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In the past 25 years, Palm Beach County has acquired more than 31 million acres 

of public preserves consisting of numerous native habitats that are home to threatened 

and endangered flora and fauna. Both endemic habitats and plant species benefit from 

expansion and connectivity through the adoption of native plants in surrounding areas. 

The next step in conserving these protected, larger areas is to identify ways to connect 

them in order to reduce their isolation and improve their likelihood of continued eco-

system health. This study aims to perform an analysis using a GIS database of Palm 

Beach County’s Eastern urban areas to determine additional vegetation that currently 

exists on public lands and private preserves and to analyze and classify the vegetation for 

its potential conservation role, either as; preserves, buffers, corridors or clusters 

connecting and enhancing existing natural areas. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

“With spreading urbanization, Palm Beach County moves ever nearer to 

complete eradication of its native Florida ecosystems. We are completing 

an environment composed entirely of buildings, roads, and planned 

gardens and grounds. At the same time, inner cities are being rebuilt with 

green space. A green space landscaped by humans can always be 

“reclaimed” from the city. Native ecosystems can not.” (Iverson, 1988, p. 

36) 

Problem Statement 

The natural eco-systems in the entire tip of South Florida (from Lake Okeechobee 

to the Keys, and including Palm Beach County) are a designated part of United Nations 

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization’s (UNESCO) Man and Biosphere 

Programme (an inter-scientific agency conservation program) because of its ecological 

richness,  

“…tropical species meeting species of temperate zones, mingling and melding 

into distinctive eco-systems…the wide shallow fresh water marsh system of the 

Everglades, and the coral reefs of the keys confer world-wide distinction upon the 

region that includes Palm Beach County.” (Iverson, 1988, p. 40).  

 

In their 1988 report titled, “Inventory of Native Ecosystems in Palm Beach 

County”, Drs. Iverson and Austin successfully proposed expanding the Biosphere 

Reserve Programme to consider the remaining smaller natural areas within Palm Beach 

County’s (PBC) eastern portion (the urban zone) as part of a Wilderness Island Preserve 

Program.  Since then, Palm Beach County (PBC), cities, and environmental agencies, 

have purchased over 31,000 acres of Natural Areas for conservation purposes, such as 
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greenways and open space. These eco-systems within the urban parcels have been 

significantly altered by humans in six critical ways: (1) Fragmentation of Landscapes, (2) 

Local Disturbances, (3) Lowered Water Table, (4) Lumbering, (5) Fire, and (6) Invasion 

of Exotic Species, (Iverson, 1988) such that; humans need to incorporate special 

considerations to the planning and care of the urban natural areas. While highly 

urbanized, these urban areas contain unique remnants of rare terrestrial eco-systems (See 

Table 1 below and Table 7 in Appendix), such as, scrubby habitats which are home to the 

endangered and endemic Scrub Jay.  

 

Palm Beach County Native Terrestrial Habitats 

1. Pine Flatwoods 

2. Scrubby Flatwoods 

3. Dry Prairies 

4. Sand Pine Scrubs 

5. Oak Scrubs 

6. Coastal Beach Dunes 

7. Coastal Strands 

8. Coastal Scrubs 

9. Coastal Hammocks – Oak Hammocks 

10. Tropical Hardwood Hammocks 

11. Ruderal (disturbed environment) – includes Buffers, 

Corridors, etc 

Table 1 Naturally occurring terrestrial communities,  

Palm Beach County (Taylor, 1998)) 

Often, these habitats exist within a large number of small and isolated preserves 

(List of Private Preserves, See Table 14 in Appendix). Perilous for native eco-system 

perpetuity, the existing preserves consist of disconnected fragments. Fragmentation of 

habitat is a critical problem for species as according to IBT (island biogeography theory) 

which is based on the idea that extinction rates increase as the size and isolation of habitat 

decreases (Collinge, 2009) (MacArthur, 1967). In their report, Grave Iverson and Dr. Dan 

Austin argue for the importance of identifying and making connections between the 

smaller, fragmented parcels. 
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“Available disturbed areas now may be ESSENTIAL to the persistence of 

such species. Similarly, adjoining disturbed areas may often be important 

to survival of the native ecosystems of the Eco-sites we have located. 

(Iverson, 1988)” 

 

The remaining parcels that are available for green space are comprised of smaller, 

fragmented natural areas; although the total acreage of potential green space is not 

currently depicted and quantified in a completed GIS map. More efforts are needed to 

quantify land that is potentially available for green space, that depicts the spatial 

distribution of ecosystems integrated with the distribution of current conservation areas, 

and that highlights ways of creating corridors, linkages, and expanding specific habitats 

through appropriate landscaping of adjacent green space lands. Both the County’s NENA 

(Northeast Everglades Natural Areas) and GLOSS (Greenways and Linked Open Space) 

programs (Figure 18), have resulted in maps depicting conservation lands on a County-

wide scale, with specific land use designations, but a distinction does not exist between 

green space that supports conservation of wildlife and native eco-systems versus land that 

is simply zoned for conservation but may not be managed in a way (i.e. for recreational 

purposes, such as; equestrian and biking trails) that best supports conservation of the 

most variety of native species. While historical maps may show a wide array of micro-

habitats in a given area, too many significant alterations to the land through development 

projects have led to the current situation where restoring the current green space areas to 

that shown on historical maps is not a feasible option. (Washington, 2010). Because the 

public preserves are at risk to encroachment by invasive species, and loss of biodiversity 

due to inadequate habitat size, it is important to consider the identification and 

incorporation of corridors and buffers as important habitat to rare species (Iverson, 1988). 



4 
 

Objective 

The objective of this research is to analyze public parcels and private preserves to 

determine the quantity and spatial extent of existing vegetation in transitional urban areas 

that can be utilized to extend habitats of county-owned natural areas, in the form of 

buffers and corridors connecting preserve cores. Included were smaller, disturbed urban 

areas for their critical role in preserving and connecting native eco-systems,  

“…such small areas may be significant for survival of the full spectrum of 

ecosystems displayed in this county… even small fragments of native Florida within 

and between developments could contribute both to landscaping and to maintain an 

ecological network than can enhance protection of ecosystem preserves “ (Iverson, 

1988, p. 38).  

The approach taken to meet the objectives was to develop a base green space model 

based on the matrix-patch-corridor paradigm using a GIS database to depict all terrestrial 

areas comprised primarily of vegetation on publicly owned lands. The matrix-patch-

corridor paradigm theory is analogous at various scales within the urban region (Forman 

R. T., 2008), and will be applied in this study to areas as small as a quarter of an acre 

(based on 30 m satellite resolution). The use of corridors can be applied to connect 

existing natural areas at all scales; at a global level within UNESCO’s biosphere reserves, 

a National level with establishment of National Wildlife reserves, regional levels, state-

wide, county-wide, city-wide, community-wide, neighborhood-level, single plots, and 

ultimately, areas that are less than an acre in size, such as, esplanades, boulevards, parks, 

ditches, etc. This study focuses on incorporating the latter units and their potential in 

serving a conservation function such as, corridors and/or buffer. 

This was achieved first by developing a base green space database by analyzing 

satellite imagery to select upland areas in the image that contain vegetation and 

determining property use codes that would best comprise a public land category for 



5 
 

publicly-owned parcels. The next step involved determining the location and habitat 

descriptions of the private preserves. The final steps included characterizing the non-

preserve public vegetation into “transitional” areas; (a) buffers protecting the preserves 

(“the cores”), and (b) corridors linking the buffers. Ultimately, these transitional areas 

could be effective in extending natural habitats through mechanisms as simple as 

replacing the existing non-native turf grass that line much of the current public open 

spaces and replacing it with native plantings that mirror adjacent nature preserves. 

Finally, by analyzing the final GIS database, I showed the additional acreage of available 

public vegetation, the additive connectivity of habitat and the significant reduction in 

isolation through adoption of the newly identified transitional green space buffers and 

corridors. 

 The study area for this project includes the Eastern half, “The Urban Boundary” 

(See Figure 1 Below), which is approximately 790 thousand acres, with a focus on the 

existing and potential upland terrestrial public and private preserves. 

Background 

Ongoing conservation efforts 

The political history of acquisition of Palm Beach County’s approximate 2,023 

sq. miles of parcels has resulted in a complex mix of land uses and ownership currently 

encapsulated by the County itself. In the extensive document, the Palm Beach County 

Unified Land Development Code, there exists the newest iteration of categorization of 

the County into five distinct geographical regions, namely; (1) Exurban tier, (2) 

Agriculture Reserve tier, (3) Glades Tier, (4) Urban / Suburban Tier, and (5) Rural Tier. 

Other County zoning boundaries include; the 38 municipalities and unincorporated lands. 
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Currently, 43 types of land use codes within these regions are defined within 11 broad 

zoning code categories that are; agriculture, commercial, industrial, institutional, mixed 

use, preservation/conservation, public ownership, and residential. 

 

Figure 1 Palm Beach County Urban Boundary Study Area 
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Up until now, the primary driver of conservation has been for the purpose of 

ensuring water needs by the multitude of land uses, such as; rising human population’s 

need for drinking water, and lawn irrigation, irrigation for agriculture for about a third of 

the County; and to protect critical watersheds like the Loxahatchee Watershed, Lake 

Okeechobee, the Intracoastal water way, and the Atlantic coast which impacts climate 

and ecosystems alike, along with luring the many tourists with its miles of beaches. 

Another impact to eco-system and species viability is the human controlled hydric system 

with the installation of canals by the SFWMD and Army Corps Engineers. The 

management of water flow in the right amount and to the right places is an ongoing 

project in the region and the PBC since proper water flow is not only critical for drinking 

water but is integral to the restoration efforts of the Everglades. The decision-making 

behind water conservation and land use is dynamic due to the ongoing demand for 

permitting for continued water and land development and to meet needs of tourism. In 

recent decades, the County has expanded its conservation efforts beyond water 

conservation to include native, threatened terrestrial eco-systems. Approximately a third 

of PBC is classified as conservation – (see Table 2).  

 
STATE FEDERAL LOCAL PRIVATE TOTAL COUNTY 

AREA 

Percent of County 

in 

CONSERVATION 

282,950 140,040 47,360 110 470,460 1,301,760 36% 

Table 2 Florida Natural Areas Inventory, Palm Beach County –  

Acres of Conservation Lands, April 2011 

*"State" includes lands managed by state agencies and water management districts. 
From, http://www.fnai.org/pdf/MAxCounty_201104.pdf 

http://www.fnai.org/pdf/MAxCounty_201104.pdf
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While many efforts are aimed at protecting larger areas, such as; the Loxahatchee 

Greenways Project, what has been lacking is an assessment of the potential conservation 

role of public urban features, such as; roadway ditches, railway line buffer zones, etc. 

Limitations with these Natural Areas programs include; the lack of inclusion of the 

adjacent, smaller areas; specifically, those of less than a few acres in size. Because these 

public preserves (Natural Areas) are being managed for the purpose of conservation of 

biodiversity, they serve as the best examples of actualized ecological potential.  Each 

management plan maintained by the PBC Department of Environmental Resource 

Management contains a detailed history of all land use activities as well as an inventory 

of native habitats and species within the Natural Area and often also for the adjacent 

areas, as well. Appropriate adjacent landscaping should enhance these primary core 

habitats where possible to augment the existing conservation efforts. 

In order to maximize the existing network of green space at the State-wide level, 

the 1000 Friends of Florida encourage further cohesion between landscape scales or tiers 

including Statewide, Regional, Community, Large Landowners, Neighborhoods and 

Individual backyards. (1000 Friends of Florida, 2010). Concerted attempts at multiple 

levels of government, by citizen groups and individuals have been made to conserve the 

native natural habitats and wildlife. Due to these actions, many formalized conservation 

plans have been established to protect the native species and land that support them. 

Specifically, growth management plans have been adopted by the County and 

municipalities within, funds have been raised and invested to purchase, restore and 

maintain key ecologically viable parcels, and educational outreach exists in many ways. 

Protection of the preservation status is contained in numerous County ordinances.  
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While the State of Florida recognizes a need to protect open spaces, the main thrust 

has been focused on protection of water resources to benefit booming human population 

and agricultural industry, rather than terrestrial habitats for conservation of species. 

Municipalities may adopt existing landscaping ordinances that describe native plant 

landscapes and that place recommendations for removing exotic invasive plant species, 

but the recommendations lack specific landscaping recommendations aimed at benefiting 

specific, adjacent locations of habitats. One tool that exists, The Florida Native Plant 

Society’s report called, “A Model Native Plant Landscape Ordinance Handbook” does 

make specific landscape recommendations that can be adopted by municipalities. While 

current landscaping ordinances and recommendations exist, not enough protection of 

native biodiversity is in place. According to the Florida Native Plant Society,  

“Current landscape laws and regulations in Florida fail to adequately protect and 

encourage the use of native plant species, leading to a landscape that is damaging to 

the natural environment”. (Florida Native Plant Society, 2011). 

 

 One way to make habitat connections between preserves is through the application of 

native landscaping based on ecological factors such as; suitability to the soil, topography,  

and hydrology of the site.  According to the Florida Native Plant Society, the benefits of 

appropriately applying native vegetation are numerous; “achieve water conservation 

goals, preserve habitat in urban areas, greatly reduce maintenance costs for landscaping, 

and protect property values”. (Florida Native Plant Society, 2011)  

And, while the municipalities’ individual planning codes recommend a certain 

percentage (usually approximately 20-25%) of native landscaping to be incorporated in 

new developments, these “set-asides” are usually not maintained to enhance the local 

area with consideration of the adjacent naturally occurring eco-system (ie. Pine 
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Flatwoods, Scrub Habitat, etc.). In 2002, the PBC Board of County Commissioners 

commissioned a study that resulted in a comprehensive recreation-based program for the 

newly purchased 31 County-owned Natural Areas and is referred to as NENA (Northeast 

Everglades Natural Area) (see Figure 17 in Appendix). This County-wide trail and green 

space program consists of a collection of 165,000 acres of conservation lands as well as 

activity and education centers. Other projects that focus on conservation areas include; 

Loxahatchee Green Space Plan, Office of Greenways and Trails (OGT) Program, and 

Green Space Corridor. However, other than the management plans for the 31 ERM 

Natural Areas, conservation lands are currently not managed solely to conserve the native 

natural habitats and wildlife, and develop corridors and buffers for ecosystem continuity, 

but rather to establish recreational corridors. All of these projects are important 

components in an overall goal of stewardship toward restoring health to what are 

diminished, highly fragmented and stressed ecosystems. 

In Palm Beach County, while many demands from a rising urban population 

continue to put pressure on natural resources of land and water (and the native habitats 

supported by them), the potential has never been greater for incorporating conservation 

theories within urban planning. Because of the growing awareness and interest in 

preserving the unique and diverse flora and fauna, and the significant amount of 

acquisitions in the past few decades of conservation areas, both large and small, the time 

is ripe for identifying smaller, often overlooked, but existing public lands to assist in the 

critical process of bridging and connecting these conservation areas. Indeed, the 

continued survival of many unique and rare species may depend upon it.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

The review of existing literature related to this green space proposal include broad 

topics from landscape ecology, which focuses on natural landscapes at human scales, and 

conservation biology study of fragmented habitats. Specific topics include; the urban 

conservation models adopted by UNESCO and in Landscape Ecology (Forman R. T., 

2008), the historical development and legacy of city parks on urban green spaces in U.S., 

the dilemma of conservation in fragmented habitats, urban park landscaping and building 

human acceptance, influence of island biogeography and related conservation theories, 

restoration ecology and the use of mapping for conservation planning and analysis. 

Landscape Ecology - UNESCO Regional Conservation Model 

In its biosphere reserve regional environmental management model , UNESCO 

demarcates the reserve landscape into the following 3 zones: (1) the Core, which is 

defined as the critical habitats and biodiversity, (2) the Buffer areas which serve to 

protect the Core, and (3) the Transition Management Zones, which are intermediate zones 

between buffer and surrounding territory (Frost, 2001). This is a model for conservation 

within altered human environments, as most biosphere reserves are constrained by multi-

zoning rules and thus are not able to realize the full model comprising all 3 concentric 

rings of management areas. Typically, the core areas are usually the set of parcels with 

the most exclusive zoning restrictions. The guidelines proposed by UNESCO for urban 

biosphere reserves (in this case, the urban boundary defined in this research project for 
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Palm Beach County) is to use local natural areas as central to buffer zones and transition 

zones comprised of informal open space, transport corridors, etc. (Frost, 2001)   

Legacy of City Parks on Urban Green Spaces in U.S.  

In the U.S., the study of conservation of natural areas in highly urbanized regions 

evolved in a spiral pattern since its inception as mere city parks formed for passive 

recreation in the mid-19
th

 century, with modern theories frequently drawing from designs 

formed in that era. During the industrial revolution, not surprisingly, as the largest cities 

of that era were experiencing patterns of over-crowding, poor sanitation and related land-

use conflicts; the need for claiming parks on dwindling land became urgent. For example, 

the population of New York had increased five-fold in the 1
st
 half of the 19

th
 century and 

by the mid-century saw as many as 100,000 people crowded into an area equal to one sq. 

mile in some places. As Justin Martin explains in his book, The Genius of Place, “As the 

city grew, its green space shrank…to just seventeen parks, all of them small and totaling 

a paltry 165 acres” (Martin, 2011, pp. 126-127).  With such a lack of sizable open space, 

the only option for the average New Yorker to find relief was by visiting a grave yard, 

Green Wood. Around this same time, in 1845, a landmark study, by John H. Griscom was 

published, “The Sanitary Condition of the Laboring Population of New York” in which 

he showed the connection between sickness and hygiene in the slums. He argued for the 

need for parks as a social health remedy. In 1895, New York created small parks, green 

spaces and play grounds in slums, which was also encouraged by the prevailing social 

theory of environmental determinism (Martin, 2011).  This lack of available public parks 

led Andrew Jackson Downing (1815 – 1852), a landscape gardener who designed notable 

grounds, such as; the grounds connecting Congress to the White House, to publish a 
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series of essays in the Horticulturist, calling for a park to elevate NYC to match the great 

European cities, such as; “Hyde Park in London and the Jardin des Tuileries in Paris”. He 

criticized the existing parks. (Martin, 2011) 

His arguments significantly contributed to the eventual movement leading to the 

development of the first notable U.S. urban park, New York’s, Central Park designed and 

developed by, Frederick Law Olmsted (1822-1903) and Calvert Vaux (1824-1895) 

(Martin, 2011).  Their seminal project, called, greensward, picked up where Downing’s 

work ended. Also, Greensward is an old English term meaning “unbroken swath of land”, 

a term that has evolved into the current term “green space” used in modern era. 

