 

respectively), but the median is equal for both groups. The percentage of planning 

agencies in small municipalities with low levels of fiscal capacity is higher than that of 

large communities (18.5% and 16%, respectively).  More than 57% agencies in small 

municipalities, but 56% within large communities have high levels of fiscal capacity. 

This large proportion of municipalities with high levels of fiscal capacity is explained by 

the fact that most planning agencies within Florida’s municipalities did not face serious 

problems with budget cut or planner turnover in the last two years. In general, over 39% 

of agencies did not experience planner turnover in the last two years.  Agencies 

experiencing planner turnover in the last two years provide different reasons for this 
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phenomenon. About 58% of agencies indicate that planners left an agency to seek another 

job with a higher salary, 6% of them report that planners who left the agency were not 

satisfied with the workload. Moreover, 18% of agencies state that planners left the 

agency because of their unsatisfactory performance, while the remaining 18% of the 

agencies mention personal and other reasons for planner turnover. These findings imply 

the fiscal capability of most municipal planning agencies to perform planning activities. 

Agencies with low fiscal capacity may need technical assistance from the state or 

regional planning agencies to help them generate more funds supporting municipal 

planning activities and providing incentives reducing planner turnover. 

5.4.3 Institutional Capacity 

           Five measures of agency institutional capacity to make planning decisions are 

suggested by the Delphi study, as illustrated by figure (5.6).  

 

 
 

Institutional Capacity Index 
 

(Participation in RPCs) Planner participation in Regional Planning Council’s   
              activities in the last two years. 
 
(Agencies contacted) Number of local governmental agencies contacted by the    
               planning agency at least once a month last year. 
 
(Participation in boards) Participation of planners in committees or boards of other      
              local governmental agencies last year. 

 
(Citizen group meetings) Number of meetings with citizen groups held by the   
              planning agency last year. 
 
 (Public hearings) Number of public hearings held by the planning agency last year. 

 

 
Figure (5.6): Proposed Index of Institutional Capacity. 
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             Because the proposed measures reflect the various sub-dimensions of 

institutional capacity, they are included in an index summarizing that capacity. These 

measures are concerned with planning agency linkages with institutions at different 

governmental levels. At the regional level, “participation in RPCs” indicates the ability of 

the agency to participate in activities of regional planning councils. At the local level 

(county and/or municipality), “agencies contacted” and “participation in boards” capture 

the linkages between the planning agency and other local governmental agencies. At the 

municipal level, “citizen group meetings” and “public hearings” reflect the ability of the 

agency to link with citizens and to promote public participation. Together, these measures 

reflect the capacity of an agency to link with other institutions at the municipal, local, and 

regional levels. Therefore, the institutional capacity index includes the variables 

“participation in RPCs,” “agencies contacted,” “participation in boards,” “citizen group 

meetings,” and “public hearings.”  

             Analyses of Chi2 and Gamma were conducted to investigate bivariate 

associations among proposed measures of institutional capacity to make planning 

decisions and determine which items perform an index of institutional capacity. Analyses 

of Chi2 were used with the nominal variables: “participation in RPCs” and “participation 

in boards.” In addition, Gamma analyses were used to indicate statistical associations 

among ordinal variables: “citizen group meeting,” “public hearings,” and “agencies 

contacted.” Table (5.10) shows the findings of the analyses. The variable, “agencies 

contacted” is statistically associated with  “citizen group meetings” for large 

communities, and with “public hearings” for small ones. In addition, the variable “public 

hearings” is associated with the variables “citizen group meetings” and “participation in 
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boards” for large communities. The variables “Participation in RPCs” and “participation 

in boards” are associated for small and large municipalities.  

 

Table (5.10): Bivariate Associations among Measures of Institutional Capacity 

Groups 

Bivariate Relationship 

 
Measures of 
Associations 

A 
(< 25,000) 

B 
(>= 25,000) 

 
Agencies contacted& Participation in RPCs 
Agencies contacted& Citizen group meetings 
Agencies contacted& Public hearings 
Agencies contacted& Participation in boards 
 
Participation in RPCs& Citizen group meetings 
Participation in RPCs& Public hearings 
Participation in RPCs& Participation in boards 
 
Citizen group meetings& Public hearings 
Citizen group meetings& Participation in boards 
 
Public hearings& Participation in boards 
 

 
Gamma 
Gamma 
Gamma 
Gamma 
 
Gamma 
Gamma 
Chi2 
 
Gamma 
Gamma 
 
Gamma 

 
.151 
.402 

.381* 

.311 
 

.350 

.095 
5.505* 

 
.477 
.159 

 
.307 

 

 
.217 

.475* 

.134 
-.304 

 
.032 
.333 

7.034* 

 
.756* 

.235 
 

.610* 

 
* Statistically significant at .05 alpha level. 

              

            Table (5.10) indicates that there is no association between “agencies contacted” 

and  “participation in RPCs.” The variables, “agencies contacted” and “participation in 

RPCs” are concerned with the relationship between the agency and different groups of 

agencies: local and regional. “Agencies contacted” focuses on the relationship between 

the planning agency and other local governmental agencies, while “participation in 

RPCs” deals with the relationship between the agency and regional planning councils 

(RPCs). Therefore, “agencies contacted” reflects the capacity of an agency to link with 

other agencies at the local level, while “Participation in RPCs” shows its capacity to link 

with agencies at the regional level.  
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             Furthermore, planner participation in activities of regional planning councils 

(RPCs) is not statistically associated with either the number of meetings with citizen 

groups or with the number of public hearings held by the planning agency last year. 

Activities of RPCs focus on planning activities influencing a region or several 

municipalities, while meetings held with citizen groups and public hearings are mainly 

municipal activities. In addition, “agencies contacted” and “participation in boards” are 

not statistically associated. Contacting local government agencies does not necessarily 

mean that planning staff participates in committees or boards of these agencies 

(Participation in boards). Therefore, to ensure the comprehensiveness of the proposed 

institutional capacity index, it is constructed to include variables expressing agency 

networking with institutions at the regional, county, and municipal levels (see table 5.11).  

 

Table (5.11) Levels of Institutional Capacity by Municipal Group 

Group A (<25,000) Group B (>= 25,000) Levels of Institutional Capacity 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Low*  
Moderate*  
High*  
 
               Total 
                Missing 
 
Total Cases 
 

 
11 
36 
3 
 

50 
4 
 

54 

 
20.4 
66.7 
5.6 

 
92.6 
7.4 

 
100 

 
3 

29 
15 

 
47 
3 
 

50 

 
6 

58 
30 

 
94 
6 
 

100 

 
Mean  
Median 
 

 
5.120 
5.00 

 
6.192 
6.00 

 
* Low (<Mean- 1St.), Moderate (Mean - 1St. to Mean + 1St.), and High (> Mean + 1St.). The Mean of 
institutional capacity is 5.64, while the St. is 2.03. Consequently, Low institutional capacity (< 3.61), 
Moderate institutional capacity (3.61- 7.68), and High institutional capacity (> 7.68). The maximum score 
of institutional capacity= 10.00, while the minimum= 1.00 
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           As indicated by table (5.11), levels of institutional capacity were coded from low 

to high across municipal agencies. Planning agencies in large municipalities have higher 

levels of institutional capacity than their counterparts in small communities. The mean 

and median of the level of institutional capacity for planning agencies in large 

municipalities is higher than that of the small ones. (The mean = 6.192 and 5.120, while 

the median = 6 and 5, respectively). In addition, over 20% of planning agencies within 

small communities, but only 6% of agencies in large communities, have low levels of 

institutional capacity. On the other hand, about 6% of agencies in small communities, but 

30% of agencies within large municipalities have high levels of institutional capacity. 

These findings demonstrate that planning agencies in large communities have higher 

levels of institutional capacity than their counterparts in small municipalities, which 

agrees with the findings of the analysis of agency technical capacity.    

5.4.4 Agency Enforcement Capacity  

         The Delphi study proposes three measures of enforcement capacity of a local 

agency to make planning decisions, which are:  

1) Sufficiency of fiscal resources provided for enforcement actions (Resource 

sufficiency),  

2) Agency responsibility to impose fines for violation of planning regulations 

(Imposing fines), and  

3) Agency responsibility to approve or deny development applications 

(Development applications). 

        Statistical analyses were used to construct an index summarizing agency 

enforcement capacity. The variable, “resource sufficiency,” is not included in the 
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statistical analysis because of its high rate of missing values.30  The analysis of Chi2 are 

conducted to investigate bivariate associations between the nominal variables “imposing 

fines” and “development applications” in order to construct an index reflecting the extent 

of the enforcement capacity of a municipal planning agency in Florida. Table (5.12) 

shows findings of the statistical analysis. 

 

Table (5.12): The Chi2 Analyses between Measures of Enforcement Capacity 

Groups Bivariate Relationships 

A 
(< 25,000) 

B 
(>= 25,000) 

 
Development applications& Imposing fines 
 

 
2.895 

 
5.120* 

 
* Statistically significant at .05 alpha levels. 

 
 
 
            Table (5.12) demonstrates that the association between the variables 

“development applications” and “imposing fines” is statistically significant for large 

municipalities. Planning agencies having responsibilities to approve or deny development 

applications are more likely to have authority for imposing fines for development 

violations. The insignificant statistical association between these variables for small 

communities is due to the lack of much variation in “development applications” for this 

group of municipalities at this time. Approximately 87% of planning agencies within 

small municipalities have responsibilities to approve or deny development applications. 

Therefore an index of agency enforcement capacity includes development applications 

and imposing fines as indicated by figure (5.7). 

                                                           
30 The variable “resource sufficiency” has 34% of missing values. 
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           Based on the proposed index, levels of planning agency capacity for enforcement 

were coded from low to high across municipalities of Florida. Table (5.13) compares 

levels of agency capacity for enforcement for small and large municipalities.    

 

 

Enforcement Capacity Index 
 

    (Imposing fines) Agency responsibility to impose fines for violation of    
                     development regulations.  
 
    (Development applications) Agency responsibility to approve or deny   
                    development applications.  

 
Figure (5.7): Proposed Index of Enforcement Capacity. 

 

         Table (5.13) illustrates that the mean of enforcement capacity for planning agencies 

within small municipalities is slightly higher than that of large communities, while the 

median is equal. Approximately, 16% of planning agencies within large municipalities, 

but 13% of agencies in small communities, have low levels of enforcement capacity. 

Surprisingly, small communities have higher proportion of agencies with high levels of 

enforcement capacity than large municipalities, which could be explained by different 

reasons. In large municipalities, planning issues are more controversial and diverse. 

