COMPILATION OF SB 360 GLITCH BILL 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM FAPA MEMBERS*
Prepared for the Senate Committee on Community Affairs

and House Committee on Growth Management

July 22, 2005
Section 1

The definition of “Financial Feasibility” appears to be internally inconsistent.  It states that funding sources must be available in the first three years of a capital improvements program, but then the definition reads that funding sources may be available in years 4 and 5.  This doesn't read very clearly and should be clarified.  
Page 7, line 24-27 should be revised to read: "The requirement that level of service standards be achieved and maintained for a specific roadway and/or school shall not apply to a development approved under the proportionate share process set forth in s.163.3180(12) and (16)." Some are reading that sentence to mean that if a proportionate share process is utilized then the level of service standards are not required to be met or maintained for any infrastructure system countywide. We do not believe that was the intent of this language, and this revision would clear that up. 

Financial Feasibility - Transportation – The new definition of financial feasibility increases the burden on local governments that are impacted by substantial traffic volumes generated outside their jurisdictions, especially on state roads that are not programmed for improvements due to lack of state funding.  It appears that local governments are now being more explicitly required to find a way to fund the costs of maintaining the level of service within their jurisdictions in situations where they are not responsible for the level of service problems.  Perhaps consideration should be given to defining financial feasibility in a way that exempts local governments from being responsible for transportation level of service problems that are due to substantial increases in traffic generated outside their jurisdiction. 

Section 2

Financial feasibility is to be determined by professionally accepted methodologies.  Who is going define the parameters of these methodologies?  How many will be accepted by DCA? How will they distinguish between one from Fishkind and Associates and one from "Joe's consulting business?"

Phrases like “professionally accepted methodologies” cause concern.  Who decides and what criteria are used to make the decision? 
As a point of clarification, does SB 360 require one public workshop per stakeholder group, or just one for all of the stakeholders? 

Add RPCs to agencies charged with multijurisdictional water supply planning/ water management.

Section 4
F.S. 163.31777(2)(e) and also 1013.33 (3) (e)  A process for the school board to inform the local government regarding the effect of comprehensive plan amendments on school capacity and the provision that local government may deny the comprehensive plan amendment based on school capacity.  The capacity reporting must be consistent with laws and rules regarding measurement of school facility capacity and must also identify how the district school board will meet the public school demand based on the facilities work programs adopted pursuant to s 1013.35, or in the alternative that the local government will deny the comprehensive plan amendment.

School Board representative on Local Planning agency – If school districts are to be given a seat in being able to control their destiny, then they should be voting members of local planning agencies.

Section 5 
Page 63, (f) lines 12-27, should be revised as follows: 
(f) In the event the funds in an adopted 5-year capital improvements element are insufficient to fully fund construction of a transportation improvement required by the local government's concurrency management system, a local government and a developer may still enter into a binding proportionate share agreement authorizing the developer to construct that amount of development on which the proportionate share is calculated if the proportionate share amount in such agreement is sufficient to pay for one or more improvements which will, in the opinion of the governmental entity or entities maintaining the transportation facilities, significantly benefit the impacted transportation system. In order for a significant benefit to be made to the transportation system, improvements required must be greater than the proportionate share calculation. The improvement or improvements funded by the proportionate share component must be adopted into the 5-year capital improvements schedule of the comprehensive plan at the next annual capital improvements element update.
Several comments follow regarding this section:
· (2) (c)    construction within 3 years of building permit, language is ambiguous,  is it the first building permit in a development or last?  Construction should be within 3 years of platting.

· (4) (c) concurrency requirement for redevelopment and infill areas should allow for waiver of transportation and schools to encourage redevelopment and infill.  Generally the most difficult to achieve these public facilities without waivers would actually hinder redevelopment and infill.

· (5) (d) and (e) the language provided to exempt transportation concurrency in designated in infill and redevelopment areas is not objective.  In fact, the subjectivity of it over time could impact local efforts at infill and redevelopment projects. 

· (5) (f)  the involvement of FDOT where FDOT roads are not included in a concurrency exemption area usurps local land development decisions with justification.  FDOT does not address concurrency on their roads when issuing access permits.  Concurrency management systems should be developed by FDOT and consistent throughout the state. 

· (6) the term sufficient records is not clear regarding aggregating de minimis impacts to ensure that the 100 percent criterion is not exceeded.  Here too, the FDOT or DCA should promulgate what they consider acceptable and make it consistent for all jurisdictions.

