
Follow this and additional works at DigiNole: FSU's Digital Repository. For more information, please contact lib-support@fsu.edu

2017

Florida Forever Land Acquisition
Program: Social Impact and
Environmental Justice
Savannah Rodrigue



 

 

 

THE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 

 

 COLLEGE OF SOCIAL SCIENCES & PUBLIC POLICY 

 

 

THE FLORIDA FOREVER LAND ACQUISITION PROGRAM: SOCIAL 

IMPACT AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

 

 

By 

 

SAVANNAH S. RODRIGUE 

 

A Thesis submitted to the  

Department of Political Science 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements for graduation with 

Honors in the Major 

 

Degree Awarded: 

Fall 2017 

 

 



  Savannah Rodrigue 

 

 

 

2 

 



  Savannah Rodrigue 

 

 

 

1 

The Florida Forever Land Acquisition Program: Social Impact and Environmental Justice 

 

Abstract 

This research investigates whether or not higher socioeconomic status (SES) Florida 

counties receive more benefits than lower SES Florida counties from conservation land.  The 

research contributes to our theoretical understanding of environmental justice by examining how 

the distribution of benefits from environmental policies may be biased. Empirically, the paper 

investigates the correlation of benefits from the Florida Forever land acquisition program with 

the SES of Florida counties. I hypothesize that a positive correlation exists between the median 

household income and the amount of conservation land in each Florida county. This hypothesis 

is based on published research investigating the effects of conservation land on human health and 

the prevalence of environmental injustice throughout the late 20
th

 century and early 21
st
 century. 

Using panel data analysis, the results showed minimal correlation between SES and the amount 

of conservation land acquired across Florida counties. However, the results did show a 

correlation between presidential vote share and conservation land acquisitions where more 

Republican counties acquired conservation land. The paper concludes that ideology has a greater 

effect on conservation land decisions than county SES.  
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Introduction 

This research investigates whether or not higher SES Florida counties receive more 

benefits than lower SES Florida counties from conservation land.  More specifically, this 

research examines the social justice impact of the Florida Forever land acquisition program and 

how the distribution of conservation land acquired under this program correlates with the socio-

economic status (SES) of Florida counties. I hypothesize a positive correlation between the 

median household income and the amount of conservation land in each Florida county. This 

hypothesis is based on prior research investigating the effects of conservation land on human 

health and the prevalence of environmental injustice throughout the late twentieth century and 

early twenty-first century. From an environmental justice perspective, the distribution of 

conservation land as a resource could benefit community health and development, and so it 

would be inequitable and unjust for conservation land to be concentrated primarily in higher SES 

communities relative to the amount of conservation land in lower SES communities. 

Understanding the impact of SES on conservation land acquisition is important because 

historical evidence shows how environmental injustice negatively affects low-income, minority 

communities.  

Even though most environmental justice literature focuses on pollution, it is also 

necessary to determine whether distributive environmental policy, such as land programs like 

Florida Forever, disproportionately benefit people in counties with different incomes. In this 

research, equitable distribution refers to an even allocation of conservation land acquired across 

Florida counties. The equitable distribution of conservation land would indicate that low SES 

counties are not losing the benefits of conservation land. Environmental injustice from a 
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pollution perspective deprives low SES citizens of a clean, livable environment. Similarly, 

conservation land deprivation, an uneven allocation of conservation land, can have a negative 

impact on low SES communities. This is because low SES areas would not be supported by 

conservation land’s ecological services, benefits, and opportunities.  

The results show minimal correlation between SES and the amount of conservation land 

acquired across Florida counties. However, the results do show a correlation between 

presidential vote share and conservation land—counties that voted Republican in the most recent 

presidential election had more land acquired in the Florida Forever Program. Overall, ideology 

has a greater effect on conservation land decisions, compared to SES.  

 One challenge to this analysis is that in the early years of the program, Democratic 

counties may have benefited more from the program and that Republican counties are “catching-

up” in later years. To investigate this possibility, the path dependency of conservation land over 

time is examined. This supplementary analysis shows an uneven distribution of Florida Forever 

conservation land across Republican and Democratic counties throughout the program’s 

existence. Republican counties benefit disproportionally in both early and later years. 