Therefore, planning activities may be performed by different agencies, not by a single 

municipal planning agency. Approximately 80% of planning agencies in large 

municipalities, but 72% of agencies in small communities do not have authority to 

impose fines. Therefore, other departments or divisions are more likely to be responsible 

for imposing fines for plan violation in large communities.  
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Table (5.13) Levels of Local Agency Enforcement Capacity by Municipal Group 

 
Group A (<25,000) 

 
Group B (>= 25,000) 

 

 
Levels of Enforcement Capacity 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Low* 
Moderate* 
High*  
 

Total  
Missing 
 
Total Cases 

 
7 

32 
14 

 
53 
1 
 

54 

 
13 

59.3 
25.9 

 
98.1 
1.9 

 
100 

 

 
8 

32 
9 
 

49 
1 
 

50 

 
16 
64 
18 

 
98 
2 
 

100 

Mean  
Median 

1.13 
1.00 

1.02 
1.00 

 
* Low (<Mean- 1St.), Moderate (Mean - 1St. to Mean + 1St.), and High (> Mean + 1St.). The mean of 
agency enforcement capacity is 1.078 and St. is .608 Low enforcement capacity (< .47), Moderate 
enforcement capacity (.47- 1.686), and High enforcement capacity (> 1.686). The maximum score of 
agency enforcement capacity= 2, while the minimum= 0 

 
 
 
5.4.5 Overall Agency Capacity 

 

              An index is constructed to summarize overall agency capacity to make decisions 

for comprehensive planning in Florida. Previous research indicates that agency capacity 

to make decisions for comprehensive planning has four sub-dimensions: technical, fiscal, 

institutional, and enforcement (see Chapter Four). Therefore, the overall capacity index is 

constructed based on the four indices summarizing capacity sub-dimensions to ensure its 

comprehensiveness and ability to reflect an accurate picture of agency capacity to make 

planning decisions. Indices included in the overall capacity index are: technical, fiscal, 

institutional, and enforcement capacity (see figure 5.8). These indices capture the various 

dimensions of agency capacity to make decisions for comprehensive planning. 
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OVERALL CAPACITY INDEX 

 

Technical Capacity Index  
 

    (Staff with planning degrees) Percentage of professionals with planning degrees.        
   (Software availability) Availability of computer software programs.  
    (Years of experience) Number of staff’s years of planning experience.  
 

Fiscal Capacity Index  
 

    (Planner turnover) Rate of planner turn over for any reason in the last two years. 
    (Staff cut) Agency cut staff/ planning activities in the last two years for budgetary    
               reasons. 
 

Institutional Capacity Index  
 
    (Participation in RPCs) Planner participation in the Regional Planning Council’s    
               activities in the last two years. 
    (Agencies contacted) Number of local governmental agencies contacted by the    
               planning agency at least once a month last year. 
    (Participation in boards) Participation of planners in committees or boards of other   
                local governmental agencies last year.     
    (Citizen group meetings) Number of meetings with citizen groups held by the    
                planning agency last year. 
    (Public hearings) Number of public hearings held by the planning agency last year. 
 

Enforcement Index  
 

    (Imposing fines) Agency responsibility to impose fines for violation of    
               development regulations.  
    (Development applications) Agency responsibility to approve or deny development    

               applications.  

 
Figure (5.8): Proposed Index of Overall Agency Capacity. 

 

            Enforcement Index is concerned with agency capacity for enforcement of 

development plans and regulations, while the technical capacity index reflects 

qualifications of professional planners and availability of software; the institutional 

capacity index summarizes agency ability to link with regional, local, and other 
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municipal agencies and citizen groups; and the fiscal capacity index deals with the 

capability of the agency to fund major planning functions and provide incentives 

reducing planner turnover. The proposed overall capacity index was coded from low to 

high (see table 5.14). 

 

Table (5.14) Levels of Overall Agency Capacity by Municipal Group 
  

 
Group A (<25,000) 

 

 
Group B (>= 25,000) 

 
Levels of Agency Capacity 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

 
Low* 
Moderate* 
High* 
 
              Total 
              Missing 
 
Total Agencies 
 

 
12 
23 
8 
 

43 
11 

 
54 

 
22.2 
42.6 
14.8 

 
79.6 
20.4 

 
100 

 
6 

23 
14 

 
43 
7 
 

50 

 
12 
46 
28 

 
86 
14 

 
100 

 
Mean  
Median 
 

 
8.349 
9.00 

 

 
8.814 
9.00 

 
* Low (<Mean- 1St.), Moderate (Mean - 1St. to Mean + 1St.), and High (> Mean + 1St.). The mean= 
8.581, while St. is 1.350. Low capacity (< 7.231), Moderate capacity (7.231- 9.931), and High capacity  
(> 9.931). The maximum score of agency capacity = 11.00, while the minimum= 5.00 

 

           Table (5.14) compares levels of agency capacity to make decisions for 

comprehensive planning in small and large municipalities. The mean of agency capacity 

for large communities is higher than that of small municipalities (8.814 and 8.349, 

respectively), while the median is equal. Therefore, the overall capacity of planning 

agencies in large municipalities is similar to that of small communities. The percentage of 

planning agencies having high levels of capacity in large municipalities is approximately 
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double that of agencies within small communities. However, the proportion of planning 

agencies with low levels of capacity for small municipalities is higher than that in large 

municipalities (22.2% and 12%, respectively).  

 

5.5 Local Agency Power over Decision-Making for Comprehensive Planning 

           

          The previous sections discuss the extent of agency legal authority, relative 

autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to make planning decisions 

for comprehensive planning across municipalities of Florida. In this section, an index of 

agency power is constructed to capture the overall level of local agency power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning. Previous studies identify four major 

dimensions of agency power over decision-making, which are agency legal authority, 

relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to make decisions for 

planning. Therefore, the proposed power index was constructed to include indices 

summarizing the four dimensions of power. 

             Florida statutes set the relationships between a local planning agency and upper 

level agencies based on administrative arrangements. These relationships are not 

concerned with agency capacity, but with its position in the administrative hierarchy, 

responsibilities and authority, and types of linkages with other planning agencies at the 

state, regional, and local levels. Therefore, for these particular groups of municipalities, 

agency level of capacity does not influence the extent of agency autonomy, because 

statutes and special charters or acts determine the extent of agency autonomy without any 

reference to its capacity to make planning decisions. In addition, the index of “autonomy” 
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and both “authority” and “control” indices are concerned with different sets of agency 

relationships and responsibilities. The “autonomy” index focuses on the relationship 

between a municipal planning agency and upper level agencies, while the index of 

“control” deals with the relationship between an agency and other municipal agencies, 

and the index of “authority” reflects additional authority given to an agency to perform 

planning functions at the municipal level. Because previous research indicates that 

authority, autonomy, control, and capacity are major dimensions of power, indices 

reflecting these dimensions are included in the proposed index of agency overall power 

over decision-making for comprehensive planning (see figure 5.9).   

             The proposed index of power summarizes four dimensions of local agency power 

over decision-making for comprehensive planning. These dimensions are: agency legal 

authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to make 

planning decisions. Equal weights are given to these indices to capture the major 

dimensions of agency power over decision-making. Regression analyses are used to 

investigate how empirical measures of each dimension contribute to the proposed power 

index. The “autonomy” index is the measure contributing most to the power index (Beta             

weight= .567), while the index of “Capacity” makes the next highest contribution to the 

power index (Beta Weight= .523), then “authority” index (Beta Weights =. 508) and the 

index of “control” makes the lowest contribution to the power index (Beta Weight= 

.407). The structure of the proposed index of power agrees with the literature considering 

autonomy and capacity as the most important dimensions of local agency power over 

decision-making.  
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POWER INDEX 
 

  Agency Legal Authority  
 
(Additional Authority) Additional authority given to a local planning agency by    

ordinances, agreements, special acts or charters to make planning decisions. 
 

 Agency Relative Autonomy   
 

(Upper agencies veto) Absence of upper level agencies other the DCA with authority 
to veto planning agency decisions. 

(DCA plan approving) Frequency that the DCA approves or denies local plan 
amendments recommended by the local government. 

 
Agency Control over Local Planning Actions  
 

(Governing body Involvement) Frequency of the municipal governing body 
involvement in the process of approving or denying applications for development.  

(Board agreeing) Frequency of the municipal council agreeing with planning staff 
recommendations on zoning or land use proposals.  

(Adjustment Boards) Existence of a board of adjustments or zoning hearing examiner 
within the planning agency. 

 

Agency Capacity Index  
 
    Technical Capacity Index.     
    Fiscal Capacity Index. 
    Institutional Capacity Index. 
    Enforcement Capacity Index.     
 
 

 
Figure (5.9): Proposed Index of Local Agency Power over Decision-Making for 
Comprehensive Planning. 
             
 
 
         Based on the proposed index of power, levels of overall agency power across 

municipalities of Florida were coded from low to high (see table 5.15). Planning agencies 

within large municipalities have higher levels of overall agency power than their 

counterparts in small communities (the mean= 7.00 and 6.543 and the median= 7.00 and 

 130



 

6.00, respectively). 

 

Table (5.15) Levels of Local Agency Power by Municipal Group 

 
Group A (<25,000) 

 
Group B (>= 25,000) 

 

 
 
Levels of power 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Low* 
Moderate*  
High* 
 
                      Total 
                      Missing 
 
Total Agencies 

 
7 
26 
2 
 
35 
19 
 
54 

 
13 
48.1 
3.7 
 
64.8 
35.2 
 
100 
 

 
4 
30 
6 
 
40 
10 
 
50 

 
8 
60 
12 
 
80 
20 
 
100 

 
Mean  
Median 

 
6.543 
6.00 

 
7.00 
7.00 

 
* Low (<Mean- 1St.), Moderate (Mean - 1St. to Mean + 1St.), and High (> Mean + 1St.). Since the mean= 
6.787 and the standard deviation= 1.308, then, Low agency power (< 5.479), Moderate agency power 
(5.479 – 8.095), and High agency power (> 8.095). The maximum score of agency power= 10.00, while the 
minimum= 4.00  
 
 

           
           Table (5.15) shows that the percentage of planning agencies of large 

municipalities with high levels of power is more than three times that of small 

communities. In addition, large municipalities have smaller proportions of agencies with 

low levels of power than that of small communities. Therefore, levels of overall power of 

planning agencies in large municipalities are higher than that of small municipalities.  

          The distribution of levels of power in small and large municipalities agrees with 

the advisory role of municipal planning agencies in Florida. The governing body of a 

municipality makes planning decisions based on recommendations of local planning 

agencies. There is no guarantee that policy makers in Florida’s municipalities follow the 

 131



 

recommendations of local planning staff. The persuasive power of a local planning 

agency determines the extent of its influence on local decisions. The top-down approach 

adopted by the growth management program of Florida reduces the magnitude of the 

power of local agencies over decision-making for comprehensive planning. In addition, 

consistency requirements give the DCA a dominant role in local planning processes. 

Local compliance with state requirements is achieved by the adopted sanction approach. 

Therefore, the growth management system of Florida reduces the power of local planning 

agencies over decision-making, while empowering the DCA in order to achieve state 

goals and objectives. 

 

5.6 Conclusion 

 

            This chapter investigates the extent of agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning across Florida’s municipalities. It presents empirical indices 

summarizing major dimensions of local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning. Based on these indices, an overall power index was constructed 

to reflect agency legal authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, 

and capacity to make planning decisions for comprehensive planning.  