· (13) The requirement for mandatory school concurrency cannot be met.  If it could more than one of t he 67 counties would have achieve it.  Development of the interlocal agreements required can be protracted and rarely will there be the level of cooperation between jurisdictions and the school districts that this legislations will require. 

· (13) (b) 1. There is little agreement between governments on what constitutes level of service.  Unlike transportation (A-F) and parks (acres/residents) there must be a consistent variable used by all jurisdictions.  

· (13) (d) Financial feasibility (capability) of any school district, no matter how achieved, would negate the need for a cumbersome regulatory concurrency system.  Financial feasibility also becomes more elusive when a major source of funding is done only on an annual basis rather than by an ongoing.   The loss of an annual funding formula for rapidly growing districts restricts budgeting and planning need school facilities.  The idea of fair share (blow and go) when schools cannot plan for new facilities until they are at 120 percent of capacity will put districts further behind if proportionate share is going in areas not in a capital plan.

· (13) (e) 1. The mitigation opportunities provided in this section will further tie the hand of school districts when they review new residential development.  By allowing such a broad range of mitigation opportunities in exchange for capacity credits will also limit the ability to depend on current projected monetary revenues.

· (16) (a) requiring each local government to create a proportionate fair-share methodology will create a patch work of ineffective programs.  If FDOT is to develop a model then that model should be the state required model.

· (16) (b) 1.  calling out facilities and facility segments overlooks a key area of capacity enhancement, intersection level of service should be part of any transportation concurrency plan through a common formula as currently used to measure facilities and facility segments.

· (16) (e) Mitigating FDOT impacts should specify their early involvement in development review, rather than after local government action.

 

Section 163.3180(2)(a) was amended to state "Prior to approval of a building permit or its functional equivalent, the local government shall consult with the applicable water supplier to determine whether adequate water supplies to serve the new development will be available no later than the anticipated date of issuance by the local government of a certificate of occupancy or its functional equivalent."  What this does not explicitly state is what the local government is to do if there is not going to be adequate water supplies.  This should be addressed.
Each community has a different set of conditions and parameters as to how their respective transportation system operates. Therefore, individual jurisdictions should be left up to their own as to how they implement concurrency requirements within their community. The State's role in concurrency management should be limited to establishing the infrastructure to review and the applicable standards, leaving the implementation to each county/city. To that end, Section 163.3180(6) of Senate Bill 360 mandates that once a roadway segment reaches 110% of capacity, development activity along that segment or impacts that segment is to cease. This provision will make it difficult to permit additional development and redevelopment in many areas of Leon County. In particular, Woodville Highway (State Road 363) is significantly overcapacity and is not scheduled to be improved until sometime in the next decade. However, Woodville is an area where the local government would like to see additional economic activity. This provision of Senate Bill 360 could essentially put a de facto moratorium on growth in this area for an indeterminate period of time. Further, our valued canopy roads are quickly reaching their operational capacity and cannot be improved due to the aesthetic value they represent. As these roads reach this adopted threshold, huge swaths of Tallahassee/Leon County could become undevelopable, including Welaunee Plantation which is a huge tract of undevelopable land within the Urban Services Area.

If capacity is available within 3 years after final subdivision or site plan approval, bill states that concurrency can be approved.    The problem is defining when final subdivision, site plan will be approved.  It varies from local government to local government. The way it is applied in Palm Beach County is if capacity is available (assured within the next three years from the time of concurrency application, the concurrency is approved for one year.  In this time frame the developer has to obtain his development order approval.  Concurrency is then valid for the life of the development order.  This makes it easier to review and manage.

With regard to Subsection 13(d) (3)(e), Denial of comp plan amendments – it needs to be clearly stated that denial of comprehensive plan amendments is a permitted legislative action that can be based on school capacity.  This will also clarify that Subsection 13 (c)(3) is specifically for subdivision plats and site plans and does not include comprehensive plan amendments.

SIS Level of Service – With regard to roadway facilities on the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), Section 163.3180(10) states that local governments shall adopt the level of service established by the Florida Department of Transportation.  It is recommended that consideration be given to clarifying that this does not apply to SIS connectors, particularly those that are not part of the state’s highway system. As for other sections of this bill, Leon County Growth Management supports the efforts of the legislature over this past session, especially the efforts to add public schools to concurrency management. However, the provision that local governments adopt a proportionate share ordinance created by the Florida Department of Transportation (Sec. 163.3180 (16) (a)) could limit the ability of jurisdictions to address the needs of an increasingly constrained transportation infrastructure. Leon County has adopted a proportionate share provision in its concurrency system that has generated significant funds that will be used to improve any mode of transportation within the impact area of a given project. We feel that our methodology adds the much needed flexibility to Concurrency Management that would not be present under a State mandated proportionate share ordinance.  Simply put, concurrency management works best when jurisdictions are left to their own devices as how to implement it. All we need are the standards provided by the state.