 

Environmental Justice and Florida Forever 

According to the EPA, environmental justice is defined as, “the fair treatment and 

meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with 

respect to the development, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations 

and policies.” Most environmental justice literature emphasizes high levels of pollution found in 
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ambient air and water throughout low SES and minority communities (Bryant and Mohai 1992; 

Bullard 1990; Evans and Kantrowitz 2002).  

Research on environmental justice has proliferated since the beginning of the 1970s 

(Bryant and Mohai 1992). A primary concern amongst citizens, government agencies, and non-

governmental organizations, was the location of hazardous waste sites and their proximity to 

racial minorities and low SES communities (Bryant and Mohai 1992). Studies conducted by the 

Government Accountability Office, religious organizations, and other researchers led to further 

examination of environmental injustice throughout the country (GAO 1983). In the 1990s, 

researchers analyzed differences in environmental health and its relation to race and income 

(Bryant and Mohai 1992). Numerous reports investigated the distribution of pollutants, such as 

hazardous waste, air pollution, and asbestos and pesticides. These studies were diverse in scope 

and methodology—some examined environmental injustice in specific urban areas while others 

examined the United States as a whole (Bryant and Mohai 1992). This early literature largely 

concludes that pollution is inequitably concentrated in communities with racial minorities and 

low SES (Bryant and Mohai 1992).  

Bryant and Mohai (1992) focus on the proximity of minority citizens to hazardous waste 

facilities in the city of Detroit, Michigan. Their results reveal that the likelihood of minority 

citizens living near the hazardous waste sites was four times that of white citizens. When this 

study was conducted, researchers were still questioning whether certain groups were receiving 

environmental health benefits from existing environmental programs (Bryant and Mohai 1992). 

Ensuring that this question is at the forefront of environmental policies could improve an 

agency’s policy discussions and implementation strategies.  Many government organizations 
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have made significant steps toward addressing and recognizing environmental injustice (Evans 

and Kantrowitz 2002). But, even if some policies do not seem directly related to environmental 

justice issues, organizations can still improve their policy development and monitoring process 

by adding a human equitability component.  

 Fricker (2001) investigates environmental equity in a region of New York City by 

analyzing whether or not a population’s SES and racial characteristics relate to the proximity of 

environmentally undesirable sites. These sites include disposal facilities, landfills, incinerators, 

and more. Fricker found that the Hispanic communities were in closer proximity to these 

undesirable sites. While the question of who was there first, the site or the community, is still 

unanswered, this is another example of environmental injustice because these sites 

disproportionately affect a specific group of people in the United States. 

  Environmental justice issues also have had a widespread impact on minority communities 

throughout Southern states in the U.S. Bullard (1990) discusses pollution and environmental 

stressors in five southern black communities. He argues that disparate burdens are placed on 

black communities because industries have an incentive to build their power plants and 

hazardous waste facilities close to minority populations. These minority populations live in areas 

where land is inexpensive, and so these industries are incentivized to build their facilities on that 

land. Moreover, Bullard (1990) highlights that low SES and minority communities lack political 

clout and they are more likely to focus on other community issues, such as crime and substance 

abuse. He also argues that these communities lack the necessary tools, such as strong education 

or employment, to effectively combat polluting industries. Lastly, Bullard (1990) states that, 

“government and private industry in general have followed the “path of least resistance” in 
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addressing externalities as pollution discharges, waste disposal, and nonresidential activities,” 

which are all potentially hazardous in these communities. Within these studies, race was the 

primary indicator of environmental risks. While race is a better indicator of environmental 

injustice, it is clear that SES can act as an indicator as well (Bryant and Mohai 1992). 

Evans and Kantrowitz (2002) show that poor communities in the U.S. and other countries 

experience more exposure to environmental health risks. They investigate environmental quality 

indicators ranging from air quality and hazardous waste to occupational status and neighborhood 

quality. They find a direct correlation between income and environmental quality and that a 

variety of environmental risk factors can explain the correlation between health and SES (Evans 

and Kantrowitz 2002). Overall, these findings provide strong empirical evidence for 

environmental justice theories, specifically among low SES communities and racial minorities.  