            The analyses indicate that planning agencies of large municipalities have higher 

levels of overall power over decision-making for comprehensive planning than their 

counterparts in small communities. In addition, agencies within large municipalities have 

more additional authority than those in small communities. However, in average levels of 

agency autonomy, control, and overall capacity are equal for small and large 
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communities. Small municipalities have less complicated and controversial planning 

issues, which neither requires the frequent involvement of the governing body in 

development processes nor leads to disagreements between planning staff and the 

planning board. Moreover, the lower levels of agency technical and institutional capacity 

in small communities may lead the governing body to practice non-decision power. In 

this situation, municipal planning agencies perform based on their expectation of the 

reactions of the governing body, which is more likely to produce decisions approved. 

            This research proposes an index of agency overall power as a comprehensive 

indicator capturing the various dimensions of governmental decentralization. The index 

reflects political, economic, and administrative dimensions of decentralization. To 

explore the association between the proposed power index and previously used measures 

of decentralization, levels of power within Florida’s municipalities are compared to their 

decentralization levels estimated based on measures adopted by previous studies (see 

Chapter Six). 
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CHAPTER 6 

APPLICATION OF MEASURES OF POWER 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL AGENCY POWER AND 

DECENTRALIZATION 

 

             The previous chapters develop and validate a set of empirical measures of local 

agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. As Chapter Four 

shows, the Delphi study proposes measures of major dimensions of local agency power, 

which are agency legal authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, 

and capacity to make planning decisions. Measures of power dimensions were examined 

empirically through surveying planning agencies within Florida’s municipalities (10,000 

or more inhabitants) to investigate the extent of their power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning (see Chapter Five).  

             This chapter explores the relationship between the proposed empirical measures 

of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning and indicators 

of governmental decentralization adopted by previous studies. The proposed set of 

measures of power provides a comprehensive picture of decentralization. Therefore, it is 

not expected to be associated with measures of decentralization adopted previously.  
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6.1 Local Agency Power over Decision-Making for Comprehensive Planning 

and Governmental Decentralization 

          Three indicators of decentralization adopted by previous studies were selected for 

this part of the analysis (see Chapter Three). These indicators are: 

1) INDICATOR: Local Reliance on State Funds (Stonecash 1981 and 1985).  

          MEASURE: The proportion of local general revenues provided by the state      

                               government (% Revenues from the State).  

2) INDICATOR: State Involvement in Local Affairs (Stonecash 1981). 

          MEASURE: The proportion of the state budget transferred to local governments    

                               (% State budget transferred).  

      3) INDICATOR:  Division of Public Employment (Stephens (1979) and Kim (1989). 

          MEASURE: The proportion of local employment to total government employees   

                               (% Local public employment).   

               Levels of the above measures of decentralization were coded from low to high. 

These levels are not always consistent with the levels of power of many municipalities in 

Florida, which is discussed as follows:  

6.1.1 Municipalities with High Levels of Power over Decision-Making   

             The proposed set of empirical measures identifies eight municipalities with high 

levels of power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. These municipalities 

are Bradenton, Coral Springs, Destin, Lake Worth, Largo, Palm Coast, St. Cloud, and 

Sarasota. Table (6.1) compares levels of power and decentralization of these 

municipalities. It shows: 1) the eight municipalities with high levels of power, 2) their 

levels of authority, autonomy, control, and capacity to make decisions for comprehensive 
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planning, and 3) their levels of reliance on state funds, and state involvement in local 

fiscal affairs, and administrative issues, which are suggested by measures adopted by 

previous studies. 

 

Table (6.1) Comparing Municipalities with High Degree of Power on Levels of Power 
Dimensions and Decentralization Indicators 
 

 
Power Measures  (HIGH) 

 
Decentralization Measures 

 

             
Municipality 

 
Authority 

 
Autonomy 

 
Control 

 
Capacity 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 

Bradenton 

Coral Springs 

Destin 

Lake Worth 

Largo 

Palm Coast 

St. Cloud 

Sarasota 

 

M 

L 

L 

M 

M 

L 

M 

L 

 

H 

H 

H 

H 

M 

M 

H 

H 

 

M 

M 

M 

H 

H 

H 

H 

M 

 

H 

H 

H 

M 

M 

H 

M 

H 

 

M 

M 

H 

M 

M 

… 

M 

M 

 

M 

H 

M 

H 

H 

… 

M 

H 

 

M 

H 

M 

M 

M 

M 

H 

M 

 
Levels are calculated based on the following formula: Low  = Less than (Mean – 1 Standard Deviation); 
Moderate = From (Mean – 1 Standard Deviation) To (Mean + 1 Standard Deviation); and    High = More 
than (Mean + 1 Standard Deviation). 
 
(1)    % Local Revenues Provided by the State.                                         H      High  
(2)    % State Budget Transferred to Local Governments.                         M      Moderate  
(3)    % Local public employees.                                                                L       Low            …      Missing 

            

              Table (6.1) shows levels of municipal decentralization when using each measure 

of decentralization adopted by previous research, which are: % Local Revenues Provided by 

the State,  % State Budget Transferred to Local Governments, and % Local public employees. The 
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table shows the disagreement between the proposed measures of power and 

decentralization measures adopted by previous studies. The following discussion 

illustrates the findings of comparing the cases of Bradenton, Coral Spring, and Sarasota 

on levels of power and decentralization indicators.   

• Bradenton City  

The city has approximately 50,000 people and its per capita income is $20,133 as of 

2000. It is located in Manatee, a non-charter county, which frees the city from additional 

consistency requirements related to planning and does not allow direct interventions by 

the county planning department in local affairs. Bradenton’s local planning agency enjoys 

a high level of autonomy and capacity to make planning decisions, but moderate levels of 

authority and control. The agency is able to make planning decisions without constant 

intervention from upper level governmental agencies. It has technical, fiscal, institutional, 

and enforcement capacity to make decisions for comprehensive planning. Therefore, 

Bradenton is characterized by a high level of power based on the proposed set of 

measures.  However, measures reflecting the fiscal dimension of decentralization indicate 

that Bradenton has a moderate level of local reliance on state funds and state involvement 

in local affairs. Less than 9% of local general revenues were provided by the state, while 

.01% of the state budget was transferred to the city government in 1999. These measures 

do not indicate conditions accompanying state funds provided to Bradenton and do not 

show the extent of the city’s autonomy to make planning decisions and manage local 

resources. In addition, the administrative dimension of decentralization indicated by the 

proportion of local employment in total government employees shows that approximately 

72% public employees in Bradenton are working for the local government. However, this 
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indicator does not reflect the degree of employee authority or control over local planning 

actions or their capacity to make planning decisions. Therefore, measures adopted by 

previous studies do not provide an accurate picture of decentralization in Bradenton, 

while the proposed measures of power succeed in summarizing the political, economic, 

and administrative dimensions of decentralization.  

• Coral Springs City  

The city is relatively large (117,549 inhabitants). Its per capita income is $25, 282. 

Despite its location in a charter county,31 Broward County, the city planning agency has a 

high level of autonomy and capacity to make decisions for comprehensive planning. The 

agency has a large planning department (13 full time and 2 part time planning positions) 

characterized by an overall high level of capacity enables the agency to manage its 

resources and plan effectively. In addition, the agency has a moderate level of control 

over local planning actions, but is given no additional authority to make planning 

decisions for planning than that given by statues. The proposed set of measures indicates 

that Coral Springs City has a high level of power. The measure “% local public 

employment” agrees with the proposed power index regarding municipal capability to 

handle its affairs. Over 76% public employees are working in the local sector, which 

indicate the low degree of state involvement in the administrative issues of the city. 

However, the variable “% state budget transferred” shows a high level of state 

involvement in fiscal affairs of the city. The “% local revenues provided by the state” 

suggests a moderate level of the reliance of Coral Springs on state funds. These fiscal 

variables do not show whether the municipality lost its autonomy to make planning 

                                                 
31 A charter county refers to a county having its own constitution and self-governing. 
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decisions because of state funds transferred. State funds by themselves do not provide 

sufficient indication of the extent of decentralization of decision-making. Therefore, the 

proposed set of measures of power succeeds in explaining decentralization dimensions in 

Coral Springs City more than measures adopted by previous studies did. 

• Sarasota City  

The municipality of Sarasota has 52,715 inhabitants and $23,197 per capita income in 

2000. Like Coral Springs City, Sarasota is located in a charter county, Sarasota County. 

The city has a powerful planning agency with a high level of autonomy over decision-

making for comprehensive planning. The agency is characterized by its large planning 

department (10 full time planning positions) and a high level of technical, fiscal, and 

institutional capacity, but a low level of enforcement capacity. It has a moderate level of 

control over local planning actions and daily operation, but a low level of authority since 

it has no additional authority to make planning decisions. Therefore, the planning agency 

of Sarasota has an overall high level of power to make decisions for comprehensive 

planning, which indicates a high level of governmental decentralization in Sarasota. The 

measures adopted by previous studies disagree with the proposed set of measures. The 

variables “% local revenues provided to the state” and “% local public employment” 

suggest that Sarasota has moderate levels of local reliance on state funds and state 

involvement in local administrative issues. In addition, the variable “% state budget 

transferred” to Sarasota’s government indicates a high level of state involvement in the 

city fiscal affairs. These measures neither show conditions controlling processes of 

decision-making as a result of transferring state funds, nor indicate the capability of local 

public employees to make decisions for comprehensive planning and manage local 
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resources. Therefore, the measures of fiscal and administrative decentralization are 

limited and do not express the various dimensions of governmental decentralization, 

which are captured by the proposed set of measures of power. 

6.1.2 Municipalities with Low Levels of Power over Decision-Making  

            Eleven municipalities within Florida have low levels of power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning, as indicated by the proposed set of measures. These 

municipalities are Boynton, Deerfield, Longwood, Miami Shores, Miramar, Palatka, 

Palm Springs, South Miami, Temple, Weston, and Winter Gardens. Measures of 

decentralization proposed by previous studies suggest different levels of state 

involvement in local affairs.  

           Table (6.2) shows municipalities with low levels of power based on the proposed 

set of measures. The table demonstrates levels of local reliance on state funds and state 

involvement in local fiscal affairs and administrative issues, which are showed by 

measures adopted by previous studies. It also indicates levels of municipal agency 

authority, autonomy, control, and capacity, which influence the extent of agency overall 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. 

          The comprehensiveness of the proposed set of measures of power explains the 

disagreement between the classifications based on this set of measures compared to 

measures adopted by previous studies. The following discussion of the cases of 

Longwood, Miami Shores, and Temple Terrace demonstrates this disagreement. 
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Table (6.2) Comparing Municipalities with Low Degree of Power on Levels of Power 
Dimensions and Decentralization Indicators 
          

Power Measures (LOW) Decentralization Measures Municipality 

Authority Autonomy Control Capacity (1) (2) (3) 

 

Boynton  

Deerfield 

Longwood 

Miami Shores 

Miramar 

Palatka 

Palm Springs 

South Miami 

Temple Terrace 

Weston 

Winter Gardens 

 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

M 

L 

 

M 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

M 

M 

M 

L 

L 

 

L 

M 

M 

M 

L 

M 

M 

L 

M 

L 

M 

 

M 

L 

L 

L 

H 

M 

L 

L 

L 

M 

M 

 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

H 

H 

M 

M 

 

H 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

 

M 

M 

H 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

L 

… 

M 

 
Levels are calculated based on the following formula: Low  = Less than (Mean – 1 Standard Deviation); 
Moderate = From (Mean – 1 Standard Deviation) To (Mean + 1 Standard Deviation); and    High = More 
than (Mean + 1 Standard Deviation). 
 