Suggested revision to the issue of infill/redevelopment areas and school capacity:

4(c) …...…………………….A local government may grant a concurrency exception pursuant to subsection (5) for transportation facilities and subsection (#) for public schools located within these urban infill and redevelopment areas.

Suggested new subsection:

In order to promote infill development and redevelopment, one or more school concurrency exception areas may be designated in a local government comprehensive plan.  A school concurrency exception area must be a compact geographic area where a City has designated a CRA and residential development is an identified goal of the CRA plan or where a school district wishes to increase the student enrollment in a school that has shown a decline in enrollment over the past 5 years (not based on relief being provided by new school construction), is not scheduled for relief of overcrowding and is not more than 10% over permanent capacity.

Subsection 13 needs amended as it creates a conflict with school choice provisions and the intent of concurrency.  Further, while capacity may be available in the contiguous service areas, it may be reserved by other projects that have not come on line.  This provision provides a false sense of addressing school concurrency adequately.

Subsection 13 (c) (3) …………………..local government may not deny an application for site plan or final subdivision approval or the functional equivalent for a development or phase of a development on the basis of school concurrency, and if issued, development impacts shall be shifted to contiguous service areas with schools having available capacity.
Suggested revision to proportionate share mitigation:

New sections (a) and (b)

Subsection 13 (e) (2) (a)

If the local government and school district agree to create mitigation banking based on the construction of a public school facility in exchange for the right to sell capacity credits, the purchase and sale of school capacity credits shall not be a credit towards impact fees.  The school board must direct any proportionate-share mitigation including the sale of capacity credits to a school capacity improvement which has been identified in a financially feasible five or ten year district work plan and which satisfies the demands created by that development in accordance with a binding developer’s agreement. 
Section 6
Is there to be one urban service boundary in each county or in each jurisdiction? This should be clarified.
This section allows map amendments related solely to property within an urban service boundary to not be reviewed by state and regional agencies if the local government has adopted a community vision and urban services boundary.  I am concerned that the requirements for a community vision and the urban services boundary are not strict enough to warrant the exclusion of such state and regional review.
This section allows map amendments related solely to property within a designated urban infill and redevelopment area to not be reviewed by state and regional agencies if the local government has adopted a designated urban infill and redevelopment area.  I am concerned that the requirements for a designated urban infill and redevelopment area are not strict enough to warrant the exclusion of such state and regional review.

 

One error can be found in the 2nd line of 163.3164 (17). This is on page 64 of 3rd engrossed version. There is a reference to s.163.31773, which should read s.163.3177.

 
Section 11

In the findings and intent section regarding the Century Commission, the language regarding the best interest of the people of the state should be amended to include sustainable building design, as follows:  “...The state's growth management system should foster economic stability through regional solutions and strategies, urban renewal and infill, sustainable building design, and the continued viability of agricultural economies, while allowing for rural economic development…” With this in mind, the make up of the commission should also include a registered Architect.

In regard to the terms of the members of the Century Commission, given the 6-year limit on service, is it the Legislature’s intent that the people whose original term is 3 or 4 years not be eligible to be reappointed to a full 4-year term? 
Century Commission- recommend shorter planning timeframe (5 or 10 year plan) to be politically feasible and to ensure implementation.  Staff changes at DCA should be considered to ensure accountability.  A 25 year planning timeframe for this important project is not advisable.

Section 17
This section establishes new exemptions from the DRI process.  FAPA’s Legislative Platform states that FAPA objects to creating exemptions to the current process that eliminate or weaken regional reviews and intergovernmental coordination for development projects that have regional impacts.  Additionally, these exemptions pertain to property in an urban service boundary, rural land stewardship area, or urban infill and redevelopment area.  The lack of state and regional review in these areas as already provided in this bill under certain conditions causes concern and further magnifies the concern over whether such areas warrant being exempt from the DRI process.
DRI Exemption In Urban Service Areas – Section 380.06(24)(l) exempts areas within urban service areas from having to apply for development of regional impact approval if the local government where the project is to be located has a binding agreement with adjacent jurisdictions and the state regarding the mitigation of transportation impacts on state and regional transportation facilities and has a proportionate share agreement.  These requirements for exemption seem insufficient to address:  (a) mitigation of transportation impacts on state and regional transportation facilities in nearby jurisdictions that are not adjacent, (b) mitigation of transportation impacts on roads not considered to be state or regional, and (c) mitigation of non-transportation impacts.  It is suggested that consideration be given to changing the legislation to address these issues.