While the aforementioned literature describes environmental injustice as it relates to 

pollution, environmental justice theory can also be applied to conservation land. Understanding 

the impact of land acquisition on communities and urban areas is crucial because it underscores 

conservation land’s capacity to provide a healthy environment and assist low SES communities 

that need protection from harmful development. Urban and regional development research on 

urban growth policies also discusses how land acquisition can manage the development of urban 

and rural areas (Bengston 2004). As Florida Forever obtains conservation land, these projects are 

setting boundaries for land use and growth. These limitations are necessary because polluting 

industries are notorious for acquiring undesirable, inexpensive land in low SES and minority 

communities (Bryant and Mohai 1992). Limitations on industry development are also essential 

because low SES communities lack the organizational capacity, necessary resources, and 
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appropriate representation that will help them acquire their desired political outcomes (Bullard 

1990). Using land conservation that sets development boundaries near low SES communities 

could be beneficial and contribute to the protection of their health and environment. 

According to Ringquist (1999), “states are at the forefront in dealing with these new 

issues of environmental racism, environmental equity, and environmental justice.” The Florida 

Forever program epitomizes a state-level policy that can provide numerous benefits to Florida’s 

constituents. Understanding what parameters determine the distribution of land acquisition and if 

they are influenced by exogenous factors is essential for knowing how the program relates to 

environmental justice. To mitigate potential environmental injustice, the Florida government 

could strengthen its environmental justice action by developing an environmental justice 

commission of experts (Ringquist 1999).  

Lastly, another potential explanation for why low SES counties would acquire less 

conservation land could be that since some of these land conservation benefits accrue to 

wealthier people who voluntarily put their land in conservation easements, then the program may 

inherently benefit wealthier counties. And finally, using Butler's (2014) work on empirically 

assessing the theory of democratic representation, one could argue that elected officials tend to 

be wealthier and may share more policy interests and a view on government with higher SES 

people; thus, leading to similar decisions rather than patronage or friendship networks.  

The purpose of this research is to investigate the presence of equity in Florida Forever’s 

land conservation program and its decision-making process. Whether or not the hypothesis is 

correct, this research would contribute an understanding of how Florida Forever land acquisition 

is dispersed throughout the state and which SES has access to more or less conservation land 
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benefits. If the results show that the land distribution is not equitable, then considering the 

addition of an equitability component that evaluates the effects of land acquisition decisions and 

locations on SES could improve the Florida Forever program. This logic leads to the following 

hypothesis:  

 

A positive correlation exists between the median household income and the amount of 

conservation land in each Florida county. 

 

The Benefits of Green Space  

Research shows that green spaces, such as conservation land, play an important role in 

providing ecosystem services (Daily 2009). Numerous studies have also revealed that contact 

with the natural environment can provide physiological and psychological benefits, such 

managing blood pressure, self-esteem, and mood (Pretty 2005). For example, short visits to 

natural areas can reduce cortisol hormone levels in humans, which can lead to stress relief 

(Tyrväinen 2014).  

Other studies have investigated the connection between SES health inequalities and access to 

green environments as well. Mitchell (2008) suggests that exposure to green spaces would 

reduce the stress associated with lower SES and provide other health benefits. Mitchell’s 

research analyzed income related health inequalities for low SES in areas with varying amounts 

of green space. Their results showed that populations exposed to green environments defined as, 

“open, undeveloped land with natural vegetation” including parks, forests, playing fields, and 

river corridors, have lower levels of health inequality as it relates income deprivation. Specific 
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benefits from land conservation under Florida Forever include the protection of recreational 

trails, natural floodplains, wetlands, coastlines, and significant groundwater recharge areas, 

which all provide ecosystem services to communities in close proximity. Moreover, if the 

distribution of conservation land is equitable, people of varying incomes across the state of 

Florida will have access to these benefits. If the access to these resources is inequitable and 

contingent upon SES, then this demonstrates environmental injustice. Knowing how the land is 

distributed provides insight on who has access to these benefits and potentially why they have 

more or less access when compared to other citizens.  