(1)   % Local Revenues Provided by the State.                                             H    High  
(2)   % State Budget Transferred to Local Governments.                             M    Moderate  
(3)   % Local public employees.                                                                    L     Low          ….    Missing 
 

 

• Longwood City 

Longwood is a small town with 13, 745 people in 2000. It is located in a charter county, 

Seminole County. The planning agency of Longwood has low levels of authority and 

capacity, but moderate levels of autonomy and control to make planning decisions. 

However, the variable “% local public employment” suggests a low level of state 

involvement in the administrative issues of Longwood since approximately 77% of 
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public employment is affiliated with local organizations. This measure does not indicate 

the degree of local employee capability to make decisions or the ability of governmental 

agencies to control actions affecting their daily operations. The low capacity of 

Longwood planning agency and high rate of planner turnover (2 out of 4 planners left the 

agency in the last two years) suggest a low level of power. In addition, the variables “% 

local revenues provided by the state” and “% state budget transferred” to the city implies 

moderate levels of city reliance on state funds and state involvement in local affairs, 

because 10.5% of local revenues is provided by the state and less than .001% state budget 

is transferred to Longwood’s government. These figures do not tell us whether the city 

has control over spending funds provided by the state or over decision-making in general. 

The proposed measures of power demonstrate that the planning agency of Longwood 

does not have any additional authority for decision-making, but a moderate level of both 

control over local planning actions and autonomy over decision-making. Therefore, the 

proposed measures are more comprehensive and accurate in describing the various 

dimensions of governmental decentralization in Longwood than measures adopted by 

previous studies.    

• Miami Shores Village 

Like Longwood, Miami Shores Village is located in a charter county, Miami-Dade 

County. It has a population of 10, 380 and an average per capita income of  $26,134 in 

2000. The city has a planning agency with low levels of authority, autonomy, and 

capacity, but moderate levels of control over local actions. Measures of decentralization 

adopted by previous studies suggest moderate levels of state involvement in fiscal and 

administrative affairs of Miami Shores, which contradicts with the low levels of its 
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planning agency authority, autonomy, and capacity. The agency has only one planning 

full time position. Upper level agencies could intervene in the village’s decision-making 

processes. The county sets regulations including more consistency requirements. In 

addition, the low capacity of the planning agency questions its ability to make effective 

development decisions. Therefore, Miami Shores Village has a low level of power over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning. 

• Temple Terrace City 

The city is located in Hillsborough County, a charter county. It has 20, 918 inhabitants 

and its per capita income is  $26,515 in 2000. Measures of decentralization adopted by 

previous studies disagree with each other about state involvement in Temple Terrace 

City. Approximately 46.6% of its public employees are working in the local sector and 

more than 13% of local revenues come from the state, which suggest the city relies on 

state funds. These findings agree with the low levels of the planning agency capacity and 

authority to make local decisions. However, the variable “% state budget transferred” to 

the local government proposes a moderate level of state involvement in city fiscal affairs, 

because of the low proportion of state budget transferred to Temple Terrace’s 

government. The city planning agency has moderate levels of autonomy and control over 

local planning actions. It has a high rate of planner turnover (2 out of 3 planners left the 

agency in the last two years). The survey indicates that planners left the agency for two 

reasons: 1) to seek jobs with higher salaries and/or 2) for personal reasons. Therefore, the 

variable “% state budget transferred” provides a limited view of fiscal decentralization in 

Temple Terrace City. The proposed set of measures indicates the low level of power 

given to the city planning agency over decision-making since it has low levels of 
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authority and capacity, but moderate levels of autonomy and control over decision-

making for planning.   

 

6.2 Power over Decision-Making for Comprehensive Planning 

 across Florida’s Municipalities  

 

             The comparison of classification using the proposed measures and 

decentralization measures suggests local power is a better measure of governmental 

decentralization. The set of measures reflect administrative decentralization through 

investigating the extent of the legal authority and the technical and institutional capacity 

of municipal planning agencies to make decisions for comprehensive planning. It 

captures the political dimension of decentralization by indicating the extent of agency 

relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and enforcement capacity to make 

planning decisions. The proposed measures also express the fiscal dimension of 

decentralization through investigating the fiscal capacity of an agency to make decisions 

for comprehensive planning. Based on the proposed set of measures, levels of municipal 

power in Florida were coded from low to high. Table (6.3) indicates that over 10% of 

Florida’s municipalities (10,000 or more inhabitants) have high levels of power, but 

approximately 8% have low levels of it. Municipalities with different levels of power 

have different and similar characteristics. 

              The median population size of municipalities with high levels of power is four 

times more than that of municipalities with low levels (42, 319 and 10, 033 people, 

respectively). However, the median income of municipalities with high levels of power is 
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close to that of municipalities with low levels ($ 21, 490 and $22, 573, respectively). In 

addition, municipalities with high power levels are distributed among counties and 

regions. Two municipalities out of the eight are located in Tampa Bay, which are Largo 

and Bradenton. 

 

Table (6.3) Power levels across Florida’s Municipalities 

 
All Municipalities  

 
Power Levels*  

Cases % 

 
Low  
Moderate 
High 
 

 
11 
56 
8 

 
10.6 
53.8 
7.7 

 
Total 

 
75 

 

 
100 

 
* Low Power (< Mean – 1ST), Moderate (Mean – 1ST to Mean + 1ST), and High (> Mean + 1 ST). Since 
the mean= 6.787 and the standard deviation= 1.308, then, Low agency power = Less than 5.479, Moderate 
agency power= 5.479 – 8.095, and High agency power= More than 8.095 the maximum score of agency 
power= 10.00, while the minimum= 4.00  
 
 

            Table (6.3) shows that municipalities with low levels of power are located in 

certain counties and regions. Out of the eleven municipalities, two municipalities are 

located in Palm Beach County (Treasure Coast); three in Broward and two in Miami-

Dade County (South Florida); one in Seminole County and one in Orange County (East 

Central Florida); one in Putnam (Northeast Florida); and one in Hillsborough County 

(Tampa Bay). Approximately 91% municipalities with low levels of power, but 62.5% 

municipalities having high levels of power are located in charter counties. Municipalities 

located in charter counties are more likely to have additional requirements for 

consistency and more intervention from county planning agencies. Florida’s growth 
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management system is controlled by the department of community affairs (DCA). It 

achieves local compliance with state requirements through consistency requirements and 

sanctions in cases of non-compliance. Further research is needed to investigate factors 

influencing power levels in Florida, which in turn affects its degrees of governmental 

decentralization. 

   

6.3 Conclusion 

 

               Decentralization measures adopted by previous studies reflect certain 

dimensions of decentralization: administrative, political, or economic. Local agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning is proposed as a measure 

capturing the various dimensions of decentralization. Classifications using three measures 

of decentralization were compared to those using the proposed power index. The 

measures are “% local revenues from the State,” “% State budget transferred to local 

governments,” and “% local public employment.” The findings of the analyses point to 

the limitations of previously proposed measures of decentralization to reflect the various 

dimensions of decentralization. They also demonstrate the comprehensiveness of the 

proposed power index and suggest it as a better indicator of governmental 

decentralization for investigation at the municipality-level.  

          Florida’s system has generated different factors that may influence decentralization 

levels such as local governmental systems (charter/non-charter counties). Its growth 

management system created uniformity in many aspects related to intergovernmental 

linkages. Factors such as local government technical, institutional, and fiscal capacity are 
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determinants of the distribution of power in Florida. Further research is needed to 

investigate factors contributing to the variation in power levels across municipalities and 

Florida’s level of governmental decentralization, as a result (see the conclusion).  
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CONCLUSION 

 

              The wide application of decentralization strategies points to the need for valid 

measures to evaluate and trace changes in decentralization levels over time, and compare 

these levels across countries/states.  Previous studies adopted measures reflecting 

economic, political, or administrative dimensions of decentralization. Scholars used 

multiple measures or composite indices to overcome the limitations of each group of 

indicators and its failure to express various dimensions of decentralization. These 

measures analyze decentralization from above by dealing with two aggregated levels of 

government: the state and local, which do not allow an analysis of decentralization at the 

local level.             

              Since local power is perceived as the core of decentralization (Samoff 1990), in 

this research, I argue that an investigation of local power over planning decision-making 

provides a more comprehensive picture of the extent of decentralization. This research 

develops and tests a set of empirical measures of local agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning. These measures are used to analyze decentralization 

from below by dealing with municipal governments as disaggregated units, which enable 

us to compare levels of power across local units and trace changes in these levels over 

time. It assumes that the more power given to local governments over decision-making 

for comprehensive planning, the greater the degree of decentralization. 
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          The state of Florida within the United States of America (USA) was selected as the 

focus for this study. Florida’s intergovernmental growth management program has given 

the state-level Department of Community Affairs (DCA) a dominant role in planning 

processes. The preparation and implementation of local comprehensive plans are 

mandatory. Local compliance with state requirements is achieved by sanctions, which 

reduces the power of local planning agencies over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning and governmental decentralization (see Chapter Two).  

          To develop a set of empirical measures of local agency power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning, the study followed three stages. The first stage was 

to conduct a Delphi study proposing measures for each dimension of power: agency legal 

authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to make 

planning decisions. Measures proposed by participants in the Delphi study were 

examined empirically in the next stage through surveying planning agencies within 

Florida’s municipalities to investigate the extent of their power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning. A comparison was then made between classifications based on 

measures of power and ones based on decentralization measures adopted by previous 

studies (see Chapter Three).  

         In the Delphi study, discussed in Chapter Four, professional planners 

knowledgeable about Florida’s growth management program participated in a survey 

consisting of three rounds. Participants suggested a list of measures for agency legal 

authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to make 

planning decisions. Afterwards, two scholars and a practitioner were interviewed to 

validate measures proposed by participants in the Delphi survey. Based on the findings of 
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the survey, the interviews, and the literature of power, a more definitive list of measures 

of power was prepared.  Moreover, Florida’s statues were reviewed to identify measures 

proposed by the Delphi study that were addressed by statutes. These measures were 

excluded from the survey because of their uniformity across municipalities. Then, a final 

list of measures expected to vary across Florida’s municipalities was prepared to reflect 

the extent of major dimensions of local agency power over decision-making. 

            In the second stage of the research, explained by Chapter Five, the proposed set of 

measures of local agency power over decision-making was examined empirically. 

Planning agencies within Florida’s municipalities of over 10,000 inhabitants were 

surveyed to investigate the extent of their power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning. Planning agencies within large municipalities (25,000 or more people) were 

found to have higher levels of power than their counterparts in smaller communities (less 

than 25,000 inhabitants).  

         In the last stage of the research, findings based on the proposed measures were 

compared with those based on three measures of decentralization adopted by previous 

studies. The analysis shows the limitations of previous measures in reflecting all the 

dimensions of decentralization. 