Olmsted’s vision of the City Park was as a social reformer who saw “Central Park as a 

place of tranquility for all the residents of the crowded metropolis…to furnish healthful 

recreation…for the poor and the rich, the young and the old, the vicious and the virtuous” 

(Martin, 2011, p. 140). His view towards parks shaped the future of cities’ goals for their 

parks; that of a place of passive recreation; rather than for conservation of endangered 

species. To Olmsted’s function, was matched Vaux’ form, who contributed his aesthetic 

sense developed through his architectural training in England in the gothic style, as 

business partner with Downing, and members of the Hudson School. Vaux designed, in 

collaboration with Olmsted, all of the built structures, such as; bridges, benches, 

archways that together formed a union between art and Olmsted’s creative scenes with 

nature. Striking the winning combination of built elements to the appropriate degree of 

nature in order to engage the urbanite, continues to be a critical component in planning 

parks and green space in the city to this day. Their union defined the new field of 
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Landscape Architecture in the United States; a field defined as “the art of applying 

rigorous design to large pieces of land” (Martin, 2011, p. 150).  

While many of the features of Central Park are noteworthy for their influence on 

subsequent city parks, the unfortunate legacy relates to the selection of the particular plot 

of land as the site for a park. For the reasons for the site selection had nothing to do with 

how best to conserve wildlife, but instead chosen for economic reasons. The first choice, 

Jones Woods, along the East River, with an old growth forest and unblemished bluffs, 

was a readily habitable space, requiring only a few paths to make it accessible as a park. 

The land was owned by wealthy families who were able to fight the newly passed 

eminent domain bill. The site finally selected contained many obstacles, such as; 

environmental (rock outcroppings, reservoirs, and numerous swamps), and social (the site 

was home to hundreds of families that were forcibly removed from their homes). The 

biggest challenge from a park design perspective was the narrow, rectangular shape of the 

land. This shape is typical of urban parks, which are built on land that had already been 

altered through rectangular city grid system developed in the 19
th

 century to 

accommodate the trolley lines.  

Dilemma for conservation in highly fragmented habitats 

The problem from a conservation biology perspective is that a rectangular-shaped 

natural area tends to exhibit a high degree of fragmentation; measured as the ratio of 

perimeter to total area. So, why was this shape for New York’s Central Park preferred 

over others with more accessible nature, other than the fact that conservation biology 

hadn’t set hold as a scientific discipline? Importantly to the city developers, was the 

theory that houses that surround the perimeter of the park could see an increase in 
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property values. So, by this logic, it was economically advantageous to the developers of 

the adjacent sites to choose a site with a longer perimeter. As Justin Martin explains the 

reason for the site selection was,  

“a fiscal advantage: Turn a rectangle of land into a park, and all the properties 

developed along the periphery would be valuable. Steep property taxes would flow 

into the city coffers. On July 21, 1853, the act that created Central Park passed, 

allotting 778 acres of land from 59
th

 Street to 106
th

 Street. Later the park would 

extend to 110
th

. (Most of these streets didn’t even exist yet, but the city plan of 1811, 

in a kind of manifest destiny, laid a grid work of future streets all the way to 155
th

)”  

(Martin, 2011, p. 128).  

And, indeed, the properties that border Central Park are some of the most sought 

after. Consideration for city parks as merely places of recreation, and potential source of 

tax revenues set a precedent influencing site selections for urban nature preserves. It is 

interesting to note, that the notion of any kind of truly natural landscape within altered 

urban areas is more a myth than reality. Even in Olmsted’s time, the land had been 

altered in numerous ways to achieve the “natural” beauty of Central Park. In his words, 

“The natural look of Central park was thus achieved in no small measure through artifice. 

The park was full of “undignified tricks of disguise”, as Olmsted called them, used in the 

service of “simplicity, tranquility, and unsophisticated naturalness”. (Martin, 2011, p. 

149) . 

Much of the re-design of natural areas today to incorporate theories of 

conservation biology were born out of many causes, but primarily due to economic 

reasons ruling decision making and the resulting disconnect between the landscape 

architects design and vision of the role of green spaces within urban areas and actual 

application. Because the building-up of cities occurred with such haste and practical 

planning methods, the true green space plans would require more money to implement 
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than most cities wanted to spend. For example, Olmsted usually focused on naturally 

occurring landscape features, such as watersheds, mountains or hills, forests, meadows, 

lakes, etc. and envisioned continuously connected green spaces, with the buildings and 

streets fitting themselves to it; rather the opposite of how the cities had already 

developed. He summed up his vision of landscapes in a letter to Montreal park 

commissioners in 1874, when he  

“proposed to draw out, “the genius of the place”. The phrase dates to Roman 

times (genius loci). “Consult the genius of the place in all,” Alexander Pope 

famously exhorted in his poem Epistle IV to Richard Boyle. The ever-literary 

Olmsted planned to follow Pope’s counsel and find the natural essence of this 

particular landscape.” (Martin, 2011, p. 322).  

Olmsted was the first to design individual parks into connected parkways in his 

Boston park project coined the Emerald Necklace, which also included a watershed 

restoration component for Olmsted who chose native plantings for their ability in flood 

control, to purify urban waste water and finding areas to link the entire Emerald Necklace 

together for recreation and non-automobile transportation.  His work set a precedent for 

greenways to serve multiple roles. The notion of terrestrial restoration was also first 

explored by Olmsted in his Asheville, NC project for George Vanderbilt in 1888. 

Olmsted had traveled the U.S. and gained an understanding of the vast amount of 

deforestation that had occurred up to that time. He proposed “restoring Vanderbilt’s tens 

of thousands of acres to forest.” (Martin, 2011, p. 361). The unfortunate legacy of this 

restoration project was that Vanderbilt was ultimately economically motivated, and 

settled on the project with the intention of timber harvesting. So, rather than restoring a 

forest which supports biodiversity of fauna and flora, the trees selected for their forest-

like aesthetics and were based on their suitability for harvesting; the wildlife that 
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occurred was secondary and of little value to the owners. This legacy of fiscal practicality 

continues to be the challenge to implementing conservation methods in altered 

landscapes to this day. 

In the 1890s-1920’s similar linkages arose in other cities, due to Olmsted’s plans 

and also from the British author, E. Howard who published a book, Garden cities of 

tomorrow, describing the designs of a model “Garden City” which proposed the idea of 

greenbelts.  In the 1920’s parkways that were flanked by deep cuts of forested areas, were 

replaced by roads suitable for the automobile. Cities that were developed after 1920’s 

incorporated the greenbelt ideas. Benton MacKaye proposed “systems of wooded open 

space that would form a linear area or belt around and through the locality” (Smith & 

Hellmund, 1993, p. 6). He combined the greenbelt concept with elements of early 

parkways and urban open-space networks. In 1921, he proposed the Appalachian Trail, a 

large-scale version of regional open spaces, containing the spread of development from 

eastern seaboard. Today it spans 2,100 miles along the Appalachian National Scenic 

Trail. This City Park movement that began in 1890, ended in 1940’s.  

During the following period from 1950-2000, cities experienced a decline and 

decay in their parks, while the body of research on city parks saw an upsurge. Some 

notable contributions during this period began in the 1960’s, when MacKaye joined 

Olmsted’s son, and Ebenezer Howard (launched the Garden City Movement) (Lusk, 

2006, p. 89) in a business partnership that included ecology as a key to urban planning 

and design. The 1960’s saw a critical step forward for conservation planning within urban 

settings through works of Phillip Lewis, Jr., who compiled natural resource information 
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on transparent map overlays, a technique that was advanced through GIS. He concluded 

that the “bulk of important resources were typically found along waterways and in areas 

of pronounced topography. Where these features aligned, he saw natural environmental 

corridors (Smith & Hellmund, 1993, p. 8). His studies of map analyses become the basis 

of state land acquisition and locales of trails. Later, in 1969, Ian McHarg, published 

Design with Nature which, like Lewis, based his study of landscape architecture on “a 

system of transparent map overlays to develop designs that “interfused” open space with 

the existing population” (Smith & Hellmund, 1993, p. 8). McHarg’s map overlays 

represented different categories of natural features, such as, hydrology, geology, and 

plant communities. GIS originates from this map overlay system, which is used to 

“determine appropriate locations of different kinds of land use, including conservation” 

(Smith & Hellmund, 1993). McHarg stressed the need to consider ecological processes, 

not just the pattern of natural resources distribution. 

The increase of green ways took formal weight as preference of design in the 

Open-Space Protection Act in the 1980’s. This linear shape was clearly the most short-

term, economically feasible option for local governments as it was readily formed out of 

the existing parcel system, and the linear shape is popular for trails as a means of passive 

recreation such as, hiking and biking. Again, the focus of the urban green ways always 

had a fiscal consideration and when it sought to protect environmental features, it was 

typically focused on water resources; which directly benefited local residents over other 

ecological features (the native flora and fauna) which were not as directly capitalized on. 

In 1972, the Trust for Public Land was established which was the first National 

Conservation Organization with an urban component, bringing with them a renewed 
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interest in Olmsted. In 1994, the Lila Wallace Reader’s Digest Foundation established the 

Urban parks Institute and an Urban Parks and Recreation Alliance that focused on 

Chicago, Boston, Washington D.C. and Cleveland with a renewed purpose to revive the 

old parks. The prevailing theories of smart growth and new urbanism were applying 

earlier ideas to modern cities. In 2001, the “What Makes Excellent City parks System” 

conference sought to set a new Goal to re-create the early 20
th

 century Park vision by 

developing seven measures to sustain a true city park system of excellence. Based on 

these measures, all of the areas that can be tapped into to link the existing nature 

preserves in the highly altered urban areas of Palm Beach County would fall under the 

definition of the category “created parks”. These 7 measures of excellent park systems 

are not focused on flora and fauna, but rather on external benefits for city as ecological 

services, such as, cleaner air, water, temperature regulation, improved health to people 

living nearby, increase education of the outdoors, increase economic benefits to adjacent 

businesses, increase in natural aesthetics, and reduction in noise pollution. (Daily, 1997) 

In 1992, Portland, OR was the first city (and still one of the few existing) to adopt a 

master plan that focuses on wildlife preservation. Specifically, the Metro Council adopted 

a Green Space Master Plan with goals including; 

“to create cooperative regional system of natural areas for wildlife and people, 

and also to preserve diversity of plant and animal life in urban environment using 

watersheds as basis for ecological planning, to establish a system of inter-

connected trails, greenways and wildlife corridors, and to restore green and open 

spaces in neighborhoods where natural areas are all but “gone” (Houck, 2006, p. 

78).  
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Native Urban Landscaping in City Parks and Building Human Acceptance 

Because this research focused on identifying existing vegetation (which turned 

out to contain exotic and/or non-native plants) in public spaces, improving public 

education and acceptance of native plants will be critical to the adoption of native plants 

as replacements the existing landscaping schemes. In this regard, the relevant research 

that contributes to this notion can be better understood through considering the topic of 

the designing of natural elements within the created parks. Typically not recognized for 

their value in improving plight of endangered species, but instead, as setting for fulfilling 

the 7 measures, research performed in 1995 by landscape architect, Joan Nassauer, was 

significant for her clues or cues to care as a method on how to encourage acceptance of 

native plants by local residents (Nassauer, 1995). She claims that more than education, 

that native plants should exhibit a sense of intentional management which leads her to 

develop cues, some of which include; mowing edges of native grass areas, pruning shrubs 

and trees, increase use of native flowers, place landscape elements (i.e. fences, 

birdfeeders, etc.) in the public view to signify human presence in native landscape. 

(Nassauer, 1995). Other researchers also developed studies that showed a link in 

increased acceptance of natural areas as wildlife habitats, with improved education and 

time spent in urban parks. Additionally, the nature preserves and cemeteries also begin to 

be included in the city parks umbrella. (Ryan, 2006). In research on people’s attachment 

to natural areas, a link was shown to exist between people’s perceptions of park land 

management and their type of interaction or experience with the park land itself. The 

research shows that if people only view the natural area from within their homes or from 

the street, they tend to adopt the management philosophy that all lawns should be mowed 
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and shrubs neatly clipped. The next level of interaction involves active recreation within 

the natural area, and these groups of people tend to share a hands-off management 

philosophy that is; to basically let nature take its course. The third level of usage involves 

people who actually volunteer their time for free or as paid staff for the natural areas. 

This group tends to share an active management philosophy that promotes planting native 

species, implement prescribed burns, and removing exotic plants. Clearly, these are very 

different philosophies that are at odds and make the task of formalizing the adoption of 

native plants in public spaces for the expansion of native habitats, formidable, but not 

impossible. Research exists that includes strategies for nurturing attachment between 

parks and people who live near them. Some of these strategies include; behavioral 

mapping (how do the locals use the park?), improve visibility around the houses for 

safety, and prune more closer to homes and street, and let increasing levels of wildness 

transition slowly and, lastly, encourage public stewardship programs. The evolution of 

city parks movement can be summed up in the following description. 

“Throughout historical development of cities, the role and function of nature 

typically has been defined within the context of its social utility or function…but 

now city planners see natural areas for their ability to provide ecological services 

such as; clean air, clean water, climate regulation, and improved flood control”. 

(Ryan, 2006, pp. 103-4).  

Since 2000, the value of cities’ natural areas on a system-level is increasing in 

part because in many cases, urban areas have more native habitats and biological 

diversity than surrounding agriculture or suburban areas. (Savard, 2000).  
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Influence of Island Biogeography Theory 

One of the goals of research in conservation biology is how to keep intact remnant 

species and habitats that support them alive. Conservation biology which further 

elucidates the impact and likelihood of survival for native species in highly fragmented 

urban habitats are the theories of; IBT (island biogeography theory), metapopulation 

theory and edge effects, and related terminology; patch sizes, edges and habitats. In their 

seminal 1967 book, The Theory of Island Biogeography, MacArthur and Wilson 

presented their theory IBT  that was appropriated in future conservation research to 

describe behavior of species in any area that is surrounded by markedly different use (ie. 

urban surrounded by rural, etc.). (Forman R. T., 2008); (Collinge, 2009); (Schonewald-

Cox & Bayless, 1986); (Forman R. , 1995); (Dramstad, Olson, & Forman, 1996); (Farina, 

2005); (Harris, 1984); (Dobson, et al., 1999); (McHarg, 1969); (Hoctor, et al., 2008); 

(Noss, 1987); (Tuan, 1977). The impact of Fragmentation on species was developed out 

of IBT. 

“Fragmentation as a change in habitat configuration in addition to 

loss of habitat, the process of habitat fragmentation results in three of 

these effects: increase in number of patches, decrease in patch sizes, and 

increase in isolation of patches. (Belisle et al. 2001, Boulinier et al. 2001, 

Drolet et al. 1999, Gustafson1 998, Haines-Young & Chopping 1996, 

Hargis et al. 1998, Robinson et al. 1995, Schumaker 1996, Trzcinski et al. 

1999, Wickham et al. 1999).” (p. 492) (Fahrig, 2003) 

 

IBT showed the positive correlation between species richness and area. Studying 

bird populations on islands, the researchers were able to show that species richness 

increased as area increased and more so for species that are less mobile. They also 

concluded that smaller islands with small populations are more vulnerable to extinction 

so that these islands reach an equilibrium which is a point where the rate of colonization 
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equals the rate of extinction. The urban natural areas are analogous as they are similarly 

insulated into habitat fragments, and as such the same principles apply (Harris, 1984). 

The importance of connecting the fragments for supporting sustainable populations can 

be even better understood by the addition of the off-shoot theory to IBT, called rescue 

effects, which adds the factor of distance to the IBT factor of size. The rescue effect 

argues that as the distance between the fragments increases, the immigration rate 

decreases, so the rate of extinction will increase unless you are within distance to a source 

of colonists. The rescue effect can greatly decrease the vulnerability of insular, small, 

fragmented parcels, by increasing immigration rates. The key to the rescue effects is to 

incorporate corridors, which are defined as “linear strips of vegetation linking otherwise 

isolated habitats to reduce isolation among patches” (Diamond, 1975). Another off-shoot 

of IBT is metapopulation theory, which describes variations to the model of IBT. These 

variations include population dynamics for several scenarios. The first example is the 

mainland to island, which shows how small patches may go extinct on an island but 

overall may persist due to proximity to large patch. So, in this case, the mainland is the 

source with positive growth rates, and the islands are like a sink, which experience 

negative growth rates but are sustained by immigration. The second example is that of a 

patch population. These are not true metapopulations, but one large population occupying 

several patches (i.e. squirrels across backyards). The third example is that of non-

equilibrium metapopulation which experience such high degrees of isolation that there is 

no migration. These populations are in danger of permanent extinction unless humans 

intervene there is no hope of naturally occurring migration. This last scenario is the most 
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troubling for conservationists, and is exactly the situation with Palm Beach County’s 

natural areas. Conservation research shows how corridors will assist this situation,  

“…the presence of either stepping stones or corridors, or the management of the 

matrix between fragments, should increase the regional persistence of native 

species by reducing isolation effects and increasing colonization probability” 

(Collinge, 2009, p. 29). 

Metacommunity Theory also expands on conventional IBT by incorporating 

scenarios with multiple species and regional dynamics (ie. dispersal, disturbance, and 

extinction). This approach is used to explain a broader distribution of species and to 

predict outcomes of anthropogenic change from habitat loss, fragmentation, species 

invasions, and climate change. The Niche Theory, part of the metacommunity theory, 

states that species interaction depends on habitat spatial structure. Meta-Ecosystems 

describe the discontinuous set of ecosystems connected by spatial flows of energy, 

materials, and organisms across ecosystems with different boundaries from landscapes. 

(Collinge, 2009) .  