The Florida Forever Program 

 Over past fifty years, Florida’s land conservation and protection efforts have improved 

the management and restoration of public lands (FDEP 2016). Florida’s current land acquisition 

program, Florida Forever, conserves the state’s natural resources, as well as its cultural and 

natural heritage (FDEP 2016).  In 2000, Florida Forever replaced the preceding land acquisition 

program known as Preservation 2000. This program preserved approximately two million acres 

of land and strengthened Florida’s progress in land and resource-based conservation near the end 

of the twentieth century (Farr 2006). Although this program contributed significantly to land 

acquisition, the general public wanted to continue funding to protect Florida’s flora and fauna 

(Farr 2006). In response to constituency desires, the state legislature passed the Florida Forever 

Act (Florida Statutes 2001). 

When the legislature introduced the Florida Forever Act, they developed eight specific 

goals to address incomplete projects, prioritize biodiversity protections, and restore ecological 

functions and health. This new program also funded urban and community parks development 
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and water supply protections. To achieve Florida Forever’s goals, the Acquisition and 

Restoration Council (ARC) and other stakeholders established projects to protect habitat 

conservation areas, threatened and endangered species, functional wetlands, fragile coastlines, 

and significant water bodies (FDEP 2016). For example, Brevard and Indian River County’s 

climate change lands project, Archie Carr Sea Turtle Refuge, acquires undeveloped shorelines 

for the protection of sea turtle nesting sites (FDEP 2016). Another example is Volusia and 

Flagler County’s Conservation Corridor partnerships project. This public acquisition project not 

only protects ecosystems and species, but it also promotes outdoor recreation activities, such as 

hiking, nature study, and freshwater fishing (FDEP 2016). 

The state legislature appropriates the funding for Florida Forever and gives it to the 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP). Once the ARC, Governor, and Cabinet 

critically review, evaluate, and approve the project proposals, the FDEP distributes the funding 

to other state agencies and programs that will purchase the public lands. These public lands can 

become, parks, trails, forests, wildlife management areas and more (FDEP).  

Moreover, the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) created a modeling tool called F-TRAC 

(Florida Forever Tool for Efficient Resource Acquisition and Conservation) that aids the 

decision-making process and determines which projects will fulfill the program’s goals (Farr 

2006). Additionally, the program officials complete detailed site evaluations that contribute to 

the decision-making process (FNAI 2017). These evaluations assess property species, vegetation, 

water sources, and recreation potential (Oetting 2006).  

Environmental policies and projects conserve and preserve ecological biodiversity for 

humans and the natural world. While FNAI can evaluate how effective and efficient different 
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project proposals are as they relate to Florida Forever’s ecological goals, this research questions 

the amount of consideration given to the social impact and the distribution of conservation and 

recreational land in communities with different levels of household income. If there are 

significant disparities in land conservation across Florida counties, then determining how this 

correlates with high and low SES communities would improve our understanding of the effects 

this environmental policy has on Florida communities and their proximity to conservation land.  

 

Data Analysis and Methods 

To test the hypothesis of a positive correlation between the median household income 

and the amount of conservation land, I collected data for both the independent and dependent 

variables. The dependent variable is the amount of conservation land acquired in a county and 

the main independent variable is the median household income of each county. Median 

household income for each Florida county was collected from the online U.S. Census Bureau’s 

income database. In order to analyze how Florida Forever’s conservation land acquisition and 

median household income is changing over time, median household income in U.S. dollars was 

used from the year 2009 to 2015 (U.S. Census Bureau). Florida Forever’s amount of land 

acquisition per county, the dependent variable measured in acres, was retrieved from the FDEP’s 

online database known as FL-SOLARIS. This database contains annual information for each 

Florida county’s land acquisition under Florida Forever (FL-SOLARIS). Additionally, data for 

county size, percent acreage of urban and rural land, and presidential vote share was collected in 

order to control for other variables that could affect the amount of conservation land acquired. To 

ensure that one county does not simply have more conservation land acquired because of its size 
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relative to other counties, data for each county size was collected from the 2010 U.S. Census 

(U.S. Census). Moreover, percent acreage of urban and rural land was included in order to 

control for the fact that some counties might have more conservation land because they have 

more rural and natural land to conserve (U.S. Census Bureau). Lastly, presidential vote share 

data was collected from the FL Department of State’s Division of Elections to understand 

ideologies across the state and to determine whether liberal or conservative values affected the 

amount of conservation land in each Florida county.  