        The proposed set of measures of power provides a comprehensive picture of 

governmental decentralization. It enables the analysis of decentralization from below by 

investigating the level of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning. The findings of this research provide important policy implications for the 

growth management system of Florida and contribute to the fields of international 
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development planning and growth management as demonstrated by the following 

sections. 

 

Policy Implications  

 

            Since the initial adoption of an intergovernmental growth management program in 

Florida in the 1970s, the locus of decision-making has shifted. Local planners have been 

frustrated with their minimal power over the process of planning decision-making for two 

reasons. First of all, they have advisory roles in the process of local comprehensive 

planning. The governing body is the major determinant of whether planner 

recommendations are implemented. In addition, the Department of Community Affairs 

(DCA) has a dominant role in the process of decision-making for planning. The DCA 

should approve local comprehensive plans/plan amendments before adoption. Therefore, 

local planning staff has limited autonomy over planning decision-making. This reduces 

the magnitude of local planning agency power over decision-making for comprehensive 

planning.  

              The intergovernmental growth management system of Florida created uniformity 

in many aspects related to local planning agency legal authority, relative autonomy, 

control over local planning actions, and capacity to make planning decisions. This 

uniformity makes the system rigid by treating local planning agencies equally despite the 

variation in their capacity to make planning decisions, as shown by Chapter Five. 

However, this rigidity has begun to be relaxed. For example, Senate Bill 1906, enacted in 

2002, establishes an incentive approach under the Local Government Comprehensive 
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Planning Certification Program to reward local governments committed to planning. This 

program enables local governments to operate with less oversight from the state and 

regional planning agencies if they have a record of compliance with state  

requirements (see Chapter Two). 

            This study finds that municipalities vary in the extent of power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning they enjoy. Planning agencies within large 

municipalities have higher levels of authority, and technical and institutional capacity 

than those of small communities. However, in average levels of agency autonomy, 

control, and overall capacity are similar for small and large municipalities (see Chapter 

Five). This suggests uniformity in the distribution of power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning is incomplete across Florida’s municipalities.  

            The variation in the extent of power between local planning agencies within small 

and large municipalities points to the need for different sets of growth management 

policies for each group of planning agencies. Planning agencies with high levels of 

capacity could play a leading role in the development of their counties/regions. They can 

operate with less oversight from RPCs and DCA. Technical and financial support should 

be directed to agencies that lack the capacity to make decisions for comprehensive 

planning.  Consideration should be given for major components of capacity: technical, 

fiscal, institutional, and enforcement. These components should be addressed in programs 

seeking to build the capacity of municipal planning agencies to empower and enable 

them make effective planning decisions. 

           In addition, the research shows that many municipal agencies lack the authority, 

autonomy, control, and/or the capacity to make planning decisions. The DCA has a 
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dominant role in the process of local comprehensive planning. Therefore, governmental 

decentralization is not completely established in Florida. Decentralization strategies 

should seek to strengthen the capability of municipal governments to make effective 

planning decisions. The more power local planning agencies have over decision-making, 

the greater the governmental decentralization in Florida. 

 

Implications for Growth Management 

 

             The decentralized intergovernmental system of the United States of America 

(USA) gives planners advisory roles leaving them with persuasive power over decision-

making for comprehensive planning. Implementation of recommendations by planners is 

controlled by decisions of local elected officials. In addition, intergovernmental growth 

management programs adopted in some states create oversight agencies with power to 

approve or disapprove decisions of local planning agencies, thus centralizing decision-

making. More centralized systems are characterized by less responsiveness to local needs 

(McClure 1995, Sewell 1996) and low administrative capacity (Rondinelli 1981, 1984, 

1990).  

            Intergovernmental growth management programs limit power given to local 

planning agencies over decision-making for comprehensive planning (see Chapter Two). 

That points to the need to analyze the power of local planning agencies over decision-

making in the context of adopted growth management strategies. Findings of such 

analyses would help policy makers design strategies reducing conflicts among 

participants in decision-making for planning.  
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             The proposed set of measures of power diagnoses the extent of local agency 

power over decision-making. It deals with municipal governments as disaggregated units, 

which enables us to trace changes in the extent of this power over time, and compare 

power levels across municipalities. In addition, it is a tool to analyze components of 

planning agency power over decision-making. It indicates the extent of agency legal 

authority, relative autonomy, control over local planning actions, and capacity to make 

planning decisions. Therefore, the measures increase our understanding of how adopted 

growth management programs affect the extent of local power over decision-making. 

This would enable us to design better policies to improve planning practices. 

 

Implications for International Development Planning 

 

               Despite the perception of decentralization as an effective strategy to achieve 

development goals, there is no prescription of what combination of decentralization or 

centralization accomplishes these goals. Measures adopted by previous studies reflect 

certain dimensions of decentralization by analyzing it from above. They neither indicate 

how decentralization operates at the local level, nor how local governments are 

empowered to make autonomous decisions.   

           The proposed measures of power provide an initial tool to analyze decentralization 

from below by investigating the extent of local agency power over decision-making for 

comprehensive planning. They partially fill a gap in the literature of international 

development planning by presenting a comprehensive indicator capturing economic, 

political, and administrative dimensions of decentralization, while measures adopted by 
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previous studies reflect certain dimensions of decentralization. The measures deal with 

localities as disaggregated units, which enables us to compare differences in levels of 

power across local governments. They present a policy analysis tool by providing a 

framework to analyze power components reflecting decentralization. The measures 

improve our understanding of decentralization at the local level and help us design more 

effective decentralization strategies by addressing the components of power. The 

flexibility of the set of measures allows its use as an evaluation tool by investigating the 

success/failure of strategies adopted to establish decentralization at the local level, 

indicate whether changes in these strategies promote decentralization, and trace levels of 

power over time.  

            In summary, the findings of this research present important implications for 

planning practice and for growth management programs. The measures partially fill a gap 

in the literature of international development planning by developing and testing 

empirical measures capturing economic, political, and administrative dimensions of 

governmental decentralization.                         

             Further research is needed to replicate this study in other states with different 

planning systems in an effort to construct a more general set of measures indicating the 

extent of local agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning. 

Moreover, the measures could be used to investigate how adopted growth management 

programs affect local power in states with and without programs to manage growth. That 

will improve our understanding of growth management programs and enable us to design 

better policies improving planning practice. In addition, future research should be 

conducted to investigate how the proposed measures of power can be used to 1) design 
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and analyze more effective decentralization strategies, and 2) whether the proposed 

empirical measures can be aggregated and used in comparative studies related to the 

application of decentralization strategies.  
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APPENDIX A  

 

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE DELPHI SURVEY 

(In Alphabetical Order) 

 

Kristen A. Andersen, AICP, Director, Santa Rosa County Community Planning, Zoning 

and Development Division. 

 

Talal Benothmant, City of Palm-Beach Gardens. 

 

Paul H. Chipok, Partner at Gray, Harris & Robinson Office, P.A., Orlando. 

 

Celeste Deardorff, AICP, Principal Planner, Lakeland Community Development   

Department. 

 

Carolyne A. Dekle, Executive Director, the South Florida Regional Planning Council.  
 

Gerson M. Garcia, AICP, City Planner, City of Sunrise Planning and Development       

Department. 

 

Lowell Garrett, Regional Planning Council of North Central Florida. 

 

Charles Gauthier, Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 
 

Sandra Glenn, Executive Director, East Central Florida Regional Planning Council. 
 

Nancy Linnan, Shareholder, Carlton Fields P.A. 

 

Robert Magee, Transportation Manager, Office of Policy Planning, Florida Department 

of Transportation. 

 

Mike McDaniel, Growth Management Administrator, Department of Community 

Affairs. 

 

M. Lynn Pappas, Senior Partner, Pappas Metcalf Jenks & Miller, P.A.  

 

Steve Pfeiffer, Attorney, Theriaque & Pfeiffer, Tallahassee.  

 

Carol Stricklin, Orange County. 

 

Kevin R. Tyjeski, AICP, Chief Planner, Growth Management Division, City of Orlando. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

QUESTIONNAIRES OF THE DELPHI ROUNDS 

 

Round #1 

Determining the Degree of Local Power over  

Decision-Making for   

Comprehensive Planning in Florida 

 

This research is oriented at a local planning department (a staff function). I recognize 

appointed planning commissions/planning agencies and their involvement in planning 

processes. However, they are not the focus of this research. In future research, I will 

study these commissions/agencies.  

 

In addition, by a “municipal planning agency,” I mean a “local planning agency (a staff 

function) at the municipal level.”    Planning agencies at the county, regional, and state 

levels are considered upper level planning agencies.  Furthermore, by “local planning 

officials,” I mean “staff working at the local planning department of a municipality.”  

 

Instructions: 

 

1) Review the following concepts of the dimensions of local power over decision-making 

for comprehensive planning. 

 

2) Within each dimension, identify measures for determining the degree of each 

dimension at the municipal level in Florida.  

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

First Dimension: The Legal Authority of a Local Planning Agency to Make Planning 

Decisions (e.g., (1) the scope/range of decisions and actions over which a local planning 

agency has authority and (2) the degree or strength of devolved/delegated authority to a 

local planning agency by the state/country constitution or law or a local charter to 

undertake tasks of comprehensive planning and regulate and designate the use of lands).  

  

Q1. What should be used as measures to determine the degree of 

the legal authority of a municipal planning agency to undertake 

planning decisions? 

 

1)  

2)  

3)  
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Second Dimension: The Relative Autonomy of a Local Planning Agency over Decision-

Making (e.g., the extent of freedom of local planning officials to: seek out strategies 

allowing them to act on local interests without substantial interference or oversight from 

upper level planning agencies and avoid subjection of local plans to regional or national 

development plans. The relative autonomy of a local planning agency can be expressed 

by the ability of a higher government to veto a local decision, the need of a local 

planning agency to get the approval of a higher level of government to local decisions, 

and sources of funding a local planning agency).   

 

Q2. What should be used as measures to determine the degree of 

the relative autonomy of a municipal planning agency over 

decision-making for comprehensive planning? 

 

1)  

2) 

3) 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Third Dimension: The Control of a Local Planning Agency over Planning Actions. (e.g. 

the localization of processes of economic decision-making and the extent to which a local 

planning agency exercises control or influence over the day-to-day planning decisions 

and over plan implementation in general).      

 

Q3. What should be used as measures to determine the degree of 

municipal agency control over planning actions? 

 

1) 

2)  

3)  

________________________________________________________________________ 

Fourth Dimension: The Capacity of a Local Planning Agency to Make Planning 

Decisions.  

 

4.1 Technical Capacity of a Local Planning Agency can be determined by many factors 

such as the capability of a local planning agency to analyze scenarios and draft a 

comprehensive plan, build a technically sound and citizen-supported plan, conduct 

effective planning linked to implementation and future outcomes of land use decisions, 

and the number of staff with adequate skills to perform planning tasks.  

 

Q4.1 What should be used as measures to determine the degree of 

technical capacity of a municipal planning agency? 

 

1) 

2) 

3) 
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4.2 Fiscal Capacity of a Local Planning Agency implies the adequacy of resources a 

local planning agency has to perform planning tasks and the capability of an agency to 

produce revenues/income independent of the national/state government.   

 

Q4.2 What should be used as measures to determine the degree of 

fiscal capacity of a municipal planning agency? 