The emergence of the terms green space and corridors is relatively new in the 

conservation literature, mainly being adopted to fragmented urban species in the past few 

decades as scientists have identified the major threats to species biodiversity which 

include loss of habitat due to sweeping anthropogenic alterations to the land, such as; 

deforestation, hydrological changes through dams, canals, and levees, mining of natural 

resources, infrastructure and urban development. All of these changes have reduced and 

fragmented the lands that served as habitat for millions of species. So, given the increase 

in habitat loss and natural area fragmentation, the interest in establishing corridors for 

protection of species and biodiversity has increased, especially due to conservation 

theories of island biogeography (MacArthur, 1967) and metapopulations (e.g. Levins, 
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1969, McCullough, 1996, Hanksi and Gilpin, 1997). These two theories form the basis 

for many current approaches to conservation biology, including the use of corridors to 

enhance the movement of flora and fauna. In island biogeography, the number of species 

on an island is a function of island size and the rates at which species immigrate to and 

become extinct on the island. (MacArthur, 1967) This IBT concept has been extended by 

analogy to islands of habitat embedded in a hostile landscape. By enhancing the ability of 

species to move among these islands, corridors increase the rate of species immigration 

and, thereby, the number of species occupying the island (Willis, 1974; Wilson and 

Willis, 1975) (Hess, 2001).  

The other conservation theory discusses metapopulations, which support the use 

of corridors in fragmented patches, which serve to enhance the ability of individuals to 

move among habitat patches, lowering the expected time to recolonization of a patch that 

has suffered extinction. Emigrants from well-populated patches may also ‘rescue’ patches 

with depleted populations (Brown and Kodric-Brown, 1977) (Hess, 2001).  

Application of Conservation Corridors in Landscape Ecology 

Some of the key contributors to the body of literature and progress in landscape 

ecology include Frederick Law Olmsted (America’s 1st landscape architect, urban 

ecology, sense of place), Richard T. T. Forman (landscape conservation, network 

planning, overpasses, corridors, etc.), and Ian McHarg (landscape architecture, natural 

systems guiding urban planning). Prominent authors in the field of sense of place, 

specifically focused on exploring the relationships between man’s involvement in 

designing natural and built environments, include, J. B. Jackson and Y. Tuan. 
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Research on corridors in the field of conservation biology was eventually applied 

by Forman and Gordon (1981, 1986) in a structural context in the discipline of landscape 

ecology (Hess, 2001). They introduced the matrix-patch-corridor paradigm of landscape 

structure as method to of analysis to coincide with rise in use of aerial photographs and 

satellite images (Forman, 1991) (See Figure 2 below). In this terminology, a matrix is the 

most extensive and most connected landscape type, a patch is a non-linear surface area 

differing in appearance from the matrix, and a corridor is a linear surface area that differs 

from the matrix on either side. The matrix-patch-corridor paradigm serves as the basis for 

the majority of the contemporary terminology and vocabulary found in current planning 

literature (Hess, 2001). 

 
Figure 2 Patch Corridor Matrix Model (Forman 1995) 



27 
 

The terminology associated with defining green spaces is varied in part due to the fact 

that these areas can serve a multitude of functions depending on where they exist and 

how they are designed. The term is used by many disciplines: conservation biology, 

landscape ecology, landscape and urban planning, and landscape architecture (Hess, 

2001).  

The paradigm and terminology of landscape ecology as it applies to corridors, 

buffers and linkages has been developed greatly since the 1960’s (Forman R. T., 2008); 

(Hess, 2001). A schism between approaches by conservation biologists and planners 

exists, “unfortunately today most planners avoid emphasizing natural systems, and most 

ecologist avoid studying urban regions. That leaves a near void of directly useful models” 

(Forman R. T., 2008, p. xvii)  The problem is not confined to an academic one, but might 

bring a greater cost to humans when the ecological services that nature provides in a 

healthy state, when clear air, water, healthy soil for growing food, climate control, etc. 

are no longer so readily available. He states that the, 

“disconnect between nature’s fundamental patterns and processes and current 

development trends could lead to crises, forcing prompt costly actions …with a 

new thinking or vision, with core objective to mesh nature and people so both 

thrive.” (Forman R. T., 2008, p. 4). 

Many uses have been described for corridors, such as a distinct habitat, whether 

or not it aids movement, greenbelts and buffers in urban areas, biogeographic land 

bridges, series of discrete stepping stone refuges for migratory waterfowl, highway 

underpasses and tunnels designed for wildlife passage and/or strips of land that facilitate 

movement between large habitats (Simberloff, Farr, Cox, & Mehlman, 1992), (Forman R. 

, 1995) (Hess, 2001). 
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Restoration Ecology 

Restoration ecology combines botany and ecology in efforts to restore native flora 

to an altered site. The goal of restoration ecology is to develop ecologic function in an 

area and to see change, development and growth over time to benefit both biodiversity 

but also, often times, to contribute ecologic services to humans in one form or another 

(Ryan, 2006). Restoration ecology, with its focus on species birth and death rates and 

biological processes, is a departure from the traditional scope of landscape architecture 

whose goal typically encompasses planning designs that incorporate plant communities, 

native or not, with aesthetic and social criteria as part of the goal. These designs usually 

require intensive maintenance as no or little change in the aesthetic is desired over time. 

The challenge for the health of the public and private preserves is that their survival as 

endemic habitats must bridge both of these fields; embracing the social and aesthetic 

goals of landscape architecture while maintaining healthy eco-system function to support 

rare, endangered and often endemic species and habitats. Many researchers have 

published arguments for the benefits of natural areas for people, such as the aesthetics 

and benefits of a healthy environment. Healthy eco-systems clean and moderate 

microclimates, promote groundwater infiltration and control flooding and soil erosion; 

and (as exhibited from the beginning of created city parks) humans typically benefit from 

natural areas through increasing property values. An argument could be made as to a 

greater challenge; developing landscaping architecture to achieve some of the goals of 

restoration ecology. The urban areas pose great challenges to bridging the goals 

landscape architecture with restoration ecology because urban areas are so highly 

fragmented (rectangular-shaped) and exist in mixed-use landscapes, surrounded on all 
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sides by built infrastructure (i.e., homes, roads and industrial centers). Likewise, the 

public natural areas are cut-off from previously connected, continuous flows of similar 

vegetation that would promote species migration. Several requirements exist in order for 

these natural areas to achieve ecological benefits of restoration projects, such as, 

mutualism between plants and animals, pollinators and seed dispersers (i.e. birds and 

small mammals), and living species in the soil. These are but a few of the ecological 

criteria that distinguish the needs of the natural areas from a city garden. The research 

highlights the importance of education and community stewardship programs as 

contributing the greatest to people accepting and promoting the use of native plants in 

their community preserves. But, in order for these areas to thrive long-term and achieve 

migration of species, then connections between them that exist on public lands will need 

to be incorporated with native plants, as well.  

Function of Mapping and GIS for Conservation Planning and Analysis 

The development of maps depicting geographical areas for conservation studies 

can be better understood within the framework of landscape ecology.  The term was 

coined by German biogeographer, Carl Troll in 1939 and formally published in more 

detail in 1950. The goal of this discipline combines spatial structures with ecological 

processes (Burel & Baudry, 2003). Historically and today, research from this field results 

in ecological maps utilizing concepts of cartography, leveraging advances in remote 

sensing techniques with a multi-disciplinarian approach to identify the nature, role and 

description of landscapes at a variety of scales and within the human context of land-use 

changes (Bastian, 2001).
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METHODOLOGY 

Overview of Steps 

What is the potential acreage of additional upland vegetation adjacent to priority 

conservation areas within the urbanized eastern half of Palm Beach County and how can 

these areas be integrated into one GIS database for further analysis? The method is 

summarized in the Data Flow Diagram (see Figure 3 below).  

The process begins with the development of a base green space model in GIS 

depicting all terrestrial areas comprised primarily of vegetation on publicly owned lands. 

This can be achieved in a two-step process; first by analyzing satellite imagery to select 

pixels in the image that represent vegetation, and secondly by analyzing the county land 

use zoning codes to develop a category for publicly owned parcels. Once this “public” 

category is defined based on a relevant set of land use codes, then the “green only” 

satellite image is further reduced to include only the newly defined “public” parcels. 

Once the public-lands base green space is formalized in GIS, the analysis 

continues to the next step which is to develop in GIS a depiction of the existing 

conservation areas; the public and private preserves. The process involves combining the 

public preserves GIS shape file with a custom private preserve shape file. The private 

preserve shape file was developed by obtaining current parcel control information from 

the county staff and joining this information with spatial data found in separate county 

database records using GIS techniques to develop a shape file of all the upland private 

preserves. 
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Figure 3 Data Flow Diagram 

By applying the patch-corridor-matrix urban landscaping model (Figure 2) (Forman 

R. T., 2008), the GIS database was developed with the capability to depict the public 

natural areas (the preserves) as cores; public green space adjacent to buffers as corridors, 

and the remaining transitional public green spaces as clusters. These additional green 
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spaces were identified based on varying distances to existing preserves using simple 

functions available in the GIS toolbox. The GIS shape files were analyzed at different 

scales – from Urban Region down to parcel level. The data portrays the existing view of 

vegetation based on 30-meter Landsat TM NDVI vegetation Classes. This was 

accomplished by applying an image ratio to a 2009 TM image of Florida and subset of 

just the Eastern half of Palm Beach County, then running the NDVI (normalized 

difference vegetation index) to create vegetation and non-vegetation areas.  Any land use 

changes (i.e. development) occurring since 2009 was corrected during the GIS process of 

removing private lands based on 2011 County Tax Appraiser parcel data. To create the 

buffers, areas were targeted to a distance of 1,000 feet of green space near the preserves. 

In order to further highlight the distinction between green spaces image enhancement 

techniques were applied and the image was merged using methods of brovey cc or multi 

cc false color composite. 

Detailed Steps in Methodology 

Pull in TM 2007 for base vegetation layer of 30 m resolution  

(Identify all upland vegetation in Palm Beach Count and apply Image Enhancement 

Techniques).  

A. By applying the NDVI image enhancement technique on the TM Satellite 

imagery of the Eastern Portion of Palm Beach County, it was possible to determine the 

ratio of brightness values of each pixel (areas within 30 meter resolution). Brightness 

values can be used to correlate to an array of land characteristics, and so are useful, in 

this case specifically, for identifying the areas of upland vegetation versus land that is 

either predominantly wet and/or not vegetation. Through analyzing the NDVI vector 

image layer in ArcMap against a base aerial map, it was possible to determine a best 



33 
 

estimate “cut-off” ratio in the range of existing values to separate each of the 30 m. pixels 

by their predominant land characteristic. It was determined that the cut-off value was 137 

(out of 255). So, the pixels with ratio values between 0-136 were classified as non-

vegetation and vegetation between 137-255. 

B. In ERDAS IMAGINE, perform the following functions. 

1. Image Subsetting. Open pbc_Broward image. Open shape file of PBC County to 

verify that image includes entire County. Select range for just PBC.  

2.  Image Ratio Creating a Normalized Differenced Vegetation Index.  Purpose:  

Convert brightness values (bv) to a ratio of satellite band 4 (iR) to band 3 (Red) to 

enhance surfaces of vegetation from non-vegetation. Data Source: Thematic Mapper 

Satellite Image. Methodology Source: “diaLab5ImageRatioingTutorialMSWord 

110212.pdf” How to: Open File pbc_tm. Click IMAGE INTERPRETER. Select 

SPECTRAL ENHANCEMENT. Select INDICES to get to the Normalized Differenced 

Vegetation Index. Select input file, “pbc_tm.img”  image. Choose as output file 

“ndvi_pbc.img”. Select the NDVI function. Make output data as floating single digit 

(Decimal). Click OK. Wait for completion of program to run to 100%. Click OK. Open 

ndvi_pbc.img in a new viewer. Check the results. The resulting image is a grey scale 

image. 

3. Density Slice Image. Purpose: Determine which brightness value ratio best 

demarcates vegetation from non-vegetation (urban, built, water). Methodology Source: 

“diaLab5ImageRatioingTutorialMSWord110212.pdf” How to: Open as pseudo-color 

image to density slice. Display raw image and on top display the NDVI on top and use 

flicker tool. Decide bv for cut-off between veg and non-veg: Vegetation color as green 
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and Non-vegetation color as cyan. Conclusion: Determined that BV for non-vegetation is 

between 0-136 and Vegetation is 137-255 

4. Recode Program. Purpose: Prepare for raster to vector conversion. Convert 

ndvi_pbc.img image to a new file with values of 0 (for non-veg) and 200 (for veg).  

5. Neighborhood Program. Go to Image Interpreter > GIS Analysis > 

Neighborhood. Size: 3x3 (30m x3 = 90 m = 270 sq feet). Function: Majority  

C. Perform the following Functions in ArcMap 10. 

1. Convert Raster to Vector. Open ArcMap, Open Conversion Tools. Choose From 

Raster to Polygon. Deselect Simplify Polygons. Input: neighborhood_pbc. Output: 

vector_pbc. Run. Select only Green values = 200. Selction > Select by Attributes  Select 

* From pbc_vector Where Gridcode = 200. 

2. Create Layer from Selected Features. Rename new Selection 

“pbc_All_Green_200values”. 44,194 Green Parcels (See Figure 4 below) 



35 
 

 
Figure 4 All 200 Values Vegetation Shape File 

Build public green space layer (GIS shape file)  

(for publicly-owned upland parcels of land based on public parcel zoning property use 

codes and ownership). 

A. Identify Public Parcels in Palm Beach County by Zoning Category  

1. In order to identify publicly owned parcels, it was necessary to analyze each of the 

property use codes and ownership entities assigned to all of the parcels of land in the PAPA Tax 

appraiser’s table, property_data.dbf, in conjunction with a second data table, the parcels.shp 

shape file for its spatial data depicting the location of each parcel. Both files are available as free 

downloads on the Palm Beach County website titled, http://maps.co.palm-beach.fl.us/mygeonav/. 

Only the parcels with characteristically public property use codes and/or public ownership entities 

were selected and combined to form a new sub-set of public parcels, called, “public.shp”. 

http://maps.co.palm-beach.fl.us/mygeonav/
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2. Query the County datafile, PAO_Propinfo.dbf, which has 427,834 records to Select 

all records that have either public ownership title, and/or public land use code 

designation (see Table 12 in Appendix for final list of Property Use Codes).  

Additionally, query ownership column to include public trusts and entities (see Table 

12 in Appendix for sample list of public ownership names). Create a new datafile of 

20,159 newly selected “public” records and call it, Prop_Data_Public.dbf. 

3. Make Public shape file of all parcels, not based on NDVI satellite image, but rather 

combination of ownership and/or property use codes from the data table 

property_data.dbf maintained by Tax Appraiser’s office. Create a geographic shape 

file of the public records identified in Step 1 by joining fields 

Prop_Data_Public.dbf.Parcel_Num with parcels.shp.PARID (contains the geographic 

data needed to project every parcel in the County). After the join, the new shape file 

contains 29,920 records. The new shape file is called, “PUBLIC_pd_parcels.shp”. 

View of Public Parcels shape file from database (See Figure 5 below).  

4. Perform quality control on the new public.shp shape file to identify potential 

duplicate records. (See Table 11 in Appendix). The property use codes that comprise 

the public.shp shape file includes a total of 588,523 acres of public parcels, which is 

27,464 acres more than the acreage listed in the property_data.dbf table (which is 

only 561,059) for those parcels (see Table 11 in Appendix). Since the parcels.shp 

acreage field (reported in Table 11), is a calculated field based on the ArcGIS 

function “calculate geometry”, the actual area of all of the parcels sharing the same 

Parcel ID is calculated dynamically based on coordinate system geometry. 
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Figure 5 Public Parcels Shape File 

Analyzing the new results, the 27,464 additional acreage which is included in the 

spatially-based public.shp shape file that wasn’t listed in the non-geographic tax appraiser 

table, the majority of the newly identified acreage can be accounted for under the two 

property use codes: State (19,525 additional acreage) and Districts (5,881 additional 

acreage), with smaller additional amounts of acreage detected in Forest/Pk/Rec (601 

acres), Federal (548 acres), and Municipal (378 acres), and nominal amounts in 

remaining property use code categories. These additional acres could theoretically be 
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described as “unofficial” green spaces. In cases where the property use code was not 

typically descriptive of a public use, then consideration of the ownership entity was 

included in the analysis. For example, in many cases, the TIITF, a State Fund, is the 

ownership entity on seemingly privately owned property use codes, and were therefore 

included in the public shape file.  

Analysis of Public shape file (the public parcels from data table and resulting 

records once joined with the parcels shape file) shows that there are not as many 

duplicates as the initial comparison suggests. The parcels shape file has a unique record 

for each spatially distinct plot of land which is sometimes grouped under the same parcel 

id number. Because the same parcel id number is sometimes repeated for different plots 

within same overall parcel, the pre-determined Acres field can no longer be utilized in the 

joined shape file, public_pd_parcels.shp due to the potential for over-counting similar 

acreage. In order to determine the actual acreage of the public parcels, it is necessary to 

create two new custom fields; (1) a calculated field for determining duplicate parcel id 

numbers, and (2) a calculated Acreage field for determining acreage using the Geometry 

function within ArcMap. To create the duplicate field, the following steps were taken 

from the following website: (http://donmeltz.com/blog/index.php/2011/05/20/find-

duplicate-field-values-in-arcgis-using-python/) “ 

1 – Add a new “Short Integer” type field to attribute table, called, "Dup" 

2 – Open the field calculator for the new field 

3 – Choose "Python" as the Parser 

4 – Check "Show Codeblock" 

5 – Insert the following code into the "Pre-Logic Script Code 

uniqueList = []  

def isDuplicate(inValue):  

  if inValue in uniqueList:  

    return 1  

  else:  

http://donmeltz.com/blog/index.php/2011/05/20/find-duplicate-field-values-in-arcgis-using-python/
http://donmeltz.com/blog/index.php/2011/05/20/find-duplicate-field-values-in-arcgis-using-python/
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    uniqueList.append(inValue)  

    return 0  

6 – In the lower text box, insert the following text, with PARID field - to check 

the duplicates: 

isDuplicate( !PARID! ) 

This will populate your new field with 0′s and 1′s, with the 1′s identifying those 

fields that are duplicates.  

To create the second calculated field, add a new field with the format = Float, and then 

highlight the newly created field, right click and choose function, “Calculate Geometry”, 

choose Acres as Units. Then, you have the public_pd_parcels.shp data table with the 

newly created fields highlighted in green. 