I estimate three different models to determine the significance of each explanatory 

variable’s impact on the dependent variable. The analysis contains a cross-sectional model with 

acquisition land data averaged over time (Model 1) and a pooled regression analysis model 

(Model 2). Since the data has both cross-sectional and time-series characteristics, a panel data 

model (Model 3) with random effects was used as well. Lastly, it should be noted that the square 

root was taken for the dependent variable, conservation land, in each of these models to mitigate 

the effects of outliers. I executed all data analysis using Stata 15; the appendix reports the code to 

reproduce the analyses. 

Summary Statistics  

Table 1 describes the average levels for each variable for all years across 67 counties. 

The table shows that the average household income across Florida counties was 44,057.23 

dollars and the average amount of land conserved across Florida counties was approximately 122 

acres. Further, the average county size was 800 acres and the average percent of rural land for 

each county was 86 percent. Lastly, the mean value for presidential vote share was 0.13—

meaning that Florida counties are, on average, more Republican.  
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Table 1. Summary Statistics 

Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
Median Household 

Income (U.S. Dollars) 
67 44,057.23     7,381.089 32,329.43 64,491.00 

Solaris Conservation 

Land (Acres) 
67 122.4656     216.8073 0 1269.853 

County Size (Acres) 67 800.3693      381.263 243.56 1998.32 
Urban Land (%) 67 13.75388     17.16247 0 91.99 
Rural land (%) 67 86.24612     17.16247 8.01 100 
Presidential Vote Share 

(D=1 or R=0) 
67 0.1343284     0.3435784 0 1 

 

 Table 2 reports the estimated regression models: using a cross-sectional model that 

averages each variable within counties (Model 1), pooling data across years for each county 

(Model 2), and a random-effects panel data estimation (Model 3). 

Table 2. Regression Estimates 

  
Model 1 

 
Model 2 

 
Model 3 

Median Household 

Income (U.S. Dollars) 
0.0002153 
(.0001432) 

0.0001292  
(.0000676)* 

0.0001108 

(.0000913) 

County Size (square 

miles) 
0.0070406  
(.0027033)* 

0.0068961  
(.0013013)* 

0.0069537  
(.0018)* 

County Urban Land 

(%) 
.0038211  
(.0629727) 

0.004058  
(.0302192) 

0.0075718  
(.0416392) 

Presidential Vote 

Share (D=1 or R=0) 
-4.743814   

(3.053563) 
-4.505495  
(1.470589)* 

-4.5289  
(2.035352)* 

Constant -6.875917  
(6.08653) 

-6.076454  
(2.88318) 

2009.006  
(407.8436) 

Year -- -- -1.001174  
(.2026572)* 

Two-tailed hypothesis tests with standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.05 
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To show the reader the distribution of the main explanatory variables, SES and 

presidential vote share, and the amount of land conserved in the Florida Forever program, Figure 

1 reports a scatterplot of these variables. 

 

Figure 1. Scatterplot of Main Variables. 

 

Figure 1 shows how much median household income and ideology affect the amount of 

conservation land acquired. The graph’s pattern is difficult to interpret; however, it shows that a 

higher number of low SES, Republican counties are provided conservation land. It also reveals 

that almost half of the Florida counties are not receiving any conservation land acquisitions. One 
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reason that can explain why such a large number of counties receive no conservation land is that 

a majority of conservation land was acquired between 2001, when Florida Forever began, and 

2008 while funding was still robust. In 2009, the program lost a significant amount of the excise 

tax revenue that maintained the Florida Forever Fund (Burlew 2015).  