    

  1) 

  2)  

              3) 

4.3 Institutional Capacity of a Local Planning Agency implies the ability of a local 

planning agency to: 1) create an effective internal environment, 2) forge effective links 

with other planning agencies in the local and upper levels of government, 3) facilitate the 

participation of citizen groups, 4) link with interested groups/institutions with an agenda 

in the area such as business groups and non-governmental agencies, and 5) involving 

community leaders in setting planning agenda and decision-making to guarantee the 

stability of political orientation/viewpoints to support the implementation of 

comprehensive plans.  

 

Q4.3 What should be used as measures to determine the degree of 

institutional capacity of a local planning agency? 

 

1) 

2) 

3) 

 

4.4 Enforcement Capacity of a Local Planning Agency for laws and regulation of 

comprehensive planning. 

 

Q4.4 What should be used as measures to determine the degree of 

enforcement capacity a municipal agency has for laws and 

regulation of comprehensive planning? 

 

1) 

2) 

3) 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Round #2 

Determining the Degree of Local Power over  

Decision-Making for   

Comprehensive Planning in Florida 

 

This survey is directed to local planning agencies at the municipal level (see chapter 

163.3174 of Florida Statues). It seeks to identify measures of municipal planning agency 

power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in Florida. Major dimensions of 

power over decision-making are:  

1) The legal authority of a municipal planning agency to make planning decisions. 

2) The relative autonomy of a municipal planning agency over decision-making. 

3) The control of a municipal planning agency over planning actions. 

4) The capacity of a municipal planning agency to make planning decisions, which 

includes: 

        4.1 Technical capacity. 

        4.2 Fiscal capacity. 

        4.3 Institutional capacity. 

        4.4 Enforcement capacity. 

 

Definitions of the above dimensions of municipal planning agency power over decision-

making can be found at the end of this questionnaire. 

 

Instructions: 

Please indicate whether you agree/disagree with each measure of dimensions of 

municipal planning agency power over decision-making by writing an “X” in front of 

Yes, No, or Don’t know. You may add any other measures. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Q1.  Are the following items measures of legal authority? 

 

a.  Is the scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and       

     charters to revise a comprehensive plan a measure? 

     ( ) Yes.        ( ) No.      ( ) Don’t know. 

 

b. Is the scope of authority given to the agency by Florida statutes, special acts, and    

    charters to propose revisions to land development regulations a measure?                                               

    ( ) Yes.        ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

c. Is the exercise of a municipal planning agency of final authority over important 

planning decisions a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.        ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

d. Please suggest other possible measures: 
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Q2. Are the following items measures of relative autonomy? 

 

a. Is the absence of oversight agencies able to veto municipal planning agency decisions 

    a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.         ( ) No.      ( ) Don’t know. 

 

 b. Is the absence of decisions requiring approval from a higher level of government prior 

to local government adoption of a plan or plan amendments a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.         ( ) No.      ( ) Don’t know. 

 

c. Is the inability of a higher level of government to withhold funds (sanctions) in cases 

of inconsistency a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.         ( ) No.      ( ) Don’t know. 

 

d. Please suggest other possible measures: 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Q3. Are the following items measures of control? 

 

a. Is the absence of internal operating procedure requirements imposed by any other unit   

    of government a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

b. Is the absence of issues of state significance (i.e., as required by 2001 legislation) in    

    the municipality a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

c. Is the ability of the municipal planning agency to approve/deny applications for    

    development without direction from the municipal governing body a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

d. Please suggest other possible measures: 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Q4.1 Are the following items measures of capacity? 

 

a. Is the percentage of professional planning staff having a degree in planning a measure?    

    ( ) Yes.      ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

   

b. Is the availability of continuing planner education and training in evolving   

    technologies a measure?  

    ( ) Yes.      ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 
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c. Please suggest other possible measures: 

 

 

 

Q4.2 Are the following items measures of fiscal capacity? 

 

a. Is the percentage of total agency revenues from fees on planning services and land    

    development regulations a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

b. Is the adequacy of funds to hire consulting services a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

c. Is the adequacy of the agency budget to support planning functions a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

d. Is the rate of professional planner turnover a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

 e. Please suggest other possible measures: 

 

 

 

Q 4.3 Are the following items measures of institutional capacity? 

 

a. Is the number of other governmental agencies with whom municipal planning agency    

    interacted last year a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

b. Is the number of current inter-local agreements specifically related to planning a   

    measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

c. Is the frequency of planning staff participation in regional planning activities last year   

    a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

d. Is the frequency of planning staff participation in meetings with local special interest      

    groups last year a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

       

e. Is the number of public hearings held by the municipal planning agency last year a   

    measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 
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f. Is the number of community meetings held by the municipal planning agency last year   

   a measure? 

   ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

g. Please suggest other possible measures: 

 

 

 

Q4.4 Are the following items measures of enforcement capacity? 

 

a. Is the ability of a municipal planning agency to approve/deny development projects for   

    consistency with the comprehensive plan a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

b. Is the adequacy of resources provided for enforcement actions a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

c. Is the ability to impose fines for violation for planning regulations a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

d. Is the percentage of planning staff recommendations related to enforcement which   

    were overturned last year a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

e. Is the existence of multiple enforcement mechanisms a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

f. Please suggest other possible measures: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

END OF THE QUESTIONS 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Definitions of   

Major Dimensions of Municipal Planning Agency Power over  

Decision-Making for Comprehensive Planning  

 

1
st
 Dimension: The Legal Authority of a Municipal Planning Agency to Make Planning  

Decisions (i.e., the degree or strength of delegated authority to the agency by state laws 

and/or county charters to undertake tasks of comprehensive planning and the scope/range 

of decisions and actions over which the agency has authority).  
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2
nd

 Dimension: The Relative Autonomy of a Municipal Planning Agency over Decision-

Making (e.g., the freedom of planning staff/members to seek out strategies on municipal 

interests without substantial oversight from higher level planning agencies and subjection 

of municipal plans to regional plans. Low degree of autonomy can be expressed by the 

ability of a higher level of government to veto a municipal decision, the need of the 

municipal planning agency to get approval of other governmental agencies to its 

decisions, and reliance on federal/state funds).   

 

3
rd

 Dimension: The Control of a Municipal Planning Agency over Planning Actions 

(e.g., the localization of processes of economic decision-making and the extent to which a 

municipal planning agency exercises control over Day-To-Day planning decisions).   

 

4
th

 Dimension: The Capacity of a Municipal Planning Agency to Make Planning 

Decisions: 

 

4.1 Technical Capacity of a Municipal Planning Agency (i.e., the adequate number of 

planning staff with skills to analyze scenarios and draft a comprehensive plan, build a 

technically sound and citizen-supported plan, conduct effective planning linked to 

implementation and future outcomes of land use decisions).  

 

4.2 Fiscal Capacity of a Municipal Planning Agency implies the adequacy of financial 

resources the agency has to perform planning tasks and its capability to produce revenues 

independent of the federal/state government.  

 

4.3 Institutional Capacity of a Municipal Planning Agency (i.e., the ability of the agency 

to 1) forge effective links with other planning agencies, 2) facilitate participation of 

citizen groups, 3) link with interested groups/institutions with local agendas, and 4) 

involve community leaders in setting planning agenda and decision-making).  

 

4.4 Enforcement Capacity of a Municipal Planning Agency means the ability to monitor 

the impact of planning policies and compliance with land use regulations. 
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Round #3 

Determining the Degree of Local Power over  

Decision-Making for   

Comprehensive Planning in Florida 

 

 

As with rounds one and two, round three is directed to local planning agencies at the 

municipal level (see chapter 163.3174 of Florida Statues). It seeks to identify measures of 

municipal planning agency power over decision-making for comprehensive planning in 

Florida. Major dimensions of power over decision-making are:  

1) The legal authority of a municipal planning agency to make planning decisions. 

2) The relative autonomy of a municipal planning agency over decision-making. 

3) The degree of administrative control of a municipal planning agency over planning 

actions. 

4) The capacity of a municipal planning agency to make planning decisions, which 

includes: 

        4.1 Technical capacity. 

        4.2 Fiscal capacity. 

        4.3 Institutional capacity. 

        4.4 Enforcement capacity. 

 

Instructions: 

Please indicate whether you agree/disagree with each measure of dimensions of 

municipal planning agency power over decision-making by writing an “X” in front of 

Yes, No, or Don’t know. You may add any other measures. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

1
st 

Dimension: Omitted from Round Three Survey. 

2
nd

 Dimension: Omitted from Round Three Survey. 

 

3
rd

 Dimension: The Degree of Administrative Control of a Municipal Planning Agency 

over Planning Actions (e.g., the localization of processes of economic decision-making, 

and the freedom of a municipal planning agency to exercise control over Day-To-Day 

planning decisions without any intervention from elected officials, administrative heads, 

or other municipal agencies).   

 

Q. Are the following items measures of the degree of municipal administrative 

control?  

 

a. Is the absence of intervention by elected officials, administrative heads, or other   

    municipal agencies in the internal operation of the municipal planning agency a   

    measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

b. Is the absence of issues of compelling state interest in the municipality a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 
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c. Is the ability of the municipal planning agency to approve/deny applications for   

    development without direction from the municipal governing body a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

d. Is the frequency of the local board agreeing with/upholding recommendations of    

    planning staff on zoning/land use proposals a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4.1 Technical Capacity of a Municipal Planning Agency (e.g., the adequate number of 

planning staff with skills to analyze scenarios and draft a comprehensive plan, build a 

technically sound and citizen-supported plan, conduct effective planning linked to 

implementation and future outcomes of land use decisions).  

 

Q Are the following items measures of technical capacity? 

 

a. Is the percentage of professional planning staff having a degree in planning a measure?    

    ( ) Yes.     ( ) No.   ( ) Don’t know. 

   

b. Is the availability of continuing planner education and training in evolving   

    technologies a measure?  

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

c. Is the percentage of professional planning staff having AICP certification a measure? 

   ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

d. Is the number of years of the experience of planning staff a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

e. Is the ability to use technical software such as GIS, database, and statistical packages a    

    measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

f. Is the salary range of planning staff a measure? 

    ( ) Yes.       ( ) No.     ( ) Don’t know. 