When taken together, the Dup and Acres_Calc fields shed light on what appeared 

to be duplicate entries. For example, when analyzing the a set of records sharing the same 

PARID values for the RITTA Drainage Districts, the original acreage field belies the 

actual acreage of the entire plots comprising this parcel. The table view of the PARID 

00354404000005040 with two entries with original 5.28 acreage as listed from the PAPA 

tax appraisers data table “property_data.dbf”. Note, the Dup field correctly identifies a 

value of “1” for the duplicate record based on PARID. However, the ACRES field is 

redundant, and if used to calculate a sum of acreage, would be incorrect. A more accurate 

field is the, Acres_Calc field, which calculates the acreage based on the actual spatial 

geometry of the section of the parcel being projected. To confirm that the top record of 

2.664 acres is not actually within the spatial domain of the larger parcel section of 5.28, it 

is necessary to select both records, and choose the function, Zoom to Selected. Now, in 

the right side of the viewer, two separate and clearly distinct tracts of land are projected 

and show that these two highlighted polygons are not duplicate but in fact separate 

portions of the same parcel. Another example of seeming duplication, (PARID 
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00354702000001010 STATE of Florida land), shows the necessity to use the calculated 

field “Acres_Calc” to determine actual acreage, and to avoid over-counting. The two 

separate parcels taken together (308 + 278) add up to the total acreage (586) listed in the 

Tax appraiser’s datafile.  

A. The next step is to run a new summary report to calculate the total acreage by 

property use based on the Acres_Calc field and compare it to the original 

Property_Data.dbf on record with the Tax appraiser. The acreage values should be 

relatively close. In order to calculate a list of owners by acreage of public.shp, develop 

table of the acreage of public land by property use code, based on calculating the 

geometry of the parcel spatial data. All of the records will be included in the next GIS 

operation, which is to intersect this base public land tableau with the NDVI shape file. At 

this stage, the public shape file is based on property use codes and the full extent of the 

parcels; not a reflection of satellite data depicting just green space within these parcels. 

This file is ready to be intersected with the NDVI, creating a sub-set of sections of the 

parcels that have green space detected from the satellite image. Once the public.shp was 

finalized, the NDVI-based shapefile, the “pbc_all200_Values.shp” was reduced to reflect 

only green space that intersected with a parcel from the public.shp shap file. In this way, 

a new base green space shapefile, called, “GS_Public.shp” was developed. 

B. Create Base Public Greenspace shape file by intersecting NDVI with 

public_all_parcels.shp.  

1. Convert State Plane coordinate systems to project the same coordinate system as 

the satellite / NDVI to run further calculations. In order to perform calculations, the 
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following shape files based on the County’s shape file, ‘parcels.shp’ developed with the 

State Plane coordinate system needed to be re-projected to the World coordinate system 

to match the NDVI satellite image used to for the public greenspace developed for this 

map project. The following shape files (to be created in subsequent steps); 

ALL_PRESERVES.shp, PRIVATE_PRESERVES.shp were re-projected from 

GCS_North_American_1983_HARN, NAD_1983_HARN_StatePlane_Florida_ 

East_FIPS_ 0901_Feet, Foot_US (0.304801), to WGS_1984, GCS_WGS_1984, 

WGS_1984_UTM_Zone_17N,  Transverse_Mercator, (Meters). The 

public_pd_parcels.shp was converted from Florida 0901, Eastern Zone (1983, US Survey 

Feet) to WGS_1984, GCS_WGS_1984, WGS_1984_UTM_Zone_17N,  

Transverse_Mercator, (Meters). Use the PROJECT Function within ArcMap used to 

streamline all of the shape files to the same Geographic Coordinate System to enable 

applying further operations.  Double-check that the calculated Acres field is the same in 

the new projection Public_pd_parcels_proj.shp as the original Public_pd_parcels.shp. 

Right-click on the Acres_Calc field and choose Statistics noting that the Sum of the acres 

is 588,523. Repeating these steps for the original Public_pd_parcels.shp shows the same 

total acreage (588,523). The projection is reliable. The newly projected shape file is now 

ready to be imported to the geodatabase with the NDVI shape files. See below for the 

steps to import public_pd_parcels_proj.shp into the Geodatabase for further processing. 

2. Intersect Public_Parcels.shp with GS_ALL.shp. All of the public parcels which 

contain public preserves which will be removed from the green space and developed as a 

separate shape file. The new temporary shape file is called, 

“GS_Public_Parcels_Intersect.shp”. The next step is to remove existing preserves from 
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this shape file to identify potentially new green space areas on public land; areas that are 

not already designated as conservation. In order to perform this step, it was necessary to 

develop a shape file of all the public and private preserves in the County. That procedure 

is outlined in the next section, but a close-up view of the resulting shapefile, 

GS_Public_No_Preserves is below. 

 
Figure 6 Public Green Space Shape File 

Identify correct location of Public and Private Preserves 

(Display as a GIS shape file with polygon geometry). 

A. The private preserves shape file is derived from a series of data tables obtained by 

the author, specifically for this research project. The data tables are maintained by staff at 

the Palm Beach County’s Division of Environmental Resource Protection such that; the 
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private preserves are identified by preserve ID, their locations are tied to their Parcel 

Control Number and their total acreage is manually updated. After editing these tables to 

prepare them for import into Esri’s ArcMap program, the newly converted database file 

was then joined to the Parcels.shp to develop the private_preserves.shp shape file, a 

spatial configuration of private preserves. 

B. Through detailed analysis of comparing the publicly available private preserve 

parcels to 2011 aerial orthos, I decided to contact the County department in charge of the 

private preservation program for more accurate data of private preserve locations. It turns 

out that an updated list of preserves existed, but not in a GIS database. Through steps 

detailed later, I was able to digitize this list of never before mapped preserves, effective 

this year, 2012. Several documents from County staff (see Tables 9 and 10) were used to 

develop an updated private preserve shape file. The first step was to create a private 

preserve.shp from the list of Parcel Control Numbers in spreadsheet format of data on 

upland preserves parcels as of 03/12/2012. Open parcels.shp and do a Select by 

Attributes. Query was as follows with the values of PARIDs from the spreadsheet files. 

(Need to convert the PARIDs from format. 00-41-42-26-01-015-0000 to format 

00414226010150000 in order to run the query). In total, there were 142 PARIDs for 

Upland Private Preserves. Run Query to obtain the Parcels selection which contains 192 

records based on uplands private preserves.xls PARIDs versus the Private Preserve 

Parcels based on the point shape file on mygeonav. Export Data of Parcels Selection as 

its own Shape file called, Upland_Private.shp. The next step was to edit the 

Upland_Preserve.shp by adding the Preserve_Name, Acres and PreserveID. Develop a 

data file of Upland_Preserve with the preserve names, acres and Preserve IDs. 
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The next step was to add remaining preserves from the PDF files from the County 

of PCNs for First Park South Florida Parcels 8-18 to this shape file. Query these PCNs in 

parcels.shp and copy and paste them into Upland Private Preserves.shp. Use Notepad to 

format PARIDs for Query. Query PCNs in parcels.shp for following First Park South 

Florida Parcels 8-18 and add to Upland Private Preserves.shp. 17 parcels were 

discovered, copied and added to existing Upland_Private.shp. The next step was to add 

the Preserve Name, Preserve ID and Acreage to the data table.  First, select for Only 

Green Areas of Upland Private Preserve Parcels by running an Intersect between 

Upland_Private.shp and pbc_all_200green_values.shp to pull out only vegetation areas 

within these Upland_Private_Preserve parcels.  

After running the intersect function, the result are areas within the parcel 

designated as containing upland_private. The result as shown below is a shape file 

showing just the green areas, which are likely the locations of the preserves contained 

within the larger parcels. Currently, on the county website, the only shape file available is 

a point geometry shape file located as a centroid, within the middle of the parcel. This 

new shape file, “GS_Private_Preserves.shp” is an improvement because it reflects just 

the areas containing upland vegetation which are mostly likely the preserves, and because 

it includes updated, more accurate parcel information (additional preserves and more 

accurate parcel locations).  

Include zip codes and ecosystem classification attribute data  

(for private natural area shape files) 

This GIS database preserves data set includes both zip code and habitat description 

fields which can be used to show what type of plants are associated with a stated 
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community type (i.e. if an area is scrub then can plant the scrub plants (see Tables 8 and 

14 in Appendix)). With the potential public green space identified and classified in 

relation spatially to the preserves, the next step was applying habitat specific landscaping 

to these areas to actually enable them to serve a conservation role. In order to facilitate 

the most suitable plant selection from within the GIS database itself, it was necessary to 

identify for the private preserves shape file, the habitat types. Sources for this information 

abound (Tables 7, 8 and 14).  To identify the naturally occurring plant and ecosystem 

communities existing GIS shapefiles and descriptions of native eco-systems within PBC 

FNAI.shp shape file for public preserves was used (See Table 8 in Appendix). 

A. Assign Zip Code to each parcel in private preserve shape file. Search Online for 

each PCN and update data table with zip code. 

B. Assign nearest priority conservation area’s natural vegetation community 

description from the Public_Preserves shape file (compilation of all public natural areas, 

conservation areas surveyed for FNAI), located on the County MyGeoNav website. 

C. To see the list of plants associated with each of these vegetation community 

descriptions, go to Regional Cons Institute and see zip code. For example if you want to 

see plants for habitats in Corbett Natural Area, go website and type in zip code: 33470 

and get the following plant list: 

http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantlist.asp?ZipCode=33470 

Loxahatchee, 33470 for Corbett: Habitats and list of plants for each habitat. (see 

Appendix. Table 8). 

 

D. Merge existing public conservation lands (FNAI.shp) with private preserves 

(Upland_Private_New.shp). It has preserve names, acreage, zip codes, FNAI 

Conservation Areas, FNAI habitat descriptions. Call newly merged shape file: 

http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantlist.asp?ZipCode=33470
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Upland_Private_New_Merge.shp (include Public and Private Upland Preserves). Note 

that the wetland_preserves.shp was not merged or included in the preserves data set. 

Symbolize Enhanced Green Space:  

(Develop buffers for all preserves and all public green space that is within and adjacent 

to buffers as Corridors and Clusters). 

A. Make 500 foot Buffer Shape file. Run Buffers on ALL_PRESERVES.shp. Call it, 

“500FeetBuffer.shp”.  

B. Make 1,000 foot Buffer Shape file. Run Buffers on ALL_PRESERVES.shp. Call 

it, 1000FeetBuffer.shp.  

C. Make the Corridors Shape file. Identify all the public greenspace within the buffer 

and also touching eachother. For this result, use the ArcMap function, ‘Select by 

Location ‘.Select all NDVI polygons touching the Buffer and each other. Need to Edit 

GS_Public_Parcels_Intersect (rename it to, “Base_Greenspace”) to ungroup polygons so 

each one has its own ID. To do this, perform the Explode Function, aka, Multipart to 

Singlepart. The number of records is 84,901 but the acreage is the same at 188,471, so the 

explode function kept the integrity of the shape file. Make selected records a separate 

shape file. Export Data and make own Shape file. Then do an Erase with All Preserves. 

New Filename called, “Corridors_500FtBuff.shp”.  

Below is an image (Figure 7) with the Buffers (Light Green) and Corridors 

(Yellow) showing the increase in connectivity between the conservation areas (Preserves 

in Dark Green). Repeat the above steps for the 1,000 Ft. Buffer. Re-do above to erase 

All_Preserves_proj (not just private); Base GS (Public Land) minus All Preserves. 
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Figure 7 Close-up of Preserves with Buffers and Corridors 

Run statistics for data analysis on final layers in ArcMap GIS program.  

All shape files exist within Geodatabase which facilitates calculations. The first 

calculation was to determine acreage by property use for the GS_Public.shp, the 

vegetation dominant publicly owned areas.  Calculate the number of preserves isolated 

before and after corridors by Selecting the All Preserves shape file and selecting an 

Intersect relationship with the Corridors shape file. Create separate shape file from this 

selection and call it, “Preserves_AdjCorridors.shp” to indicate the preserves that are 

touching a 1,000 ft. corridor. Create another shape file using the Erase of all preserves 

that are not adjacent to a 1,000 Ft. Corridor, but are in effect, still isolated. The next step 

was to apply the Dissolve Function to determine a count of preserves that remain isolated 

and export data. Calculate the percent change in isolation of private and public preserves 

before and after the application of the 1,000 Ft. Green Space Corridors. The next 
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calculation is to determine the amount of Acreage contained in Corridors shape file. This 

is public space adjacent to Preserve Buffers. Run Intersect Function on Urban Boundary 

and All Preserves shape file to exclude preserves outside the urban area. Remove 

Preserves from Base_Greenspace.shp and call it, “GS_Public_No_Preserves.shp”. The 

last step is to create remaining landscaping components and symbology (for all 

components); Patches (Preserves), Buffers (1,000 Ft and 500 Ft), Corridors (1,000 Ft and 

500 Ft), and Clusters (GS surrounding Patches). 
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RESULTS 

Enhanced Green Space – 

Making Connections 

Using the criteria defined in the above methods for selecting public parcels within 

this study area, the potential total acreage of existing public green space is approximately 

46,744 acres (or 6% of the urban area) (See Table 3 below).  

FINAL ENHANCED GREEN SPACE (EGS) 

Shapefile Name Description 
Area 

(Acres) 

% of Total 

Urban 

Area 

URBAN_BDRY Eastern Portion of County.  790,179 
 

BASE PUBLIC GREEN SPACE: Corridors and Clusters 

Sub-Set: Corridors 
NDVI public green space touching 1,000 

Ft. buffer and eachother 
14,823 2% 

Sub-Set: Clusters 

Public Green Space 

(GS_Public_Parcels_Intersect.shp minus 

preserves, buffers and corridors) 

31,922 4% 

All Public Green Space 

(equals corridors and 

clusters combined) 

Based on NDVI; not PCN. No Preserves. 46,744 6% 

PRESERVES (PATCHES or CORES) GREEN SPACE 

Private Preserves 
Custom Upland Private Preserves 

intersected with NDVI  
4,764 0.60% 

Public Preserves 
All Public preserves within the Urban 

Boundary (no private Preserves) 327,998 41.51% 

Table 3 Final Enhanced Green Space Files 

When the above public green space is taken together with the newly formulated Private 

Preserves shape file, the total acreage is 51,508 (or 6.5%). 
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Understanding Cores, Buffers, Corridors and Clusters 

The above results show acreage of the enhanced base public green space 

categorized by their landscape ecology conservation roles (corridors and clusters), and 

Preserves (Cores or Patches). Buffers are integral to determining the corridors and 

clusters, although are not shown in the above table are detailed in Table 13 (in the 

appendix). For names and descriptions of all of the processing data files used to develop 

the EGS Map shape files, see Table 13 in the Appendix. The 1,000 and 500 Ft. buffers 

developed using the Buffer Function in ArcMap and were useful in developing the 

corridors. 

The corridors are defined as any part of a continuous stretch of public green space 

that intersected with a buffer, but are not part of any existing preserve. The clusters are 

defined as the remaining public green space not touching preserves, buffers or corridors. 

The clusters exist in the matrix; the mixed-use environment, presumably furthest away, or 

in between existing preserves. In some instances, clusters may be very close to buffers 

but not actually touching, so they may appear as close as corridors, but are in fact not 

continuous to the preserves. Combining all preserves serves the ecological landscape 

conservation role of “patches” or “cores” around which other public green space was 

calculated, and will serve to support with similar landscaping. 

% Increase In Conservation Land 

This base public green space constitutes a 14% increase in potential conservation area 

(See Table 4 below).   
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% INCREASE IN CONSERVATION LAND THROUGH  

PROPOSED ENHANCED GREEN SPACE 

Conservation Area Types Acreage % of Total 

Urban 

Current Conservation Lands (includes Public Preserves and 

Private Preserves (based on NDVI intersect)) 

332,762 42% 

Enhanced Green Space  (GS_Public_No_Preserves) 46,744 6% 

Total New Conservation Area 379,506 48% 

% Added* 14% 

 Table 4 Summary of Additional Acreage to Existing Conservation Areas 

*Calculation for % Increase: ((Final - Initial / Initial ) * 100) 

Reduction in Isolation 

While the percent total acreage might not be overwhelming, the impact of 

reducing isolation and fragmentation of the existing preserves is significant (See Table 5 

below).  

 

BASED ON PARCEL SIZE OF PCN 

URBAN 
Private 

Preserves  

Public 

Preserves 
All Preserves 

# Isolated Preserves Before 211 86 297 

% of Preserves that are Isolated*  100% 100%  100% 

# Isolated Preserves After (with 1,000 Ft 

Corridor) 
45 7 52 

% of Preserves that are Isolated  21%  8% 18% 

Percent Change / Decrease in Isolation** 79%   92% 82% 

Table 5 % Isolation of Preserves with and without EGS 

(*Assumed at 100%, **Calculation for % Increase: ((Final - Initial / Initial ) * 100))  

By taking a count of the number of preserves that are isolated currently, which is 

assumed to be all of them (since no comprehensive buffer program with habitat specific 

native plants is in effect at this time), and then identifying the number of preserves that 

still remain untouched by any public green space corridor, it is possible to determine the 
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change in isolation with and without the corridors. A rough estimate shows that the 

potential impact of the corridors reduces isolation by 82% (79% of private preserves and 

92% of public preserves). 

Native Landscaping through Identifying Native Habitats 

(of Private Preserves and adjacent Enhanced Green Space (Corridors, Clusters, etc.) 

The Private Preserve shape file (See Table 6 below for partial list, and full listing in 

Table 21) contains 4 features (or fields) that can guide decision making on plant types 

best suited to the EGS; the Dominant Habitat Type, Zip Code, The FNAI description of 

the nearest public natural areas and the names of the nearest public preserves.  

Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of Nearest 

Natural Areas 

Nearest Natural Areas 

(Public Preserves) 

1216 Stallion Drive 

(AKA Johnson, 

Lloyd) 

0.6 33470 Swamp flatwoods wet prairie mosaic 

dome swamp marshes 

Lion Country Safari, 

Royal Palm Beach 

Pines 

17349 Haynie 

Lane, Jupiter Farms 

0.5 33478 Pine 

Flatwood 

  Cypress Creek 

45th Street Nursery 1 33407 Swamp pine flatwoods,wet prairie 

mosaic,dome swamp 

Winding Waters 

Natural Area 

Acreage Pines 

Community Park 

8.01 33411 Swamp Wet Prairie, Mesic Flatwoods, 

Depression Marsh 

Acreage Pines NA 

Acreage Pines 

Elementary School 

23.18 33411 Swamp Wet Prairie, Mesic Flatwoods, 

Depression Marsh 

Acreage Pines NA 

Addison Court 0.22 33496 Scrub Sand Pine Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods, Former Marsh 

Yamato Scrub NA, 

Pondhawk NA 

Altman Plants 0 33470 Swamp Pine Flatwoods,Wet Prairie, 

Dome Swamp,marsh 

Royal Palm Beach 

Pines NA 

Angelocci PUD 1.97 33415 Pine 

Flatwood 

Pine flatwoods, hammocks Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Strazzull

a,Art M Lox Wild 

Ashok Plant 

Nursery 

0.8 33470 Swamp Pine Flatwoods,Wet Prairie, 

Dome Swamp,marsh 

Royal Palm Beach 

Pines NA 

LIST CONTINUES IN Table 21, APPENDIX 

Table 6 Partial Private Preserves Table View with Dominant Habitat 



53 
 

The Dominant Habitat Field is a custom-field and generalization of the most 

likely habitat found on the nearest public natural area. For the complete listing of 

habitats, the FNAI Description field should also be consulted. The Zip Code field is 

useful for determining actual habitats and associated plants that have been detected in 

recent surveys by Miami Regional Conservation Institute (See Table 8 in Appendix). The 

County Natural Areas’ Management Plans are the most complete and up to date 

descriptions of the existing habitats and corresponding, protected vegetation and wildlife 

it supports (See Table 12 in Appendix). The usefulness of the Dominant Habitat Type 

field, is that the habitat can be symbolized and depicted in the overall map of preserves 

and EGS (see Figure 12 Below) as it shows the private preserve dominant habitat types 

listed and symbolized as “swamp” which is derived from the closest public natural area; 

Corbett Wildlife Management Area. Upon further analysis, it might be decided that a 

certain group of plants might be most feasible on the corridors along the Forest/Pk/Rec 

sections, but a different group of plants would work better on the Shopping Center area of 

the cluster green space. This type of map can better inform decision making by 

environmental planning managers and the public. 

Maps 

Preserves 

The screen shot below (See Figure 8 below) shows a view of several private preserves (in 

Red) in Northern Palm Beach County.  
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Figure 8 Private Preserves in Northern PBC (With Aerial Base Map) 
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Below (see Fig. 9) is another view of the Urban PBC with just the preserves visible 

against an aerial base map (from 2009). 

 

Figure 9 Close-Up of All Preserves in Urban PBC (With Aerial Base Map) 
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Enhanced Green Space 

The map of all of the existing preserves and potential enhanced green space is 

shown (See Figure 10 below) at a scale of 1 in to 1 mile, and clearly shows the increasing 

isolation of the private preserves in the very highly urbanized portion of the County. At 

this range, all of the conservation areas, even the 1-acre private preserves, can be detected 

with the human eye. In this map, the potential role of connectivity of the corridors and 

clusters are clearly depicted on an individual preserve level.  

Planning Landscaping Considerations:  

(Habitat Types and Land Use Codes) 

A view of the green space (Fig. 11 below) shows the private preserves labeled by 

their dominant habitat types with the enhanced public green. 

Another view of the green space (Fig. 12 below) shows the private preserves 

labeled by their dominant habitat types with the public green space labeled by property 

use codes. 
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Figure 10 Close-Up of All Preserves in Urban PBC With the Enhanced Green Space 
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Figure 11 Private Preserves with Habitat Types 
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Figure 12 Preserves with Dominant Habitat Types and EGS View 
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CONCLUSION 

What is the potential for incorporating existing public parcels between the 

protected natural areas and private preserves within the highly urbanized areas of Palm 

Beach County?  The GIS database developed in this project depicts new representations 

of the private preserves (with descriptions of dominant eco-systems and references for the 

associated flora/fauna), as well as, new parcels of vegetation as conservation areas 

fulfilling multiple roles for conservation of native biodiversity. By enhancing the existing 

green space into a regional network of cores, buffers, corridors, and clusters, a greater 

positive impact can be established for the sake of conservation of native species. 

Through this exploratory research, a public green space consisting of 46,744 acres 

in addition to the currently assessed conservation areas was identified. These areas have 

been further developed through the analogous application of green space landscape 

ecology models (for “patch-corridor-matrix model” see Figure 2) into features such as; 

patches or cores (preserves), buffers (1,000 ft. area encircling the patches), corridors 

(continuous public green space touching the buffers at any point), and clusters (public 

green space not touching patches, buffers or corridors, but in between the cores), and 

designated by relevant property use codes and ownership entities. The additional 46,744 

acres of public green space is significant because of the current lack of management of 

these spaces for their potential as conservation corridors. The spatial extent of this land is 

critical because of its proximity to almost every preserve and thus will contribute to 

making critical conservation linkages between the existing preserves. The GIS database 
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of public green space is significant as it fulfills goals of conservation biology theories, 

such as; UNESCO’s, transition zones (which are described as informal open spaces, 

transport corridors, elements of urban vegetation, etc.) (Frost, 2001), and incorporating 

critical areas for management (i.e. stepping stones, corridors and the matrix between) 

(Collinge, 2009). These tend to be areas that are overlooked, as evidenced by the 

abundance of either exotic and or invasive species or inappropriate landscape choices 

such as; St. Augustine turf grass. By incorporating native plants based on protected 

habitats in adjacent preserves, the overall conservation goals will have a higher likelihood 

of being met, the maintenance costs will decrease (due to less watering and mowing 

requirements), and new opportunities exist for involvement and education by local 

citizens to participate in urban ecology activities. 

Incorporating all of the available public green space into a comprehensive model 

offers numerous conservation benefits, such as; (1) decreasing the isolation, 

fragmentation, and edge effects of existing preserves; and (2) increasing viability and 

movement of native species between habitats. These additional smaller natural corridors 

within the surrounding matrix function as habitat increasing movement in the following 

ways, as (a) “rest stops for wildlife movement…increasing the chance for species to 

reach a destination…(b) decreasing gaps between preferred habitats, …(c) “stepping 

stones” providing alternate routes to increase likelihood of successful movement,,,” and 

(d)..”decreasing habitat contrast by increasing uniformity between patch and corridor and 

matrix increases movement” (Forman R. T., 2008, p. 231). 

In addition to the public green space, additional conservation areas; the private 

preserves, have been identified and their green spaces calculated. The author’s private 
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preserves shape file is an improvement over the existing County’s file currently on the 

Palm Beach County website, which is a point geometry shape file located as a centroid, 

within the middle of the parcel because it includes updated, more accurate parcel 

information (additional preserves and more accurate parcel locations).  Additionally, by 

intersecting this file with the GS_Public.shp shape file, called, 

“GS_Private_Preserves.shp” it is another improvement, because it is possible to use the 

ArcMap Calculate Geometry Function to more accurately calculate the actual vegetation 

comprising the private preserves. The prior method, using the entire parcel size to 

calculate the acreage, will yield a much higher and misleading total acreage for each of 

the preserve. And conversely, where zero acreage is reported in the manually updated 

fields by the County, this new GS_private_preserve.shp shape file, by calculating the 

actual vegetation, which are mostly likely the exact extent of the preserves, and not being 

tied to Parcel Control ID, in some cases, extra acreage is identified than reported before.  

Another advantage of the Private Preserves shape file is that it includes the zip 

code of the location of the preserve versus the county shapefile, which bases the zip code 

on owner’s address, which oftentimes is out of State. The zip code can be used as a look-

up feature with the Miami Regional Conservation Institute’s Native Habitat Website, an 

online resource useful for identifying native habitats, wildlife and plants identified by zip 

code. More on this topic will be covered shortly.  

However, although the private preserves are generally smaller areas than the 

public preserves, they are under County regulation requirements to have management 

plans and periodic inspections to determine if the management plans objectives are being 

followed. A typical requirement of the owners is to prevent invasive species where 
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possible. Overall, the approximately 200 private preserves that are currently available as 

shape files with point geometry are based on out-of-date parcel control numbers that are 

now depicted in their accurate size and shape as polygons, independent of parcel sizes. 

They contain accurate zip codes reflecting the city the preserve is located in which is 

useful for habitat referencing, as well as, FNAI habitat descriptions based on the nearest 

public natural areas along with all the names of the closest public natural areas.  All of 

these shape files have been developed in Esri’s ArcMap GIS program which allows 

future spatial analysis and comparison with other environmental and urban planning 

geodatabases, and can be easily downloaded, projected and overlaid on base aerial 

photographs of Palm Beach County for reference. 

Instead of just depicting distinct, separate shape file layers of the private and 

public preserves and public green space, the value of the GIS database facilitates the 

further characterization of the vegetated areas in relation to a landscape model that 

symbolizes the preserves as cores (or patches), and the public green space as enhanced 

green space components; such as; buffers, corridors, and clusters in relation to the cores / 

patches.   

Future applications of the property use codes include; consideration of private and 

residential green space would certainly be of value, taken with this study, to provide a 

comprehensive view of potential green space for native plant landscaping. Another 

consideration involves the best type of image enhancement process to use for a public 

green space assessment. The satellite image used was fairly efficient because of the size, 

a 30 m resolution image; but a future study using a higher resolution image would 
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involve more intensive analysis due to the increase in spatial data, but the benefits would 

be potentially identifying additional, smaller fragments of potential green space. 

Future work could apply one of the many GIS-enabled tools “plug-ins” to further 

calculate and analyze fragmentation of the natural habitats with the addition of the 

enhanced green space features. The 82% reduction in preserve isolation by the addition of 

the public green space is a rough estimate and further ground-truthing could indeed 

confirm the likelihood of the current status and isolation of the preserves. Additionally, 

more preliminary analysis could determine the actual isolation of existing preserves more 

thoroughly, as well. 

Combining data on the habitat descriptions and property use codes from the 

Enhanced Green Space database can be applied to identify the potential native landscape 

treatments, such as; planting and/or artificial wetland plans for all priority buffers and 

connector spaces (i.e. urban features such as; esplanade, boulevard, vacant lot, private 

preserve, park, etc.), removal of exotics and/or installing built features (i.e. boxes to 

encourage nesting / roosting features, shade cover, seating, etc.) to encourage care and 

maintenance by the Public. For the spaces to adopt conservation theories of connectivity, 

they must mirror in vegetation the most adjacent, sizable existing protected natural areas. 

These vegetation recommendations could be incorporated into the Green Space Model. 

This will serve to expand the overall conservation areas which will improve the overall 

viability of the Biota and contribute to a greater sense of natural heritage for the people 

that live in those areas.Going forward, the information in this GIS database could help 

guide recommendations for landscape treatments on a site-specific scale for enhancement 

of private preserves and privately owned lands (audience could be, for example, 
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Community Associations), and Publicly owned and maintained lands. The database, by 

depicting natural areas and habitat descriptions, can be used as a reference to identify 

appropriate vegetation communities within buffer zones.  

The following photos of native plant assemblages in urban environments are just a 

few examples of local landscaping similar to local native habitat. In Figure 13, an 

Oceanarium Museum is situated very well with coastal hammock plants that reflect the 

local beach environment with plants such as; sea grape and palm alongside railroad vine 

and bunch and/or beach grass. 

 
Figure 13 Coastal Hammock Plants at Oceanarium Museum 

Photo: C. Rainyn 

 

A second example of application of native plants in urban landscaping that is 

similar to local environment can be found at the Jupiter Medical Hospital where Saw 

Palmetto grows in the median and alongside the parking lots. This area is adjacent to 

numerous remnants of upland pine flatwoods, a habitat abundant in Saw Palmetto. 

(Figure 14). 
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Figure 14 Saw Palmetto along Emergency Entrance, Jupiter Medical Hospital 

Photo: C. Rainyn 

A third example (See Figure 15 below) is in a Palm Beach Gardens residential 

community, an area of slightly lower elevation. In the showpiece ponds at the entrance to 

the community, cypress trees border the edge of the bank. During times of low water line, 

remnant cypress knees can be seen holding on in spite of the blade of the mower that 

regularly maintains the surrounding non-native turf grass. The cypress were part of what 

once was most likely a cypress swamp in this area.  

A future goal is to classify these areas by their potential conservation functionality 

from a landscape ecology perspective; not just identifying the adjacent intact and 

protected natural area’s (although currently highly fragmented and altered) native eco-

system (i.e. scrub, swamp, wetland, etc.), but also the conservation role (i.e. landscape 

corridor serving the functional role of barrier), and the description (i.e. 1-5 acre green 

space in mixed use zoning category, 10-20 acre green space in urban setting, ditch, 

esplanade). These areas could be further classified by what conservation goal(s) they are 
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fulfilling; (1) biodiversity, (2) recreation, (3) buffer, corridor, linkage, (4) street-scaping, 

or (5) not managed for conservation. 

 

 
Figure 15 Remnant Cypress Trees and Knees, Residential Community 

Photo: C. Rainyn 

The benefit of the final GIS database expands the current model in the County of 

discrete, disconnected public preserves into that of a landscape ecology network, 

consisting of; public and private preserves, corridors and clusters on existing, but 

previously overlooked public lands, if appropriately landscaped and managed. The need 

for a green space model that includes these green space characterizations such as corridor 

function from a landscape ecology perspective and landscape recommendations for 

various “area types” will benefit the conservation efforts already in progress in Palm 

Beach County. In addition to the public green spaces, many untapped green spaces still 

exist within the residential and private sector (See Figure 16 below); spaces that can be 

incorporated with native plants for the benefit of conservation of plants and wildlife. 
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Currently, many of these areas are composed of non-native plants such as; turf or St. 

Augustine grass. 

 

Figure 16 View of all green space (Public, Private and Residential) (in Green)  

potentially connecting the otherwise, isolated preserves (in Orange). 



69 
 

APPENDIX 

 

 

Figure 17 2008, NENA – Palm Beach County’s Overall Linked Green Space Plan 
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Figure 18 1999, GLOSS (Greenways and Linked Open Space Program) 
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Natural Area Existing Habitats Existing Plant 

Communities 

Existing Wildlife 

Acreage Pines pine flatwoods/wet 

prairie mosaic, 

depression marsh, 

hydric hammock, mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, and wet 

prairie 

saw palmetto, 

coastalplain 

staggerbush, 

wiregrass, chestnut 

leaf false croton, 

fireflag, St. John's-

wort, yelloweyed 

grass, swamp 

flatsedge, flattened 

pipewort, and pond 

apple. 

 

pin-tailed pondhawk, 

squirrel treefrog, Florida 

softshell, snowy egret, 

hooded merganser, 

limpkin, great horned 

owl, red-shouldered 

hawk, pileated 

woodpecker, and 

raccoon 

C-18 Triangle mosaic of mesic 

flatwoods, hydric 

hammock, and 

freshwater wetland 

communities such as 

wet prairie, depression 

marsh, and dome 

swamp 

Camphorweed, 

pinebarren goldenrod, 

slash pine, needleleaf 

witchgrass, and 

pineland daisy are 

present in the mesic 

flatwoods; red maple, 

pond apple, dahoon, 

common buttonbush, 

Jamaica swamp 

sawgrass, and pond 

cypress are typical 

plants in the wetland 

communities 

feeding and roosting 

habitat for wading birds 

such as white ibis, 

tricolored heron, snowy 

egret, and little blue 

heron. Other wildlife 

species observed on the 

site include red-

shouldered hawk, 

bobcat, oak toad, and 

orange-barred sulphur 

and zebra butterflies 

Corbett-Lox 

Connector 

pine flatwood and xeric 

hammock communities 

slash pines, cabbage 

palms, live oaks, and 

dahoons. 

 

Audubon's crested 

caracara, red-winged 

blackbird, great blue 

heron, cattle egret, 

common grackle, osprey, 

red-shouldered hawk, 

and queen and checkered 

white butterflies 

Cypress Creek seven native Florida 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, hydric 

hammock, wet prairie, 

depression marsh, dome 

swamp, and blackwater 

stream 

spatterdock, horned 

bladderwort, giant 

leather fern, common 

buttonbush, roughhair 

witchgrass, fireweed, 

skyflower, water 

hickory, sugarberry, 

and Florida royal 

palm. 

 

fiery skipper, eastern 

narrowmouth toad, pine 

snake, limpkin, peregrine 

falcon, barred owl, wild 

turkey, Bachman's 

sparrow, white-tailed 

deer, and round-tailed 

muskrat 

Delaware Scrub seven Florida native 

ecosystems: scrub, 

scrubby flatwoods, 

mesic flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, dome 

swamp, mangrove 

swamp, and salt marsh 

western and interior 

portions of the site 

contain upland species 

such as scrub live oak, 

fetterbush, October 

flower, forked 

bluecurls and netted 

pawpaw. The eastern 

scrub community 

provides habitat for 

listed species such as 

gopher tortoise and 

Florida scrub lizard. 

Red-shouldered hawks 

and gray foxes have been 

observed on the site. The 
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Natural Area Existing Habitats Existing Plant 

Communities 

Existing Wildlife 

area of the site, 

bordering Jones Creek, 

is dominated by black 

and red mangroves 

mangrove community in 

the eastern part of the 

site provides habitat for 

wading birds such as 

limpkins, snowy egrets, 

and tricolored herons. 

Delray Oaks remnant of the Yamato 

Marsh that formerly 

existed in southern 

Palm Beach County. It 

contains four native 

Florida ecosystems: 

mesic hammock, xeric 

hammock, mesic 

flatwoods, and strand 

swamp. 

canopy of live oak, 

cabbage palm, and 

strangler fig. Spanish 

moss, shoestring fern, 

resurrection fern, and 

other airplants grow 

on the trees. Wild 

coffee, American 

beautyberry, and 

swamp fern are 

present in the 

understory. The strand 

swamp at the end of 

the nature trail 

contains a variety of 

fern species 

resident and migratory 

birds, including red-

shouldered hawk, blue-

gray gnatcatcher, and 

northern cardinal. Other 

animals observed on the 

site include gopher 

tortoise, golden orb 

weaver spider, white 

peacock and viceroy 

butterflies, and eastern 

gray squirrel. 