Cross-Sectional Model (Model 1) 

The purpose of this model was to understand the correlation between the dependent 

variable, conservation land acquisition (acres), and all of the independent variables, SES, percent 

urban and rural land, presidential vote share, and county size, at one point in time.  In order to 

eliminate the time variation, the amount of land in each county through 2009 and 2015 was 

averaged so that there was only one data point for the amount of conservation land in each 

county. This model used cross-sectional data because the purpose was to compare many Florida 

counties at one point in time and to simplify the interpretation. A cross-sectional model abstracts 

away from the time variable, which may be sufficient if the independent variables do not 

significantly change overtime.  

When the cross-sectional multiple regression was run in Stata, the output showed a 

positive change in median income; however, SES was not statistically significant (p-value: 

0.138). This lack of statistical significance shows that the positive relationship between the 

conservation land and SES is most likely due to random chance. Additionally, the coefficient 

results depict that when presidential vote share, a dummy variable, is Democrat (D=1), then less 

conservation land is conserved (Coef. -4.74). However, it should be noted that this variable was 

not statistically significant (p-value: 0.125) at the alpha=0.05 level. This model shows that when 

the data is analyzed excluding time variation, none of the independent variables have substantial 
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explanatory power and there is no correlation between SES, county size, percent urban land, and 

presidential vote share. Overall, these results show a failure to reject the null hypothesis of no 

correlation between median income and conservation land. A positive correlation does not exist 

between the median household income and the amount of conservation land in each Florida 

county because SES did not have a significant effect on conservation land acquired. 

Pooled Regression Analysis (Model 2) 

 The purpose of this model was to analyze the data as a time series of cross-sections. This 

model incorporates the time-variant characteristics of the variables. This model, however, simply 

pools all the data for all counties in each year.  

 In this model SES was close to statistical significance with a p-value of 0.057 and a 

coefficient of 0.000129. This means that the relationship between SES and conservation land 

acquired is positive because a one-unit increase in SES leads to an increase of 0.00000002 

(=0.000129
2
) acres in conservation land in each Florida county. SES is significant at the 

alpha=0.10 level but not at the more restrictive alpha=0.05 level. Presidential vote share, 

however, is significant, with a p-value of 0.002 and a coefficient of -4.51. To interpret this 

coefficient, note that the dependent variable has been transformed to the square root. Thus, 

Democratic counties (D=1) have 20.34 (=4.51
2
) acres less than Republican counties (R=0). This 

magnitude is similar to the output in Model 1. 

Panel Model with Random Effects (Model 3) 

 The purpose of this model was to understand how the amount of land conserved in each 

county varies between 2009 and 2015. A panel data model was used because it is a statistical 

method that analyzes combined cross-sectional/times-series data sets.  
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The results from this model show that less conservation land was being conserved from 

2009 to 2015 because each year the amount of land acquired fell (Coef. -1.00). Additionally, 

SES was not statistically significant with a p-value of 0.225 (Coef. .000111). These results depict 

a failure to reject the null hypothesis. Lastly, presidential vote share was statistically significant 

with a coefficient of -4.53. Thus, Democratic counties have 20.52 (=4.53
2
) acres less than 

Republican counties. Overall, all three models show that presidential vote share is correlated 

with the amount of conservation land acquired in each Florida county and SES is slightly 

correlated, but has minimal explanatory power.  

This data so far only reveals information between 2009 and 2015, and so it excludes all 

of the conservation land acquired during the program’s initial and most productive years. Since 

some county land was already acquired during Florida Forever’s early years (2001-2008), it is 

possible that most of the conservation land today is acquired in lower SES, republican counties 

because it’s the only land left to be conserved. It is also possible that the counties creating 

Florida’s Panhandle, typically more rural and Republican, are the counties holding the larger 

amount of today’s conservation land acquisitions. This interpretation could provide a more 

comprehensive understanding of how land acquisitions changed overtime from the program’s 

beginning to now.  