 

4.2 Fiscal capacity: Omitted from Round Three Survey. 

4.3 Institutional capacity: Omitted from Round Three Survey. 

4.4 Enforcement capacity: Omitted from Round Three Survey. 

   
                                                        

 

END OF THE QUESTIONS 
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APPENDIX C 

 

MUNICIPALITIES PARTICIPATING IN THE SURVEY 

 
Municipality Population 

2000 

Municipality Population 

2000 

Municipality Population 

2000 

 

Atlantic Beach   

Auburndale  

Aventura 

Bartow      

Belle Glade       

 

Boynton Beach   

Bradenton                  

Callaway                   

Cape Coral                

Cocoa Beach             

 

Cooper City               

Coral Gables             

Coral Springs            

Crestview                  

Daytona Beach          

 

DeBary                      

Deerfield Beach        

De Land                    

Destin                        

Dunedin     

 

Eustis                        

Fort Lauderdale         

Fort Myers    

Fort Walton Beach    

Greenacres  

 

Gulfport                    

Hallandale   

Hialeah Gardens  

Holly Hill  

Hollywood  

 

Homestead  

Jacksonville Beach 

Jupiter 

Key Biscayne 

 

13,368 

11,032 

25,267 

15,340 

14,906 

 

60,389 

49,504 

14,233 

102,286 

12,482 

 

27,939 

42,249 

117,549 

14,766 

64,112 

 

15,559 

64,583 

20,904 

11,119 

35,691 

 

15,106 

152,397 

48,208 

19,973 

27,569 

 

12,527 

34,282 

226,419 

12,119 

139,357 

 

31,909 

20,990 

39,328 

10,507 

 

Lake Mary 

Lake Worth  

Largo  

Lauderdale Lakes 

Lauderhill  

 

Lighthouse Point     

Longwood  

Lynn Haven  

Maitland  

Marathon  

 

Marco Island    

Melbourne    

Miami    

Miami Shores   

Miramar    

 

Naples  

New Port Richey  

New Smyrna Beach  

Niceville  

North Miami 

 

North Miami Beach 

North Palm Beach   

North Port  

Oakland Park  

Ocoee                          

 

Oldsmar  

Opa-locka 

Ormond Beach  

Oviedo  

Palatka   

 

Palm Beach 

Palm Coast 

Palm Springs 

Palmetto   

 

11,458 

35,133 

69,371 

31,705 

57,585 

 

10,767 

13,745 

12,451 

12,019 

10,255 

 

14,879 

71,382 

362,470 

10,380 

72,739 

 

20,976 

16,117 

20,048 

11,684 

59,880 

 

40,786 

12,064 

22,797 

30,966 

24,391 

 

11,910 

14,951 

36,301 

26,316 

10,033 

 

10,468 

32,732 

11,699 

12,571 

 

Panama City   

Parkland  

Pembroke Pines  

Pensacola 

Pinecrest  

 

Pinellas Park 

Plantation 

Plant City    

Pompano Beach  

Port St. Lucie 

 

Punta Gorda 

Royal Palm Beach 

Safety Harbor  

St. Cloud  

St. Petersburg 

 

Sarasota 

Sebastian  

South Daytona  

South Miami  

Sunny Isles Beach 

 

Sweetwater 

Tamarac 

Tarpon Springs 

Temple Terrace 

Titusville  

 

Venice  

Vero Beach   

Wellington 

Weston   

Wilton Manors 

 

Winter Garden 

Winter Haven 

Winter Springs 

Zephyrhills 

 

36,417 

13,835 

137,427 

56,255 

19,055 

 

45,658 

82,934 

29,915 

78,191 

88,769 

 

14,344 

21,523 

17,203 

20,074 

248,232 

 

52,715 

16,181 

13,177 

10,741 

15,315 

 

14,226 

55,588 

21,003 

20,918 

40,670 

 

17,764 

17,705 

38,216 

49,286 

12,697 

 

14,351 

26,487 

31,666 

10,833 

 

Source:     http://www2.census.gov/census_2000/datasets/demographic_profile/Florida/2kh12.pdf 
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APPENDIX D 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL LETTER 

 

Florida State 

UNIVERSITY 
 
Office of the Vice President 

     for Research 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2763 

(850) 644-8672. FAX (850) 644-4392 

 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
from the Human Subjects Committee 
 
Date: December 20, 2001 

From: David Quadagno, Chair 

To:     Amal K. Ali 

         342 Pennell Circle, Apt. #5 

         Tallahassee, FL 32310 

Dept.: Urban & Regional Planning 

Re:     Use of Human subjects in Research 

          Project entitled: Local Power Over Decision-Making For  

          Comprehensive Planning in Florida 

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 S 46.101(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 risks to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal  

related to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or  

other approvals which may be required. 

 

If the project has not been completed by December 19, 2002 you must requested 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 that 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 being conducted in compliance with our institution and with 

DHHS regulations. 

 

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

Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 

 

Cc: Petra Doan 

Application NO. 01.585 
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                  APPENDIX E 

THE INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 

 

 

The Florida State University 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2280 

 

Department of Urban and Regional Planning 

+1.850.644.4510  http://www.fsu.edu/~durp 
 

 

Dear Planning Director, 

 

This letter is to introduce one of our advanced doctoral students, Ms. Amal Ali. She is 

currently working on her Ph.D. dissertation on the subject of the locus of decision-

making for comprehensive planning in Florida under the supervision of Dr. Petra L. 

Doan.  As part of her research she would like your cooperation in ensuring that the 

attached questions about your agency are completed in a timely manner.  

 

This research topic is likely to produce results of interest to both academic and planning 

practitioners in Florida and elsewhere in the United States.  Florida’s growth 

management and comprehensive planning legislation is widely considered to be an 

innovative example of planning practice. The practical details of how this legislation is 

implemented is therefore of great interest to a variety of people around the country. Your 

participation in this study will materially enhance the quality and validity of this research, 

enabling more widespread dissemination of the lessons to be learned from planning 

agencies involved in comprehensive planning in Florida.   

 

Please be assured that your responses to this questionnaire will be confidential to the 

extent allowed by law and that your answers will be used for academic purposes only. 

Ms. Ali has taken careful steps to ensure that data concerning your agency will not be 

accessible to any third party.  

 

Thank you for your willingness to participate in this survey. By returning the 

questionnaire, you are giving your consent to participate. If you are interested in 

obtaining the results of this survey please feel free to contact the department for details 

about the completion and distribution of this dissertation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Charles Connerly 

Professor and Chair, 

Department of Urban and Regional Planning 
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APPENDIX F 

THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE (PRE-TEST) 

(Erased words are stricken through and added words are in italic) 

 

Amal K. Ali                                                          E-mail: aka6657@garnet.acns.fsu.edu 

Department of Urban and Regional Planning,  

Florida State University                                                                                   Q. ID: (11) 

 

 

LOCAL MUNICIPAL PLANNING AGENCY POWER OVER DECISION-MAKING  

FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING IN FLORIDA 

 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

This research project investigates decision-making for local municipal planning agencies 

in Florida. The survey is directed to local planning agencies at the municipal level.  A 

local planning agency, as defined in section 163.3174 of the Florida Statutes Statues, 

“may be a local planning commission, the planning department of the local government, 

or other instrumentality.”  

 

Instructions: 

Please fill out this questionnaire to the best of your knowledge. For each question, circle 

a, b, c, d, e, or f unless you are instructed differently.  

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

1. Does your municipality have a charter? 

a. Yes.                            b. No.                             c. Don’t Know.                            

 

2. Does your municipality have an inter-local agreement(s) for joint planning with other 

local governments?                     

     a. Yes.                            b. No.                             c. Don’t Know.                

 

If yes: Please identify the names of these local governments. 

          

...........................................................................................................................................

....………………………………………………………………………………………... 
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3. In your municipality, planning functions are performed by: (Circle all that apply). 

a. A planning department. 

b. Consultants. 

c. A regional planning council. 

d. Other (specify.) ............................................................................................................ 

     e. Don’t Know. 

 

4. Authorities given to local planning agencies by state law are: preparing a 

comprehensive plan, adopting and amending a comprehensive plan, and proposing 

changes to land development regulations. 

 

What other authorities are given to your municipal planning agency by ordinance, 

agreements, special acts or charters? 

...........................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................... 

 

5. Does How frequently is your municipal planning agency involved in the local 

government’s review and recommend annexation process requests? 

     a. Yes.                            b. No.                             c. Don’t Know.                

 

    a. Always.            b. Sometimes.         c. Rarely.          d. Never.              e. Don’t Know. 

 

6. Is your municipal planning agency responsible for approving or denying applications   

    for development?  

    a. Yes.                      b. No.                             c. Don’t know. 

 

 If yes: How frequently is the municipal governing body involved in the approval    

            process? 

a. Always.   b. Sometimes Frequently.      c. Rarely.       d. Never.          e. Don’t Know. 

 

If no: Who approves or denies applications for development?  (Circle all that apply.) 

         a. Elected officials. 

b. Administrative head. 

c. Growth Management or similar agency. 

d. Other (specify.) .................................................................................................... 

             e. Don’t Know. 

 

7. In general, If your planning agency has enforced power, are the fiscal resources 

provided for enforcement actions sufficient? 

    a. Yes.                           b. No.                        c. Don’t Know. 

 

8. Is your planning agency responsible for imposing fines for violation of development   

    regulations? 

    a. Yes.                           b. No.                        c. Don’t know. 
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If no: Who is responsible for imposing fines for violation of municipal development 

regulations? 

.......................................................................................................................................... 

 

9. How many planning positions does your planning agency have? 

    Full time positions  ............................................................................. 

    Part time positions ............................................................................. 

 

10. How many of these positions are filled by personnel with: 

Less than Bachelor’s degree ............................................................. 

Bachelor’s degree ............................................................................. 

Master’s degree in planning ............................................................. 

Master’s degree in other fields ......................................................... 

PhD in planning ................................................................................ 

PhD in other fields ............................................................................ 

 

11. Please indicate the number of planning staff having the following years of planning    

      experience: 

 

Years of Experience 
Number of 

Staff 

< 2 Years  

2- 5 Years  

6- 9 Years  

10- 13 Years  

14 Years or More  

 

 

12. How many years of experience in planning do you have? 

      .......................................................................................... 

 

13. Does your agency provide opportunities for continuing planning education for 

persons in planning positions? 

      a. Yes.                                  b. No.                                  c. Don’t Know. 

 

If yes: Did anyone in a planning position participate in any of the following 

educational programs in the last two years? (Circle all that apply). 

a. Planning schools to get a higher planning degree. 

b. Planning courses provided by a planning school. 

c. Training courses provided by professionals and/or academicians. 

d. Other (specify.) .............................................................................................. 

e. Don’t Know. 
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14. Is there a board of adjustments or zoning hearing examiner within the municipal your   

      planning agency? 

      a. Yes.                                       b. No.                                   c. Don’t know. 

 

 If no: To which agency is the board of adjustments or zoning hearing examiner 

affiliated?      

.................................................................................................................................. 

 

15. Did any of the professional planners in your planning agency participate in 

committees or boards of other local governmental agencies last year? 

      a. Yes.                                       b. No.                                   c. Don’t know. 

 

16. Did any of the professional planners in your planning agency participate in planning 

activities with the regional planning council in the last two years? 

      a. Yes.                                       b. No.                                   c. Don’t know. 

 

17. Did your agency have to cut staff and/or planning activities in the last two years for 

budgetary reasons? 

      a. Yes.                                       b. No.                                   c. Don’t know. 

  

18. How many professional planners have left your planning agency for any reason in the   

      last two years? 

.......................................................................................................................................... 

 

If professional planners have left during the last two years, what was their reason? 

(Circle all that apply).     

         a. To seek a job with a higher salary. 

b. Dissatisfied with the workload. 

c. To go back to school. 

d. Unsatisfactory performance. 

e. Personal reasons. 

f. Other (specify.) ................................................................................................... 

g. Don’t Know. 

 

19. In the following table, please check the software programs that are available in your   

      planning agency.  