East 

Conservation 

Area 

Cypress stands goldenrod fern, swamp 

rosemallow, bandana-

of-the-Everglades, 

bushy bluestem, 

skyflower, 

pickerelweed, grassy 

arrowhead, cabbage 

palm, pond cypress, 

and red maple. 

silver garden spider, 

Halloween pennant, 

squirrel treefrog, chicken 

turtle, bald eagle, great 

horned owl, chuck-

will's-widow, eastern 

wood-pewee, pileated 

woodpecker, and bobcat 

Frenchman’s 

Forest 

seven Florida native 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, scrubby 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, strand 

swamp, hydric 

hammock, mangrove 

swamp, and a small 

depression marsh. The 

tidal pond within the 

mangrove swamp. 

The wet, low-lying 

areas contain giant 

leather fern, pond 

apple, and pond 

cypress. The drier 

ridges contain 

firebush, blazing star, 

coastalplain 

staggerbush, and 

pricklypear. The 

Prosperity Oaks tract 

contains large live 

oaks and sabal palms 

with resurrection ferns 

and shoestring ferns 

on their trunks. 

black pondhawk, pearl 

crescent, striped mullet, 

southern leopard frog, 

southeastern five-lined 

skink, eastern mud turtle, 

chuck-will's-widow, 

great horned owl, eastern 

gray squirrel, and 

bobcat. 

 

High Ridge 

Scrub 

two native Florida 

ecosystems: scrub and 

scrubby flatwoods. 

cabbage palms, 

powder-puff lichen, 

gray nicker, seabeach 

eveningprimrose, 

partridge pea, Florida 

yellow garden spider, 

cicada, American bird 

grasshopper, gulf 

fritillary, coachwhip, 

gopher tortoise, Cooper's 
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Natural Area Existing Habitats Existing Plant 

Communities 

Existing Wildlife 

rosemary, Feay's 

palafox, narrowleaf 

silkgrass, saw 

palmetto, sand pine, 

and live oak. 

 

hawk, red-bellied 

woodpecker, prairie 

warbler, and eastern gray 

squirrel. 

Hungryland 

Slough 

eight native biological 

communities: mesic 

flatwoods, hydric 

flatwoods, strand 

swamp, dome swamp, 

hydric hammock, xeric 

hammock, wet prairie, 

and depression marsh. 

yellow colicroot, blue 

maidencane, 

fewflower milkwort, 

Florida tickseed, 

pineland twinflower, 

tenangle pipewort, 

American bluehearts, 

cinnamon fern, red 

maple, and swamp bay 

longheaded toothpick 

grasshopper, Atlantic 

bluet, pig frog, Florida 

softshell, fulvous 

whistling duck, wood 

stork, hairy woodpecker, 

wild turkey, coyote, and 

round-tailed muskrat. 

Hypoluxo Scrub two native Florida 

ecosystems: scrub and 

scrubby flatwoods. 

jester lichen, Dixie 

sandmat, cottonweed, 

coastalplain 

honeycombhead, 

beggarticks, nodding 

pinweed, netted 

pawpaw, hog plum, 

Chapman's oak, and 

slash pine. 

 

golden silk orbweaver, 

eastern pondhawk, six-

lined racerunner, gopher 

tortoise, killdeer, red-

bellied woodpecker, 

common ground-dove, 

gray catbird, Virginia 

opossum, and gray fox. 

Jackson 

Riverfront Pines 

four native Florida 

ecosystems: scrub, 

scrubby flatwoods, 

xeric hammock, and 

mangrove swamp. 

slash pine, 

beautyberry, Carolina 

jasmine, and red 

mangrove. 

 

osprey, belted kingfisher, 

red-bellied woodpecker, 

pine warbler, and eastern 

gray squirrel. 

Juno Dunes 12 native ecosystems: 

beach dune, coastal 

strand, maritime 

hammock, hydric 

hammock, scrub, 

scrubby flatwoods, 

xeric hammock, mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, basin marsh, 

depression marsh, and 

mangrove swamp. 

saltwort, seagrape, 

poisonwood, 

coralbean, scrub 

hickory, dwarf live 

oak, snowberry, giant 

airplant, Jamaica 

swamp sawgrass, and 

black mangrove. 

 

blue land crab, ornate 

pennant, hammock 

skipper, squirrel treefrog, 

royal tern, northern 

parula, and eastern mole. 

Three species of sea 

turtles nest on the beach: 

loggerhead, green, and 

leatherback. 

 

Jupiter Inlet 

Lighthouse 

Outstanding NA 

Florida scrub, maritime 

hammock, and 

mangrove swamp 

natural communities. 

swamp fern, American 

century plant, potbelly 

airplant, blue-eyed 

grass, partridge pea, 

and rustweed. 

 

eastern lubber 

grasshopper, common 

snook, coachwhip, 

brown thrasher, downy 

woodpecker, and 

Virginia opossum. 

Jupiter Ridge five native Florida 

ecosystems: scrub, 

scrubby flatwoods, 

mesic flatwoods, 

depression marsh, and 

bushy bluestem, lemon 

bacopa, gray nicker, 

common buttonbush, 

purple lovegrass, scrub 

pinweed, four-petal 

rosy wolfsnail, comet 

darner, two-striped 

walkingstick, mangrove 

skipper, Atlantic 

needlefish, scrub lizard, 
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Natural Area Existing Habitats Existing Plant 

Communities 

Existing Wildlife 

mangrove swamp pawpaw, scrub live 

oak, sand pine, and 

bulltongue arrowhead. 

 

gopher tortoise, Florida 

scrub-jay, hermit thrush, 

and West Indian 

manatee. 

Lake 

Okeechobee 

Connector 

corridor landscaping installed 

at the trailhead 

includes laurel oak, 

live oak, bald cypress, 

royal palm, cabbage 

palm, wax myrtle, 

sand cordgrass, muhly, 

rice button aster, 

Mexican 

pricklypoppy, and 

firewheel. The 

hammock on the east 

side of Connors 

Highway contains 

sugarberry, strangler 

fig, American 

beautyberry, and 

elderberry. 

tree swallow, northern 

cardinal, common 

yellowthroat, palm 

warbler, American 

redstart, and common 

raccoon. 

Lake Park 

Scrub 

three native Florida 

ecosystems: scrub, 

scrubby flatwoods, and 

mesic flatwoods 

splitbeard blustem, 

wiregrass, tarflower, 

Florida hammock 

sandmat, pinebarren 

frostweed, silver palm, 

myrtle oak, and silk 

bay. 

 

gulf fritillary, blue 

dasher, southern toad, 

gopher tortoise, downy 

woodpecker, common 

ground-dove, yellow-

rumped warbler, and 

eastern cottontail. 

Limestone 

Creek 

four native Florida 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, scrubby 

flatwoods, hydric 

hammock, and 

mangrove swamp 

pinebarren goldenrod, 

Florida sensitive briar, 

shortleaf wild coffee, 

southern dewberry, 

gallberry, Simpson 

stopper, bracken fern, 

hammock snakeroot, 

and red mangrove 

horseshoe crab, Carolina 

wolf spider, black 

pondhawk, spotted eagle 

ray, scarletsnake, 

American kestrel, black-

and-white warbler, and 

West Indian manatee. 

Loxahatchee 

Slough 

largest and most 

biologically diverse 

natural area managed 

by Palm Beach County. 

It contains the historic 

headwaters of the 

Loxahatchee Wild and 

Scenic River and has 

nine native Florida 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, mesic 

hammock, hydric 

hammock, wet prairie, 

pineland daisy, jack-

in-the-pulpit, Florida 

tasselflower, fringed 

yellow stargrass, 

southeastern primrose 

willow, swampforest 

beaksedge, bulltongue 

arrowhead, fireflag, 

red mulberry, and 

swamp bay 

 

Florida applesnail, 

handsome Florida 

grasshopper, gray-green 

clubtail, redear sunfish, 

little grass frog, striped 

mud turtle, wood duck, 

Florida sandhill crane, 

bobolink, and Sherman's 

fox squirrel 
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Natural Area Existing Habitats Existing Plant 

Communities 

Existing Wildlife 

depression marsh, 

slough marsh, strand 

swamp, and dome 

swamp 

North Jupiter 

Flatwoods 

four native Florida 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, depression 

marsh, and dome 

swamp 

red maple, 

pickerelweed, bog 

button, Virginia chain 

fern, pink sundew, 

wiregrass, rabbitbells, 

Catesby lily, 

beggarticks, and saw 

palmetto 

orchard orbweaver, great 

pondhawk, mole skink, 

gopher tortoise, mottled 

duck, great horned owl, 

whip-poor-will, pileated 

woodpecker, common 

yellowthroat, and 

Virginia opossum 

Ocean Ridge two native Florida 

ecosystems: maritime 

hammock and 

mangrove swamp 

Red, black, and white 

mangrove trees 

dominate the 

landscape at Ocean 

Ridge. These trees 

play an important role 

in the life cycle of 

many animal species. 

Wading birds nest in 

the branches, and 

juvenile fish and small 

crustaceans hide 

among the mangrove 

prop roots just below 

the water line. Other 

plant species present 

on the site include 

coralbean, 

necklacepod, gumbo 

limbo, satinleaf, and 

dune sunflower. 

crablike spiny 

orbweaver, mangrove 

tree crab, blue land crab, 

white ibis, yellow-

crowned night-heron, 

little blue heron, osprey, 

red-bellied woodpecker, 

West Indian manatee, 

and common raccoon. 

 

PawPaw one native Florida 

ecosystem - Florida 

scrub 

four-petal pawpaw 

plants – (it is found 

only in Palm Beach 

and Martin Counties - 

nowhere else in the 

world), gopher apple, 

beggarticks, American 

beautyberry, partridge 

pea, pricklypear, shiny 

blueberry, and 

cottonweed 

spinybacked orbweaver, 

cloudless sulphur, band-

winged dragonlet, six-

lined racerunner, gopher 

tortoise, blue-gray 

gnatcatcher, ruby-

crowned kinglet, gray 

catbird, and northern 

cardinal 

Pine Glades five native Florida 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, wet prairie, 

depression marsh, and 

dome swamp 

bushy bluestem, 

vanillaleaf, fragrant 

flatsedge, slim 

spikerush, button 

rattlesnakemaster, 

Carolina redroot, 

alligatorlily, swamp 

hornpod, American 

Florida applesnail, olive-

green swamp 

grasshopper, eastern 

newt, bluespotted 

sunfish, chicken turtle, 

green-winged teal, 

solitary sandpiper, tree 

swallow, white-tailed 
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Natural Area Existing Habitats Existing Plant 

Communities 

Existing Wildlife 

white waterlily, and 

bog white violet 

deer, and round-tailed 

muskrat 

Pond Cypress seven native Florida 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, hydric 

hammock, wet prairie, 

dome swamp, 

depression marsh, and 

strand swamp 

woolysheath threeawn, 

pineland daisy, 

toothache grass, 

flattened pipewort, 

spatterdock, humped 

bladderwort, marsh 

fern, pond-cypress, 

swamp bay, and 

cabbage palm 

whirligig beetle, slough 

crayfish, common 

buckeye, southern 

cricket frog, American 

alligator, great horned 

owl, roseate spoonbill, 

Wilson's snipe, wood 

duck, and North 

American river otter 

Pondhawk four native Florida 

ecosystems: scrub, 

scrubby flatwoods, 

mesic flatwoods, and 

hydric hammock. A 

depression marsh and 

an adjacent seepage 

slope were created 

within an area formerly 

occupied by a basin 

marsh during a wetland 

restoration project. Part 

of the area was scraped 

down to create two 

seasonal wetlands that 

contain standing water 

during part of the year. 

A littoral shelf was 

created where the 

natural area abuts Blue 

Lake 

groundnut, netted 

pawpaw, Florida scrub 

roseling, graceful 

sandmat, innocence, 

shortleaf gayfeather, 

golden polypody, 

laurel oak, lopsided 

Indiangrass, coontie, 

and Virginia chain 

fern 

green lynx spider, velvet 

ant, fiery skipper, pin-

tailed pondhawk, eastern 

box turtle, Florida scrub 

lizard, eastern hog-nosed 

snake, spotted sandpiper, 

barred owl, black-

throated blue warbler, 

ovenbird, and eastern 

spotted skunk 

Rosemary Scrub two native Florida 

ecosystems: scrub and 

scrubby flatwoods 

Curtiss's milkweed, 

largeflowered 

rosemary, Florida 

rosemary, jester 

lichen, ballmoss, 

narrowleaf silkgrass, 

paintedleaf, gopher 

apple, shell mound 

prickly-pear, and sand 

pine 

silver garden spider, gray 

hairstreak, American 

bird grasshopper, 

golden-winged skimmer, 

green anole, gopher 

tortoise, eastern screech-

owl, ruby-throated 

hummingbird, blue-gray 

gnatcatcher, and raccoon 

Royal Palm 

Beach Pines  

six native Florida 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, hydric 

hammock, wet prairie, 

depression marsh, and 

dome swamp 

spikerush, wild 

pennyroyal, wax 

myrtle, wiregrass, 

hairy chaffhead, 

Leavenworth's 

tickseed, largeflower 

rosegentian, string-

lily, dahoon, and slash 

pine 

lined tree snail, eastern 

tiger swallowtail, red-

banded leafhopper, little 

grass frog, striped mud 

turtle, Mississippi green 

watersnake, white ibis, 

red-tailed hawk, great 

blue heron, and cotton 

mouse 

Seacrest Scrub two native Florida jeweled blue-eyed Carolina wolf spider, 
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Natural Area Existing Habitats Existing Plant 

Communities 

Existing Wildlife 

ecosystems: scrub and 

scrubby flatwoods 

grass, whitemouth 

dayflower, nodding 

pinweed, coastalplain 

honeycombhead, 

pricklypear, corkscrew 

threeawn, coastal 

sandbur, sand pine, 

scrub palmetto, and 

giant airplant 

ruddy daggerwing, blue 

dasher, eastern glass 

lizard, gopher tortoise, 

Cooper's hawk, 

American kestrel, brown 

thrasher, northern 

mockingbird, and eastern 

gray squirrel 

Snook Islands restored natural 

shoreline along 1.2 

miles of the western 

shoreline of the lagoon, 

11 acres of mangroves, 

2.2 acres of oyster 

reefs, 3.8 acres of 

cordgrass, and 50 acres 

of shallow seagrass 

habitat 

cordgrass and red, 

black and white 

mangroves 

common snook, red 

drum, green sea turtle, 

black-crowned night-

heron, American 

oystercatcher, royal tern, 

double-crested 

cormorant, osprey, West 

Indian manatee, and 

crabs such as the 

Atlantic sand fiddler and 

Atlantic marsh fiddler 

Sweetbay six native Florida 

ecosystem: mesic 

flatwoods, hydric 

flatwoods, wet prairie, 

baygall, mesic 

hammock, and dome 

swamp 

coastalplain willow, 

sweetbay, Virginia 

chain fern, tenangle 

pipewort, buttonbush, 

peelbark St. John's-

wort, arrowhead, blue 

maidencane, tarflower, 

and wiregrass 

eastern lubber 

grasshopper, queen, 

mottled duck, pied-billed 

grebe, snowy egret, little 

blue heron, wood stork, 

white-eyed vireo, Florida 

box turtle, and eastern 

cottontail 

Winding Waters six native Florida 

ecosystems: mesic 

flatwoods, wet 

flatwoods, hydric 

hammock, depression 

marsh, wet prairie, and 

dome swamp 

cabbage palm, live 

oak, laurel oak, red 

bay, pond-cypress, and 

red maple. Other 

species observed on 

the site include slash 

pine, netted pawpaw, 

tarflower, royal fern, 

and common 

buttonbush 

bald eagle, nine-spotted 

ladybird beetle, rough 

greensnake, peninsula 

cooter, anhinga, green 

heron, loggerhead shrike, 

belted kingfisher, 

yellow-billed cuckoo, 

blackpoll warbler, and 

raccoon 

Yamato Scrub five native Florida 

ecosystems: scrub, 

scrubby flatwoods, 

mesic flatwoods, mesic 

hammock, and basin 

marsh 

cabbage palms, 

Spanish moss, Florida 

scrub roseling, hog 

plum, possum grape, 

manyspike flatsedge, 

firebush, Indian pipe, 

dwarf live oak, 

skyblue lupine, and 

sand cordgrass 

ox beetle, green 

lacewing, cicada, 

common buckeye, 

barking treefrog, Florida 

scrub lizard, spotted 

sandpiper, prairie 

warbler, red-tailed hawk, 

and eastern mole 

Table 7 County Managed Natural Areas and Habitat Types (PBC ERM) 
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“Native for Your Neighborhood”, Ex. 33478, Source: 
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/default.asp  

Bayhead – (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Depression Marsh– (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Dome Swamp– (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Mesic Flatwoods– (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Mesic Hammock– (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Prairie Hammock– (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Scrubby Flatwoods – Sample - Partial Plant List Below 

Common Name Scientific Name 

American bluehearts Buchnera americana  

Arrowfeather threeawn Aristida purpurascens  

Atlantic St. John's-wort  Hypericum reductum  

Bay lobelia Lobelia feayana  

Blackeyed susan  Rudbeckia hirta  

Blackroot Pterocaulon pycnostachyum  

Blue-maidencane  Amphicarpum muhlenbergianum  

Butterflyweed, Butterfly 

milkweed  
Asclepias tuberosa  

Cabbage palm  Sabal palmetto  

Candyweed, Showy milkwort  Polygala violacea  

Chalky bluestem Andropogon virginicus var. glaucus 

Chapman's goldenrod Solidago odora var. chapmanii 

Clasping aster, Scaleleaf aster Aster adnatus  

Coastal bedstraw Galium hispidulum  

Coastal plain hawkweed Hieracium megacephalon  

Coastalplain staggerbush Lyonia fruticosa  

Common pawpaw, Netted pawpaw Asimina reticulata  

Downy milkpea Galactia volubilis  

Dwarf black-huckleberry, Dwarf 

huckleberry 

Gaylussacia dumosa  

Dwarf live oak Quercus minima  

Elliott's fanpetals Sida elliottii  

Elliott's love grass  Eragrostis elliottii  

 

Strand Swamp– (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Swale– (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Wet Flatwoods– (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 

Wet Prairie - (plant list exists but not shown in this table) 
 

Table 8 Habitats and list of plants for each habitat BY Zip Code. (Ex: 33478)  

http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/default.asp
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=BYH&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=DEM&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=DOS&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=MEF&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=MEH&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=PRH&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=SCF&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Buchamer
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Buchamer
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Arispurp
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Arispurp
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Hyperedu
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Hyperedu
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Lobefeay
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Lobefeay
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Rudbhirt
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Rudbhirt
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Pterpycn
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Pterpycn
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Amphmuhl
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Amphmuhl
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Ascltube
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Ascltube
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Ascltube
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Sabapalm
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Sabapalm
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Polyviol
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Polyviol
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Andrvirgglau
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Andrvirgglau
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Soliodorchap
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Soliodorchap
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Asteadna
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Asteadna
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Galihisp
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Galihisp
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Hiermega
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Hiermega
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Lyonfrut
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Lyonfrut
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Asimreti
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Asimreti
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Galavolu
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Galavolu
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Gayldumo
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Gayldumo
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Gayldumo
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Quermini
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Quermini
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Sidaelli
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Sidaelli
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Eragelli
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/plantdetail.asp?tx=Eragelli
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=STS&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=SWA&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=WEF&ZipCode=33478
http://regionalconservation.org/beta/nfyn/habitatDetail.asp?hab=WEP&ZipCode=33478
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Filename Contents Notes 
Upland Preserve Parcels.xls Preserve ID, 

Preserve Name, 

Size/Acreage1-5, 

Parcel Control 

Number 1-5 

This file shows updated Private 

Preserve data as of 03/12/2012, 

and that each preserve may 

contain upto 5 separate  parcel 

control numbers. The PARIDs are 

in bad format for SQL querying 

so need to convert the PARIDs 

from format  

00-41-42-26-01-015-0000 to 

format 00414226010150000 in 

order to run the query. This gives 

total of 142 PCNs.  