In order to consider Florida Forever’s conservation land path dependency, Figure 2 

shows the mean amount of conservation land in all Republican and Democratic counties from 

2001 to 2015. Investigating the total amount of land conserved up to each election year reveals 

how the amount acquired relates to ideology across Florida counties. In Figure 2, we group 

according to presidential election year to show the trends in land acquisition over time across 
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partisan counties. Thus, the year “2000” represents mean amount conservation land acquired 

from 2001 to 2003; “2004” represents mean amount from 2004 to 2008; “2008” represents mean 

amount conservation land acquired 2009 to 2011; and “2012” represent 2012 to 2015. Overall, 

this graph shows that, on average, the mean amount of conservation land is higher in Republican 

counties throughout the program’s existence. It also shows that much more conservation land, 

overall, was acquired during the programs’ early years. 

    

Figure 2. Mean Conservation Land Acquired During Election Years (2001-2015) 

 

Discussion 

These results can be interpreted with three potential explanations. First, the graph for the 

mean amount of land conserved during each election year depicts the differences in the land 
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conserved in Republican versus Democratic counties. By interpreting the land path dependency 

graph, it is clear that the earlier and later program years had disproportionately more 

conservation land in Republican counties when compared to Democratic counties. It is also 

evident that more conservation land was acquired during the program’s earlier years. This 

information is important for understanding the conservation lands path dependency overtime. 

According to the results, lower SES, Republican counties have more conservation land from 

2009 to 2015. The graph is useful for understanding this finding because it explains that the 

Republican counties are not “catching-up” in later years (2009-2015). Therefore, it is not 

possible to argue that Republican counties were at a disadvantage during the program’s earlier 

years because they had to wait until 2009 to start accruing the program’s benefits. This is 

because it is apparent that Republican counties have consistently acquired a greater amount of 

conservation land over the program’s lifetime.  

One possibility is the affect of governor patronage on conservation land decisions. While 

the program uses the F-TRAC system to evaluate land parcels as they relate to the program’s 

goals, it is necessary to note that the ARC, Governor, and Cabinet critically review, evaluate, and 

approve the project proposals. This implies that there is the potential for political and ideological 

influence through pork barrel politics. It is possible that the Governor prefers to conserve land in 

areas that contain their base. Between 1999 and 2015, the Republican Party held the Governor’s 

seat. One possible explanation for the conservation land skew toward lower SES, Republican 

counties is that the Governor wanted to garner stronger political support among his base.  

 Last, changes in program funding could affect the location and quantity of conservation 

land acquisitions. Since program funding was more robust in the earlier years, it was possible to 
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conserve more conservation land throughout Florida. Additionally, it is possible that a lack of 

funding today, would lead to more land acquisitions in areas with cheaper land.  When 

conservation funding was not scarce in early years, it is also possible that more conservation land 

was acquired in Republican counties because Republican county land was cheaper. Further 

research into the property cost of land across Florida counties might show that the land in 

Republican counties was cheaper overtime.  

In addition, funding explains why very little to almost no conservation land was acquired 

through Florida Forever across counties from 2009 to 2015 while more land was acquired from 

2001 to 2008. While the decline was due to a lack of program funding in later years, it could also 

be explained as a consequence of the conservation land path dependency. To understand the 

impact of program funding, the information on financial strength overtime would need to be 

researched further.  

 

Conclusion 

The original hypothesis is that a positive correlation exists between the median household 

income and the amount of conservation land in each Florida county—an extension of the 

environmental injustice literature to cases of distributive environmental politics. For example, 

wealthier counties would receive more conservation land overall. However, the results showed 

that SES has only marginal explanatory power. Instead, ideology has a greater effect on 

conservation land acquisitions—more Republican counties benefit from the program.  

Even though we found little evidence supporting a link between SES and the benefits of 

environmental politics, this research contributes an understanding of how Florida Forever land 
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acquisition is dispersed throughout the state and which SES has access to more or less 

conservation land benefits. Adding an equitability component—in political ideology—that 

evaluates the effects of land acquisition decisions and locations on race and SES could still 

improve the Florida Forever program. Since the results show that the land distribution is 

correlated with presidential vote share, the FDEP may want to consider adding an ideological 

buffer during the decision making process. 