 

Software programs Available Don’t Know 

GIS   

Statistical packages (e.g., SPSS/SAS)    

Spreadsheet   

Database   

Others (specify.) ...................................   
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20. Please indicate how many of the professional planning staff in your agency know   

      how to use the following software programs. 

 

Software programs                          
Number of planning staff who knows how to use 

the program.                         

GIS  

Statistical packages (e.g., 

SPSS/SAS) 

                  

 

Spreadsheet  

 

 

 

21. In the last five years, did your agency hire consulting services? 

      a. Yes.                          b. No.                           c. Don’t know. 

 

If no: Why didn’t your agency hire consulting services? (Circle all that apply). 

a. Insufficient funding. 

b. Opposition of elected local officials. 

c. Technical assistance is provided by other governmental agencies. 

d. No need to do so, planning staff is able to perform planning activities. 

e. Other (specify.) 

............................................................................................................................ 

f. Don’t Know. 

 

22. How many other local governmental agencies did your municipal planning agency 

contact at least once a month last year? 

      a. None.            b. 1-3             c. 4-6.               d. 7 or more.                   e. Don’t Know. 

 

23. How many public hearings were held by your municipal planning agency last year? 

a. None.            b. 1-12.          c. 13-52.           d. 53 or more.                 e. Don’t Know. 

 

24. How many meetings with citizen groups or special interest groups were held by your 

municipal planning agency last year? 

a. None.            b. 1-12.          c. 13-52.           d. 53 or more.                e. Don’t Know. 

 

25. Does the agency responsible for transportation facilities consider the comprehensive 

plan when making its decisions? 

a. Yes.              b. No.             c. Don’t know. 

 

 

26. Are there other municipal agencies with the authority to veto municipal your planning   

      agency decisions? 

a. Yes.              b. No.             c. Don’t know. 
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If yes: Which of the following agencies has the authority to veto municipal planning 

agency decisions? (Circle all that apply). 

            a. The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA).       

  b. The regional planning council. 

  c. The county planning agency. 

  d. Other (specify.) ................................................................................................ 

  e. Don’t Know. 

 

27. The Florida Statutes establish consistency requirements for local comprehensive 

plans. Are there any additional requirements for consistency made by local special acts 

or charters? 

    a. Yes.                                     b. No.                                  c. Don’t know. 

 

If yes: What are these additional requirements for consistency?  

.................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................. 

 

28. How frequently d Does the Florida Department of Community Affairs frequently 

approve plan amendments recommended by the municipal planning agency the local 

government? 

a. Always.      b. Sometimes Frequently.       c. Rarely.       d. Never.          e. Don’t Know. 

 

 

29. How frequently does the municipal board/council agree with recommendations of 

planning staff on zoning/land use proposals? 

a. Always.         b. Sometimes Frequently.      c. Rarely.      d. Never.         e. Don’t Know. 

 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

 

 

Please use the enclosed self stamped envelope to return the questionnaire to: 

 

Amal K. Ali                                                          E-mail: aka6657@garnet.acns.fsu.edu 

342 Pennell Circle, Apt. #5 

Tallahassee, Florida 32310                                           Phone Number: (850) 575-4969 
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APPENDIX G 

THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Amal K. Ali                                                                         Department of Urban and Regional Planning  

E-mail: aka6657@garnet.acns.fsu.edu                                                                 Florida State University                                      

 

 

INFORMATION INCLUDED IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS FOR 

ACADEMIC USE ONLY 

 

Local Planning Agency Power over Decision-Making  

for Comprehensive Planning in Florida 

 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Please Return by Friday January 04, 2001  

 

               

This research project investigates decision-making for local planning agencies in 

Florida. A local planning agency, as defined in section 163.3174 of the Florida Statutes, 

“may be a local planning commission, the planning department of the local government, 

or other instrumentality.”  

 

Instructions: 

Please fill out this questionnaire to the best of your knowledge. For each question, circle 

a, b, c, d, e, or f unless you are instructed differently.  

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

1. Does your municipality have a charter? 

a. Yes.                            b. No.                             c. Don’t Know.                            

 

2. Does your municipality have an inter-local agreement(s) for joint planning with other 

local governments?                     

     a. Yes.                            b. No.                             c. Don’t Know.                

 

 

If yes: Please identify the names of these local governments.         

.......................................................................................................................................... 

........................................................................................................................................... 
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3. In your municipality, planning functions are performed by: (Circle all that apply). 

a. A planning department. 

b. Consultants. 

c. A regional planning council. 

d. Other (specify.) ............................................................................................................ 

     e. Don’t Know. 

 

4. Authorities given to local planning agencies by state law are: preparing a 

comprehensive plan, adopting and amending a comprehensive plan, and proposing 

changes to land development regulations. 

 

What other authorities are given to your planning agency by ordinance, agreements, 

special acts or charters? 

........................................................................................................................................... 

........................................................................................................................................... 

 

5. Does your planning agency review and recommend annexation requests? 

    a. Yes.                            b. No.                             c. Don’t Know.                

 

6. Is your planning agency responsible for approving or denying applications for   

    development?  

    a. Yes.                             b. No.                            c. Don’t know. 

 

 If yes: How frequently is the municipal governing body involved in the approval   

            process? 

           a. Always.      b. Frequently.        c. Rarely.        d. Never.           e. Don’t Know. 

 

If no: Who approves or denies applications for development?  (Circle all that apply.) 

         a. Elected officials. 

b. Administrative head. 

c. Growth Management or similar agency. 

d. Other (specify.) ................................................................................................... 

             e. Don’t Know. 

 

7. If your planning agency has enforced power, are the fiscal resources provided for 

enforcement actions sufficient? 

     a. Yes.                           b. No.                        c. Don’t Know. 

 

8. Is your planning agency responsible for imposing fines for violation of development   

    regulations? 

    a. Yes.                           b. No.                       c. Don’t know. 

 

If no: Who is responsible for imposing fines for violation of municipal development 

regulations? 

.......................................................................................................................................... 
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9. How many planning positions does your planning agency have? 

    Full time positions  ............................................................................. 

    Part time positions ............................................................................. 

 

10. How many of these positions are filled by personnel with: 

Less than Bachelor’s degree ............................................................. 

Bachelor’s degree ............................................................................. 

Master’s degree in planning ............................................................. 

Master’s degree in other fields ......................................................... 

PhD in planning ................................................................................ 

PhD in other fields ............................................................................ 

 

11. Please indicate the number of planning staff having the following years of planning   

      experience: 

 

Years of Experience 
Number of 

Staff 

< 2 Years  

2- 5 Years  

6- 9 Years  

10- 13 Years  

14 Years or More  

 

 

 

12. How many years of experience in planning do you have? 

      .......................................................................................... 

 

13. Does your agency provide opportunities for continuing planning education for 

persons in planning positions? 

      a. Yes.                                  b. No.                                  c. Don’t Know. 

 

If yes: Did anyone in a planning position participate in any of the following 

educational programs in the last two years? (Circle all that apply). 

a. Planning schools to get a higher planning degree. 

b. Planning courses provided by a planning school. 

c. Training courses provided by professionals and/or academicians. 

d. Other (specify.) ................................................................................................. 

e. Don’t Know. 

 

14. Is there a board of adjustments or zoning hearing examiner within your planning   

      agency? 

      a. Yes.                                  b. No.                                  c. Don’t know. 
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 If no: To which agency is the board of adjustments or zoning hearing examiner 

affiliated?      

.................................................................................................................................. 

 

15. Did any of the professional planners in your planning agency participate in 

committees or boards of other local governmental agencies last year? 

      a. Yes.                                       b. No.                                   c. Don’t know. 

 

16. Did any of the professional planners in your planning agency participate in planning 

activities with the regional planning council in the last two years? 

      a. Yes.                                       b. No.                                   c. Don’t know. 

 

17. Did your agency have to cut staff and/or planning activities in the last two years for 

budgetary reasons? 

      a. Yes.                                       b. No.                                   c. Don’t know. 

 

18. How many professional planners have left your planning agency for any reason in the   

      last two years ? 

.......................................................................................................................................... 

 

If professional planners have left during the last two years, what was their reason? 

(Circle all that apply).     

         a. To seek a job with a higher salary. 

b. Dissatisfied with the workload. 

c. To go back to school. 

d. Unsatisfactory performance. 

e. Personal reasons. 

f. Other (specify.) .................................................................................................. 

g. Don’t Know. 

 

19. In the following table, please check the software programs that are available in your 

planning agency.  

 

 

Software programs Available Don’t Know 

GIS   

Statistical packages (e.g., SPSS/SAS)    

Spreadsheet   

Database   

Others (specify.) .............................   
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20. Please indicate how many of the professional planning staff in your agency know 

how to use the following software programs. 

 

 

Software programs                            
Number of planning staff who knows how to 

use the program.                         

GIS  

Statistical packages (e.g., 

SPSS/SAS) 

                  

 

Spreadsheet  

 

 

21. In the last five years, did your agency hire consulting services? 

      a. Yes.                          b. No.                           c. Don’t know. 

 

If no: Why didn’t your agency hire consulting services? (Circle all that apply). 

a. Insufficient funding. 

b. Opposition of elected local officials. 

c. Technical assistance is provided by other governmental agencies. 

d. No need to do so, planning staff is able to perform planning activities. 

e. Other (specify.) ................................................................................................. 

f. Don’t Know. 

 

22. How many other local governmental agencies did your planning agency contact at 

least once a month last year? 

      a. None.          b. 1- 3             c. 4- 6.              d. 7 or more.                    e. Don’t Know. 

 

23. How many public hearings were held by your planning agency last year? 

a. None.          b. 1- 12.          c. 13- 52.         d. 53 or more.                  e. Don’t Know. 

 

24. How many meetings with citizen groups or special interest groups were held by your 

planning agency last year? 

a. None.          b.1- 12.           c. 13- 52.         d. 53 or more.                  e. Don’t Know. 

 

25. Does the agency responsible for transportation facilities consider the comprehensive 

plan when making its decisions? 

a. Yes.                   b. No.                         c. Don’t know. 

 

26. Other than the Florida Department of Community Affairs, are there other agencies 

with the authority to veto your planning agency decisions? 

a. Yes.                  b. No.                          c. Don’t know. 

 

If yes: Please specify ...................................................................................................... 
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27. The Florida Statutes establish consistency requirements for local comprehensive 

plans. Are there any additional requirements for consistency made by local special acts 

or charters? 

    a. Yes.                                     b. No.                                  c. Don’t know. 

 

If yes: What are these additional requirements for consistency?  

.................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................. 

 

28. Does the Florida Department of Community Affairs frequently approve plan 

amendments recommended by the local government? 

a. Always.         b. Frequently.            c. Rarely.           d. Never.                 e. Don’t Know. 

 

29. How frequently does the municipal board/council agree with recommendations of 

planning staff on zoning/land use proposals? 

      a. Always.            b. Frequently.          c. Rarely.         d. Never.            e. Don’t Know. 

 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please use the enclosed self stamped envelope to return the questionnaire to: 

 

Amal K. Ali                                                      E-mail: aka6657@garnet.acns.fsu.edu 

342 Pennell Circle, Apt. #5 

Tallahassee, Florida 32310                                        Phone Number: (850) 575-4969 

 

(Code No.) 
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