FRP 8-18 PCN List.pdf PCNs and acreage for about a dozen new upland 

preserves in a new commercial 

development project near Pratt 

Whitney 

Master Preserve Aerial.pdf Drawing layout of 

a new Jupiter 

housing 

development 

project on Intra-

coastal and 

location of newly 

assigned 

upland_preserve 

PCNs 

This document shows layout of 

both upland preserves and 

SFWMD wetland conservation 

easements  

Site Plan.pdf Legal agreement, 

specifying use 

agreements for 

private preserve 

areas on project 

site. 

Agreement between property 

owners, County DERM and 

SFWMD. 

Table 9 New Upland Private Preserve Parcel Information (Godwin, ERP) 

 
 
Query Used to Select all private preserves by parcel control number 

"PARID" IN ( '00414102000007470', '00414226010150000', 
'00404326010120010', '00424301010000052', '00414232000001010', 
'00414232000001820', '00424636200030000', '41414317010000020', 
'00424414050210020', '41414317012120020', '00424408070000030', 
'00414102000003040', '00424618010000470', '00424327030010140', 
'00424601000005060', '00434631280160000', '00424729180030000', 
'00424709410020000', '00424327050770941', '00414120010030550', 
'00424527190010000', '00424512050060010', '00424435210020000', 
'00424602260160000', '00414437000370050', '00424419020040000', 
'00424419070170000', '00404326010110060', '00424405060260020', 
'00424327050240390', '00424614230030000', '00424035230000060', 
'00424327050110013', '00414118100000010', '00414117070000020', 
'00414117090000010', '00414118110000070', '00414117000003010', 
'00424426000005160', '00424327050110163', '00414401000003010', 
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Query Used to Select all private preserves by parcel control number 

'00434505180020000', '41414332050160000', '41414317015230010', 
'00424627150080000', '00424401000001100', '00434509000003460', 
'00424334000001010', '00414122000003130', '00434129000005370', 
'00424414640000020', '00424327300010000', '00424327310010000', 
'00434120000007110', '00414033000005010', '00414101050010050', 
'00414102000007030', '00424327050030350', '00424329190020000', 
'00424430120160000', '00424437000370015', '00424430030010000', 
'00404323000001020', '00414723050180010', '00424719310060000', 
'00404111000005040', '00424435000005650', '00424413480020000', 
'00424424000005030', '00424327050050041', '00414217000005010', 
'00424329100160000', '00414214090040000', '00424329200050000', 
'00424327280010020', '00424719210020000', '00424421240160000', 
'00434129000001140', '00424719250040000', '00424330270040000', 
'00424403010000060', '00424501180033030', '00424608020000030', 
'00424515220160000', '00424501170010000', '00404103000009020', 
'00414230020020000', '00424719230010000', '00404321010000240', 
'00424329160010000', '00434405050000770', '00414435010000960', 
'00434106380000010', '41414332040000040', '00414436100160000', 
'00404225000005120', '00434204280000010', '00424718050020000', 
'00424510010010010', '00434129000003040', '00424407010230000', 
'00424334050160000', '00424419090180000', '00424327260010000', 
'00414033000001170', '00434406000001040', '00424533130160000', 
'00414117020070010', '00424518070160020', '06424722150010000', 
'00424518070160220', '00424501140160000', '00424730350010000', 
'00424322220060603', '00424327050810140', '00424333050030000', 
'00424033000005080', '00424406050180000', '00424404040000010', 
'00414301000001020', '00424501130020000', '00414437000370071', 
'00414226060210000', '00424408070000010', '00424419020020000', 
'00424035230000050', '00414117020010020', '00424430020010000', 
'00424405110030000', '00434129000001150', '00424719250050000', 
'00414436100210000', '00424411370160000', '00424035230000040', 
'00424408070000020’, ‘00424411190000000', '00424419020030000', 
'00424035230000030', '00424408070000040', '00424411310030000', 
'00424035230000010', '00424411190110000') 

Table 10 Query Used to Select all private preserves by PCN 

 

 

Public_Property_Data

.dbf (custom sub-set 

derived from Papa 

Table) 

# Records = 20,159 

From Public_pd_parcels.shp 

(joined Parcels.shp with 

Public_Property_data.dbf) 

# Records = 29,920 

(*Acres_Calc = Based on Calc 

Geometry Function) 

Additional 

Acreage 

calculated 

after Join with 

Parcels.shp 

PROPERTY 

USE CODE Count ACRES Count ACRES 

Acres 

Calc*  

Difference in 

Acreage* 

CENTRALLY 

ASSESSED 137 874 154 986 908 34 

CITY INC 

NONMUNI 2,392 39,557 2,490 52,189 39,593 36 

COLLEGE 15 1,339 18 1,595 1,334 (5) 

CROP SOIL 

CLASS 1 23 4,294 24 4,593 4,296 2 
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Public_Property_Data

.dbf (custom sub-set 

derived from Papa 

Table) 

# Records = 20,159 

From Public_pd_parcels.shp 

(joined Parcels.shp with 

Public_Property_data.dbf) 

# Records = 29,920 

(*Acres_Calc = Based on Calc 

Geometry Function) 

Additional 

Acreage 

calculated 

after Join with 

Parcels.shp 

PROPERTY 

USE CODE Count ACRES Count ACRES 

Acres 

Calc*  

Difference in 

Acreage* 

CROP SOIL 

CLASS 3 116 38,970 120 39,890 39,025 55 

CULTURAL 15 4 15 4 5 1 

DISTRICTS 1,995 193,581 2,411 246,783 199,462 5,881 

EXEMPT 1 4 1 4 4 0 

FEDERAL 68 7,295 72 7,453 7,843 548 

FOREST/PK/RE

C 406 7,290 591 15,478 7,891 601 

GOLF COURSE 22 840 38 2,427 852 12 

GRAGSOIL 

CLASS 1 5 382 5 382 380 (1) 

HOSPITAL 4 181 4 181 181 0 

IMPROVED 

ARGI 1 1 1 1 1 0 

LEASEHOLD 

INT 206 1,071 212 1,190 1,142 71 

LEASEHOLD 

INT/ WORKIN 3 28 3 28 28 0 

LIGHT MFG 1 30 1 30 29 (1) 

MILITARY 1 3 1 3 3 0 

MING/PETRO/G

ASLND 3 544 3 544 550 6 

MORT/CEMETE

RY 10 52 29 72 59 7 

MUNICIPAL 1,816 17,368 1,913 18,787 17,746 378 

NON AG 665 6,888 672 6,937 6,931 43 

OFFICE 

MULTISTORY 1 15 1 15 15 0 

OPEN 

STORAGE 3 18 3 18 18 0 

ORN/MISC 

AGRI 7 76 7 76 76 0 

OUTDR 

REC/PARK 

LAND 2,301 7,518 4,786 27,011 7,587 68 

PKG LT / MH 

PK 1 3 1 3 3 0 

PROF OFFICES 2 0 2 0 0 (0) 

PUB CTY 

SCHOOL 376 4,320 394 4,477 4,363 43 

R/W - BUFFER 5,597 14,764 10,750 40,953 14,793 29 

RIVER/LAKES 1,932 14,540 3,051 42,440 14,579 38 

SEWG/WASTE 

LAND 40 654 58 1,335 674 21 

SHOPPING 

CENTER CMMI 344 2,751 364 2,963 2,800 49 

SHOPPING 76 673 81 709 678 5 
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Public_Property_Data

.dbf (custom sub-set 

derived from Papa 

Table) 

# Records = 20,159 

From Public_pd_parcels.shp 

(joined Parcels.shp with 

Public_Property_data.dbf) 

# Records = 29,920 

(*Acres_Calc = Based on Calc 

Geometry Function) 

Additional 

Acreage 

calculated 

after Join with 

Parcels.shp 

PROPERTY 

USE CODE Count ACRES Count ACRES 

Acres 

Calc*  

Difference in 

Acreage* 

CENTER REGI 

STATE 1,238 192,039 1,295 209,979 211,564 19,525 

TOURIST 

ATTRAC 1 596 1 596 631 35 

TRANSFER 

DEVELOPMEN

T 5 375 5 375 375 0 

UTILITY 303 1,970 313 2,080 1,958 (11) 

VACANT 

COMMERCIAL 16 51 16 51 51 (0) 

VACANT 

INDUSTRIAL 10 97 13 180 93 (5) 

VACANT 

INSTIT 1 4 1 4 4 0 

TOTAL 20,159 561,059 29,920 732,820 588,523 27,464 

Table 11 Property Use Codes Used to Determine Public Parcels for Green Space. 

Public Green Space Property Use Codes by Acreage 

Property Use Code Acres Sample Ownership Entities 

R/W - BUFFER 7,229.34 1629 I LLC, Addison Reserve Master Poa 

DISTRICTS 6,049.65 Acme Improvement Dist, Delray Beach City Of, F I N D 

RIVER/LAKES 5,677.93 Addison Lakes Homeowners Assn Inc 

CITY INC NONMUNI 5,582.23 Florida State Of Dot, TIITF Counties 

OUTDR REC/PARK LAND 3,964.24 Yacht & Racquet Club Of Boca Raton 

MUNICIPAL 3,294.89 Atlantis City Of, Belle Glade City Of 

FOREST/PK/REC 3,231.03 Acme Improvement Dist, Belle Glade City Of 

STATE 2,205.47 F I N D, Florida State Game & Fish Comm 

CROP SOIL CLASS 3 2,102.23   

PUB CTY SCHOOL 1,585.92 Florida Atlantic University Board Of Trs 

CROP SOIL CLASS 1 1,108.44 Palm Beach County, TIITF, S Fla Water Mgmt Dist 

Lessor 

UTILITY 982.27 Admirals Cove Master Prop, Bell South Corp 

NON AG 665.26 Florida Fish & Wildlife, Florida Power & Light Co 

GOLF COURSE 613.29 Belle Glade City Of, Palm Beach County 

COLLEGE 500.58 Northwood University Inc, TIITF Educ Fla 

FEDERAL 412.12 South Fla Water Mgmt Dist, U S Dept Of 

Transportation 

SHOPPING CENTER CMMI 344.72 Boca Greens Realty Associates LLC 

GRAGSOIL CLASS 1 302.40 Florida Power & Light Co 

LEASEHOLD INT 254.92 Florida East Coast Railway LLC Lessor 

SEWG/WASTE LAND 236.78 Andros Isle Prop Owners Assn, Jupiter Country Club 

Inc,  

SHOPPING CENTER REGI 126.14 West Palm Beach Cra Lessor 
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Public Green Space Property Use Codes by Acreage 

Property Use Code Acres Sample Ownership Entities 

HOSPITAL 85.05 Palm Beach County, TIITF 

VACANT COMMERCIAL 50.50 Florida Power & Light Co 

MORT/CEMETERY 43.03 Boca Raton City Of, West Palm Beach City Of 

CENTRALLY ASSESSED 30.18 Csx Transportation Inc, Florida East Coast Railway 

LLC 

ORN/MISC AGRI 21.21 Florida Power & Light Co, Palm Beach Count 

TRANSFER DEVELOPMENT 15.53 Palm Beach County, South Fla Water Mgmt Dist 

LIGHT MFG 14.63 Florida Power & Light Co 

VACANT INDUSTRIAL 6.50 Florida Dept Of Transportation, Florida Power & Light 

Co 

OFFICE MULTISTORY 2.74 Florida Power & Light Co 

MILITARY 2.51 School Board Of Palm Beach County Fl 

EXEMPT 1.47 TIITF Gfwfc 

VACANT INSTIT 0.52 West Palm Beach City Of 

IMPROVED ARGI 0.37 South Fla Water Mgmt Dist Lessor 

CULTURAL 0.15 West Palm Beach City Of 

MING/PETRO/GASLND 0.11 South Fla Water Mgmt Dist 

LEASEHOLD INT/WORKIN 0.06 West Palm Beach City Of Lessor 

 46,744.41  

Table 12 Summary of Property Use Codes for Public Green Space 

 

Filename Description / 

Source 

Total 

Records 

FieldName(s) Comments 

COUNTY_BDRY      Acreage 1,424,799 

Palm Beach County 

Basemap  

Aerials 2009 /ESRI 

Online Search by, 

kratchinsky 

  WGS_1984_Web_Merc

ator_Auxiliary_Sphere 

Datum: D_WGS_1984 

pbc_All_Green_200val

ues.shp 

Landsat TM 2009 / 

Dept Geoscience 

Database 

  30 Meter Resolution / 

Coverage is Eastern 

Half of Palm Beach 

County 

pbc_all_200green_valu

es.shp 

original NDVI, but 

it extends slightly 

outside of the 

County boundary 

shapefile. 

   Acreage - 408,689 

GS_ALL.shp The 

pbc_all_200green_v

alues.shp contained 

within the County 

Bdry.shp. Includes: 

Private, Residential, 

Public and All 

Preserves 

   384,869 acres (49%) 
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Filename Description / 

Source 

Total 

Records 

FieldName(s) Comments 

Base_Greenspace (aka 

GS_Public_Parcels_Int

ersect.shp) 

GS_All.shp 

intersected with 

Public Parcels.shp. 

This shows all green 

space on public land 

in eastern half of 

County. This has 

had Explode 

Function applied to 

it (unlike 

GS_Public_Parcels_

Intersect)  Preserves 

are included. 

   188,471 acres (24%) 

private_preserves_pr

oj 

Custom Upland 

Private Preserves 

based on Parcel 

size of PCN 

   7,416 acres  (0.94%) 

Public_Preserves_Urba

nBdy1 

All Public preserves 

within the Urban 

Boundary (no 

private Preserves) 

  327,998 acres (41.51%) 

All_Preserves_In_Urb

an 

ALL_PRESERVES 

Intersected with 

URBAN_BDRY 

(Public Preserves 

and NDVI Private 

Preserves) 

  332,762 acres (42%) 

GS_Public_No_Preser

ves.shp 

GS_Public_Parcels_

Intersect.shp with 

the 

All_Preserves.shp 

erased. 

  46,744 acres (6%) 

GS_private_preserves 

and 

GS_private_preserves_

dissolved 

Custom Upland 

Private Preserves 

intersected with 

NDVI GS All and 

"Dissolved" 

Function applied to 

PARID field 

  4,764 acres (0.60%) 

PAO_PROPINFO.dbf Property 

Appraiser’s 

database table / 

acquired from 

ERM, 7/11.  

628,604 PARCEL_NUM 

(17-digit String; 

Property_Use 

(description); 

Owner_Name 

Join PARCEL_NUM to 

Parcels.shp.PARID 

Relate property_use & 

Owner_Name (i.e. 

Public  vs. Private) 

from  description with 

geometry / spatial data 

Parcels.shp Spatial data of 

parcels within PBC 

by Parcel ID; 

downloadable off 

County website 

mygeonav 

442,626 PARID (17 digit 

string) 

Has geometry of parcels 

GeoData_Property_Us

e.dbf 

List of Property Use 

Codes / acquired 

from ERM, 7/11 

106 PUSE_CODE; 

DESCRIPTION 

Zoning data that can be 

used to Identify Which 

Parcels to include and 

assoc. function within 

Greenspace 
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Filename Description / 

Source 

Total 

Records 

FieldName(s) Comments 

County_Bndry.shp PBC website    

GS_PUBLIC_NO_PR

ESERVES.shp 

(also referred to as: 

200GS_No_resORpriv

.shp) 

CUSTOM / GS 

from NDVI for just 

parcels with public 

zoning 

  Base green space of 

potentially public lands 

(no residential OR 

private or preserves) 

Public.shp CUSTOM / parcels 

with public zoning 

characteristics 

55,584  "PAO_PROPINFO.PR

OPERTY_U" IN ( 

NULL ,  

'CITY INC 

NONMUNI',  

'COLLEGE',  

'CULTURAL', 

 'DISTRICTS', 

 'EQUESTRIAN', 

 'FEDERAL', 

 'FOREST/PK/REC', 

 'LEASEHOLD 

INT/WORKING 

WATERFRONT', 

 'MUNICIPAL', 

 'NON AG', 

 'OUTDR REC/PARK 

LAND', 

 'PKG LT / MH PK', 

 'PUB CTY SCHOOL', 

 'R/W - BUFFER', 

 'RELIGIOUS', 

 'RIVER/LAKES', 

 'SEWG/WASTE 

LAND', 

 'SFR-C', 

 'SHOPPING CENTER 

CMMITY', 

'SHOPPING CENTER 

REGIONAL', 'STATE', 

 'TOURIST ATTRAC', 

 'TRANSFER 

DEVELOPMENT 

RIGHTS', 'UTILITY', 

 'VACANT', 

 'VACANT 

COMMERCIAL', 

 'VACANT 

INDUSTRIAL', 

 'VACANT INSTIT', 

 'VACANT SFR 

CONDO', 

 'VACANT 

TOWNHOUSE', 

 'VACANT ZERO LOT 

LINE', 

 'WORKING 

WATERFRONT' ) 
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Filename Description / 

Source 

Total 

Records 

FieldName(s) Comments 

All_Preserves_1000

Buffer 

Buffer area not 

including 

preserves but does 

include all area 

within 1,000 feet; 

not just green 

space. 