The impartial implementation of environmental policies, such as Florida Forever is 

necessary to ensure the policy is efficient, effective, and equitable. This research reveals the 

need for a stronger human equitability component in the Florida Forever program. This is 

because even though SES did not significantly affect conservation land acquisitions, there is still 

an ideological bias that must be recognized.  

Additionally, a moderating environmental justice commission could help eliminate any 

potential ideological influence on the land acquisition process. The Florida government could 

recreate an organization similar to the Florida Environmental Equity and Justice Commission 

(EEJC) (Ringquist 1999).  

This research contributes to environmental justice theory because it investigates potential 

environmental injustice lying beyond the harmful effects of disposal sites, landfills, and 

incinerators. Even though it might seem irrelevant and unapparent as first, it is important to 

investigate injustice in policies like conservation land acquisitions. This is because it is not 

always clear when any policy might lead to unintended environmental inequities. Most available 

environmental justice research focuses on how industry facilities encroach upon and negatively 
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impact population health. However, this research aims to understand how environmental justice 

can be analyzed and applied to all environmental protection policies and decisions.  

 

Shortcomings and Future Work 

Further, Ringquist’s meta-analysis assessing the evidence of environmental inequities 

found that the evidence for racial inequity is stronger than the evidence for SES inequity 

(Ringquist 2005). Ringquist’s research focused on studies investigating the concentration of 

pollution sites in areas with varying income and race. Further research into racial inequity and 

conservation land could reveal a stronger need for a stronger human equitability component 

added to the Florida Forever program.  

This research also supports Ringquist’s findings because the results showed weak 

evidence for environmental inequities based on SES. For future work, it would be useful to 

include a variable for race since it is a more significant indicator of environmental injustice 

(Ringquist 2005). Additionally, future work could determine the impact of program funding on 

land acquisitions overtime and determine if there is a relationship between a county’s property 

cost and ideology.  

More research for governor patronage is necessary. Collecting qualitative data on the 

interactions between the ARC, Governor, and Cabinet, along with political and hierarchical 

intricacies, is essential for understanding who has greater decision-making power.  

Lastly, the use of geographic information systems mapping would enhance the explanation for 

land path dependency because it would reveal which specific regions of Florida have acquired 

land overtime and how their ideology has transformed overtime as well.  
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Appendix A 

Stata 15 Analysis Code  

 

Cross Sectional Averages: 

use "Model 1-mvreg Avg HIM Data (Excludes Pop.).dta", clear 

sum  

gen sqrtland=sqrt(SolarisConservationLandAcquir) // take square root of solaris land 

 

label define pres 0 "R" 1 "D" 

label values Pres pres 

twoway (scatter Solaris MedianHouseholdIncomeUSDoll if Pres==0, mlabcolor(red) 

msymbol(none) mlabel(Pres) mlabposition(0)) /// 

(scatter Solaris MedianHouseholdIncomeUSDoll if Pres==1, mlabcolor(blue) msymbol(none) 

mlabel(Pres) mlabposition(0)) /// 

 legend(off) xsize(4) ysize(4) 

graph export scatterplot.png, replace  

reg sqrtland MedianHouseholdIncomeUSDoll CountySizesquaremiles2010 UrbanLand2010 

PresidentialVoteShareDorR 

 

Pooled Regression and Panel data: 

clear // cleared out the data 

use "Model Retry.dta", clear // new data set 
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drop cid 

encode County, gen(cid) // creates a county id numeric variable 

 

gen sqrtland=sqrt(SolarisConservationLandAcquir) // take square root of solaris land 

reg sqrtland MedianHouseholdIncomeUSDoll CountySizesquaremiles2010 UrbanLand2010 I // 

pooled regression (does not take into account panel nature) 

 

xtset cid Year 

xtreg sqrtland MedianHouseholdIncomeUSDoll CountySizesquaremiles2010 UrbanLand2010 I 

Year, re // random effects regression panel data 