   93,153 

All_Preserves_500B

uffer 

Buffer area not 

including 

preserves but does 

include all area 

within 500 feet; 

not just green 

space. 

   45,875 

Corridors_1000Buff

er 

NDVI public 

green space 

touching 1,000 Ft. 

buffer and 

eachother 

7,487   14,823 acres 

Corridors_500FtBuf

f 

NDVI public 

green space 

touching 500 Ft. 

buffer and 

eachother 

4,763   11,597 acres 

GS_Clusters Public Green 

Space 

(GS_Public_Parce

ls_Intersect.shp 

minus preserves, 

buffers and 

corridors) 

   31,922 acres 

ERM_FNAI.shp Conservation and 

natural areas lands 

whose descriptions 

of natural 

communities  were 

included in FNAI 

inventory 

87 Name, Desc1 

(habitat types) 

 

Table 13 GIS Database Tables and Shapefiles 

 
Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

1216 Stallion 

Drive (AKA 

Johnson, 

Lloyd) 

0.6 33470 Swamp flatwoods wet prairie 

mosaic dome swamp 

marshes 

Lion Country 

Safari, Royal Palm 

Beach Pines 

17349 Haynie 

Lane, Jupiter 

Farms 

0.5 33478 Pine 

Flatwood 

  Cypress Creek 

45th Street 

Nursery 

1 33407 Swamp pine flatwoods,wet 

prairie mosaic,dome 

swamp 

Winding Waters 

Natural Area 
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Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

Acreage Pines 

Community 

Park 

8.01 33411 Swamp Wet Prairie, Mesic 

Flatwoods, 

Depression Marsh 

Acreage Pines NA 

Acreage Pines 

Elementary 

School 

23.18 33411 Swamp Wet Prairie, Mesic 

Flatwoods, 

Depression Marsh 

Acreage Pines NA 

Addison Court 0.22 33496 Scrub Sand Pine Scrub, 

Scrubby Flatwoods, 

Former Marsh 

Yamato Scrub NA, 

Pondhawk NA 

Altman Plants 0 33470 Swamp Pine Flatwoods,Wet 

Prairie, Dome 

Swamp,marsh 

Royal Palm Beach 

Pines NA 

Angelocci PUD 1.97 33415 Pine 

Flatwood 

Pine flatwoods, 

hammocks 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Ashok Plant 

Nursery 

0.8 33470 Swamp Pine Flatwoods,Wet 

Prairie, Dome 

Swamp,marsh 

Royal Palm Beach 

Pines NA 

Banyan Lakes 

Sub-division 

1.25 33411 Pine 

Flatwood 

pine flatwoods, 

hammocks 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Gra

ssy Waters,Pond 

Cypress 

Bayhill Estates 

PUD  ( FKA 

Stonewall 

Estates) 

3.01 33412 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters 

Preserve 

Beacon Baptist 

Church 

1 33478 Pine 

Flatwood 

Pine Flatwoods, Wet 

Prairie Mosaic 

Cypress Creek 

Bell South 

Mobility - 

Bedner 

0.5 33446 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

Berean Baptist 

Church 

0.83 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Bernstein 

Community 

Commercial/M

oringstar 

Nursery 

0.55 33462 Scrub Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods 

High Ridge Scrub 

NA,Hypoluxo 

Scrub NA 

Boca Congress 

Costco 

2.44 33487 Scrub Sand Pine Scrub, 

Scrubby 

Flatwoods,Prairie 

Hammock 

Yamato Scrub NA 

Boca Congress 

Costco 

0 33487 Scrub Sand Pine Scrub, 

Scrubby 

Flatwoods,Prairie 

Hammock 

Yamato Scrub NA 

Boca Pines 

(AKA Crescent 

Lakes) 

0.6 33433 Swamp Cypress 

Swamp,Mesic Oak 

Hammock,Scrubby 

Flatwoods 

Cypress Knee 

Slough Preserve 
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Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

Boca West 

Maintenance 

Facility 

Preserve 

6.91 33434 Scrub Scrubby Flatwoods, 

GT Habitat, wetlands 

Lynn University 

Scrub,South Co. 

Regional Park 

Boca West 

Methodist 

Church 

0.61 33434 Wetland sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Caloosa Lot 55 0.97 33418 Swamp pine flatwood, wet 

prairie mosaic, strand 

swamp 

17349 Hayne 

Lane, Hungryland 

Slough NA 

Carlton Club 

(AKA Sunrise 

Senior Center) 

0.97 33437 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

Art Marshall Lox 

Wildlife Refuge 

Cingular 

Wireless B 

2.42 33463 Scrub Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods 

High Ridge Scrub 

NA 

Colony at Lake 

Worth (FKA 

Belmont at 

Greenacres) 

1.92 33463 Scrub Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods 

High Ridge Scrub 

NA 

Colony 

Preserve PUD 

3.3 33436 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

Country Joe's 

Nursery (AKA 

Englert 

Nursery) 

0 33449 Swamp Sawgrass 

marsh,CypressSlough

,flatwoods,WetPrairie 

Wetland 

Preserves,Lox 

Nat'l Wildlife 

Refuge 

Cypress Trails 

PUD 

1 33467 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Cypress Woods 2.31 33467 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Dessel-Jaffe / 

Gilbert 

0.26 33470 Swamp flatwoods wet prairie 

mosaic dome swamp 

marshes 

Lion Country 

Safari, Royal Palm 

Beach Pines 

Diamond C 

Ranch (NKA 

Palm Beach 

Plantation ) 

11.89 33411 Pine 

Flatwood 

pine flatwoods, 

hammocks 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Gra

ssy Waters,Pond 

Cypress 

Discovery Key 

Elementary 

School 

2.3 33467 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Enclave PUD 0.75 33484 Swamp marsh Green Cay Nature 

Center and 

Wetlands 

Estates at 

Pennock Point 

0 33458 Wetland   Loxahatchee River 

Fire-Rescue 

Station No. 34 

Mitigation 

Bank 

2.02 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Gra

ssy Waters,Pond 

Cypress 
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Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

First Park 

South Florida 

Bldg. 25 

0.96 33478 Swamp wet and mesic 

flatwoods, dep 

marshes, dome 

swamp 

Pine Glades 

First Park 

South Florida 

Parcels 8-18 

0.49 33478 Swamp wet and mesic 

flatwoods, dep 

marshes, dome 

swamp 

Pine Glades 

First Romanian 

Baptist Church 

of WPB 

0.37 33463 Wetland Wetland Native Plant 

Restoration Project 

Okeeheelee Park 

South, Wetland 

Preserves 

Florida Hindu 

& Cultural 

Association 

0.33 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Gra

ssy Waters,Pond 

Cypress 

Folke Peterson 

Center for 

Wildllife Care 

1 33414 Pine 

Flatwood 

 GT Preserve Lots of small 

Wetland Preserves, 

Okeeheelee Park 

Freedom 

Village 

3.39 33462 Scrub  Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods 

Wetland Preserves 

Hypoluxo Scrub 

NA 

Friedland 

(Loxahatchee 

Farms West 

Subdivision) 

4.63 33470 Swamp Pine Flatwoods,Wet 

Prairie, Dome 

Swamp,marsh 

Stormwater Trmt 

Areas,Royal Palm 

Beach Pines NA 

Girgis, Latif 1.56 33470 Swamp Pine Flatwoods,Wet 

Prairie, Dome 

Swamp,marsh 

Royal Palm Beach 

Pines NA 

Grande Orchid 

(FKA North 

Oaks PUD) 

1.16 33446 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

Art Marshall Lox 

Wildlife Refuge 

Gun Club Pines 

(AKA El 

Prado) 

1.23 33406 Pine 

Flatwood 

pine flatwoods, 

hammocks 

Pine Jog Env Ed 

Ctr, Grassy 

Waters, Pond 

Cypress 

Hatcher 

Convenience 

Store 

0.21 33462 Scrub scrub, scrubby 

flatwoods 

High Ridge Scrub 

Natural Area 

Hayes 

Residence 

3.1 33418 Swamp Pine Flatwoods, 

linked Lox Slough to 

Everglades 

17349 Hayne 

Lane, Hungryland 

Slough NA 

Holy Spirit 

Lutheran 

Church 

0.57 33408 Scrub transitional prairie 

hammock 

Juno Dunes NA 

Jog Commerce 

Park (FKA 

Turnpike 

Crossings 

West) 

1.98 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Jog 

Distribution 

MUPD (FKA 

Jog Commerce 

West) 

1.87 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Juno Jehovah's 

Witness 

0.33 33410 Swamp wetland tidal swamp, 

scrubby flatwoods 

Bear's Club 

Wetland Preserve, 
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Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

Juno Dunes 

Jupiter Farms 

Baptist Church 

1.13 33478 Wetland Wet Prairie Pine Glades, 

Hungryland, 

Cypress Creek 

Jupiter Farms 

Community 

Shopping 

Center 

1.18 33478 Wetland Wet Prairie Cypress Creek 

Jupiter Farms 

Elementary 

School 

25.61 33478 Pine 

Flatwood 

Pine Flatwoods, Wet 

Prairie Mosaic 

Cypress Creek 

Kingdom Hall 

Belvedere 

0.58 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

King's 

Academy 

(Sansbury Park) 

0 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Lake Worth Rd 

& 441 MUPD 

2 33467 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Lawrence Road 

Library 

0 33462 Scrub Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods 

Wetland Preserves, 

Hypoluxo Scrub 

NA 

Legend Lake 

Estates ( FKA 

The Hunt) 

9.38 33467 Wetland sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Legend Lake 

Estates ( FKA 

The Hunt) 

6.03 33467 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Lion Country 

Safari 

9.52 33470 Swamp flatwoods wet prairie 

mosaic dome swamp 

marshes 

Royal Palm Beach 

Pines 

Loggers Run 

Subdivision 

13.38 33428 Swamp Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

Lowes of West 

Boca Raton 

#1069 

2.94 33428 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

Art Marshall Lox 

Wildlife Refuge 

Moroso Circle 

Track MUPD 

2.85 33478 Swamp flatwoods swamps 

marshes 

Pine Glades 

Mounts PUD 0.73 33411 Pine 

Flatwood 

pine flatwoods, 

hammocks 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Gra

ssy Waters,Pond 

Cypress 

Muslim 

Community 

Center 

1 33415 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 
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Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

New Light 

Fellowship 

Church 

1.28 33461 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Nical of Palm 

Beach 

1.08 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Northlake 

Elementary 

School 

3.04 33470 Swamp mesic & wet 

flatwoods, sloughs, 

swamps 

J. W. Corbett 

Wildlife 

Management Area 

Okeechobee 

Office/Wareho

use 

0.14 33411 Wetland wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Osprey Isles 10.97 33477 Swamp  strand swamp and 

swale 

Loxahatchee 

Slough Natural 

Area 

Palisades PUD 

(FKA 

Celebration 

Community) 

1.33 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Palm Beach 

Plaza MUPD / 

Home Depot 

2 33411 Wetland wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Palmetto Park 

Woods 

0 33428 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

Paradise Square 

(FKA Lake 

Worth & 

Nassau MUPD 

) 

0.6 33467 Pine 

Flatwood 

Pine Flatwoods Okeeheelee Park 

South 

Parcel 32 

(NKA 

Frenchman's 

Harbor) 

9.2 33408 Swamp Upland Scrub, Tidal 

Swamp, Xeric 

hammock 

Juno Dunes NA 

Parkview 

Estates at Boca 

Raton (FKA 

Avalon) 

0 33428 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

Parkwood 

Estates (AKA 

Worthington 

PUD) 

0 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Pine Jog 

Elementary 

School 

5 33415 Swamp pine flatwoods, 

hammocks 

Pine Jog Env Ed 

Ctr, Grassy 

Waters, Pond 

Cypress 

Polo Trace Golf 

Course Hole 

#11 

2.72 33446 Swamp Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

Ponte Vecchio 

PUD (FKA 

Tuscany Pod E) 

2.14 33472 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 
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Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

Ponza Place 

PUD (FKA 

Cloutier PUD) 

0.8 33462 Scrub Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods 

High Ridge Scrub 

Natural Area 

Pratt & 

Whitney 

1283 33478 flatwoods 

sloughs 

swamps 

wet 

prairie 

Bayhead,Dep Marsh, 

Dome Swamp, Mesic 

Flatwoods, 

Hammocks, Scrubby 

Flatwoods,Swamp,W

et Prairie 

Corbett, 

Hungryland, Pine 

Glades 

Rainberry PUD 2.68 33428 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

Art Marshall Lox 

Wildlife Refuge 

S. Hubert & 

Norma Jack 

0.5 33470 Swamp flatwoods wet prairie 

mosaic dome swamp 

marshes 

Lion Country 

Safari, Royal Palm 

Beach Pines 

Saddlebrook 

Village PUD 

NKA Madison 

Chase 

7.25 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

School Board 

Transportation 

Facility 

1.29 33406 Pine 

Flatwood 

pine flatwood, 

wetland hardwood 

hammock 

Pine Jog Env Ed 

Ctr 

Sheiman, 

Homeland 

1.5 33449 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

cypress slough 

Strazzulla 

Tract,Art Marshall 

Lox Wildlife 

Refuge 

Shoppes of 

Jonathan's 

Landing 

0.82 33477 Mangrove Lox River, Mangrove 

Swamp,Flatwoods 

Delaware Scrub 

NA, Jupiter 

Mangroves NA 

Skagges Nusery 5 33470 Swamp Pine Flatwoods,Wet 

Prairie, Dome 

Swamp,marsh 

Stormwater Trmt 

Areas,Royal Palm 

Beach Pines NA 

South Road 

MUPD (Phase 

I) 

0.61 33449 Swamp Sawgrass 

marsh,CypressSlough

,flatwoods,WetPrairie 

Wetland 

Preserves,Lox 

Nat'l Wildlife 

Refuge 

Southern Bell-

Banyan Blvd. 

Tower 

0.57 33470 Swamp flatwoods sloughs 

swamps wet prairie 

Corbett 

Southern Self 

Storage 

0.8 33408 Scrub urban scrub, 

endangered 4-petal 

pawpaw 

Paw Paw Preserve 

Southwest 

County 

Regional 

Library 

0.9 33434 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

St. Matthew 

Church 

0 33463 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

cypress slough 

Strazzulla 

Tract,Art Marshall 

Lox Wildlife 

Refuge 

St. Patrick 

Catholic 

Church 

0.51 33410 Scrub Scrub Wetland Preserves, 

Juno Dunes NA 
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Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

Stonehaven 

PUD (NKA 

Wellington 

Glen) 

2.48 33411 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Gra

ssy Waters,Pond 

Cypress 

Taheri PUD 

(NKA 

Independence 

PUD) 

2.17 33413 Wetland wet pine 

flatwoods,wet prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Talavera PUD 0.79 33467 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Technology 

Park (KNA 

Woodlake 

Apartments) 

1.43 33411 Swamp wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

Total 

Maintenance 

Building 

Services 

2.16 33478 Wetland pine flatwoods,wet 

prairie, depression 

marsh 

Pine Glades, 

Hungryland, 

Cypress Creek 

Trump 

International 

Golf Course 

0 33406 Swamp sawgrass marsh, 

slough, wet 

prairie,flatwoods 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Stra

zzulla,Art M Lox 

Wild 

Valencia Isles 

PUD 

2.5 33437 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

Art Marshall Lox 

Wildlife Refuge 

Verizon 

Wireless 

0.93 33478 Swamp wet and mesic 

flatwoods, dep 

marshes, dome 

swamp 

Pine Glades 

Via Verde 7 33433 Swamp cypress swamp,mesic 

oak 

hammock,scrubby 

flatwoods 

Cypress Knee 

Slough, Blazing 

Star Preserve 

Victoria Woods 

PUD 

7.53 33415 Pine 

Flatwood 

pine flatwood, 

wetland hardwood 

hammock 

Pine Jog Env Ed 

Ctr 

Vineyards 

Boynton 

Estates 2 

2.95 33462 Scrub Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods 

High Ridge Scrub 

NA,Hypoluxo 

Scrub NA 

Vineyards of 

Boca Raton 

PUD 

0.6 33428 Swamp Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

Wal-Mart Store 

#1916 

1.6 33428 Wetland Everglades Veg, Wet 

Prairie,Basin marsh 

East Coast 

Buffer,Marshall 

Lox Wildlife Ref 

Weitz Sparling 

(NKA 

Whiteside 

Industrial 

MUPD) 

0 33411 Wetland wet pine 

platwoods,wet 

prairie, 

swamp,marshes 

Grassy Waters, 

Pond Cypress, 

Wetland Preserves 

West Jupiter 

Community 

Enablement 

Center 

0.58 33458 Scrub Mesic_Scrubby 

Flatwoods,HydricHa

mmock 

Limestone Creek 

NA 
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Name Acres Zip  

Code 

Dominant 

Habitat  

FNAI Description of 

Nearest Natural 

Areas 

Nearest Natural 

Areas (Public 

Preserves) 

Whispering 

Woods PUD 

1.53 33411 Pine 

Flatwood 

pine flatwoods, 

hammocks 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Gra

ssy Waters,Pond 

Cypress 

Wilson Estates 

Subdivision 

0.67 33413 Pine 

Flatwood 

pine flatwoods, 

hammocks 

Pine Jog 

Ctr,Okeehelee,Gra

ssy Waters,Pond 

Cypress 

WIRK Tower 4.76 33411 Wetland Wet Prairie, Mesic 

Flatwoods 

Pond Cypress NA 

Worthington 

PRD (FKA 

Winchester 

PRD) 

3.35 33463 Scrub Scrub, Scrubby 

Flatwoods, Wetlands 

High Ridge Scrub 

Natural Area, 

Wetland Preserves 

WPTV Channel 

5 Tower 

5.65 33449 Swamp Sawgrass 

marsh,CypressSlough

,flatwoods,WetPrairie 

Wetland 

Preserves,Lox 

Nat'l Wildlife 

Refuge 

Table 14 Private Preserves with Dominant Habitat Types 
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