 

Section 31

This section creates the Florida Impact Fee Review Task Force.  Assurance should be provided that this initiative will NOT lead to restrictions on a local government's power regarding the imposition of impact fees.

The idea of an Impact Fee Task Force could further disturb local plans to fund current infrastructure needs.  It will add uncertainty to school revenues.  The short time frame for the Task Force, coinciding with the next scheduled legislative session, will almost create a “self fulfilling” or at least “self serving” result. 

 
General Comments
The Governor’s veto of the part of the bill setting up the School Concurrency Task Force seems to eliminate the possibility that someone would be looking into the way the school construction is funded in Florida as that relates to the mandate for School Facility Elements and school concurrency. As long as the DOE will only fund school construction when the existing ones serving the area are overcrowded, it is unlikely that we ever be able to be “concurrent” with school facilities. 

Cutting funding for the School Concurrency Task Force will only prolong a strong coordinated effort by all affected governments.  The Task Force needs to establish a consistent approach for all local governments.

While Concurrency laws were updated to include only 3 years of committed improvements (even for FIHS/SIS roads), the DRI rule still allows up to 5 years to be used for FIHS/SIS roads....for consistency, this should be changed as well.

Local governments may have difficulty developing financially feasible capital improvement plans; funding to pay for these plans may be an obstacle for some local governments; local governments are likely to resist including their capital facility plans within their comprehensive plans.  It’s all about how financially feasible is defined and enforced.  The state should identify funds to deal with infrastructure backlog.

 

The state should identify funds (matching funds, grants, etc.) to help support the new community visioning process.  The visioning process does NOT have to be tightly proscribed for every local government.  This is an opportunity to encourage creative approaches that suit the community, so long as they produce the results needed.  

The bill's changes are irrelevant since there is no update of the State Vision included in the current law.  It is all process and no product.  Florida has not articulated a vision of the new world. It somehow doesn realize that we may not successfully compete for Baby boomers unless we integrate their recreational and health needs into community planning.  But what we get is more devolution.  And we are now told not to show on a map where our utilities are because of "Homeland Security."  That makes it a bit hard to plan for that urban form and content. What are local governments to do in an increased energy cost world, an increased open tourism market and retiree market world, an increase demand for "new urban" downtowns and "green" suburbs?  What does all this chair shuffling do without budgetary and regulatory reform to the new or reaffirmed objectives????  SB 360 does not promote better urban form for transportation, better water resource management, or better integration of the costly school facilities into the complete community.  

It is important to note that SB 360 is only one of 394 bills passed by the legislature in 2005. While growth management may have been a priority for the governor, legislature and planning community, other priorities any actually do more for quality communities. Examples of other significant legislation include bills addressing hurricane loss and Florida building code requirements; economic development, including the Community Contribution Tax Credit (CCTC); environmental laws, including SB 444 creating the Water Protection and Sustainability Act.
Reconcile funding for the Century Commission and task the Commission with updating Florida’s vision for the future including how Florida will address population growth, an aging population, future renewable energy needs, and comprehensive health care.

A major problem is the lack of funding from the State to allow local school districts to be able to address backlog and still keep up with growth.  This comes at a time when Class Size Reduction becomes effective.  More coordination needed between DOE and DCA to effectively accommodate class size reduction and level of service for school concurrency.  Mitigation by the developer should not be subtracted from the impact fees.  This would be OK if impact fees covered the full cost of construction, which is not the case.  In some cases, the school district may have to pay back the developer if impact fees are not high enough to account for mitigation.

Even if applied on a less than district level, there may still be a problem in school concurrency not improving the facilities, depending on the size of the concurrency service areas. The more schools being built the more infrastructure will be needed to support the schools.  Clear definition of local governments’ role in having land use categories in their comprehensive plan to accommodate schools with the necessary infrastructure in place must be mandated in the Comprehensive Plan.
Glitch Bill Suggestions:

· Provide local government stable, flexible infrastructure funding;

· Increase and create stable funding sources by reforming the sales tax through mail order sales and internet sales;

· Do not limit or repeal local government impact fees;

· Authorize local government to institute new revenue sources by increasing the gas tax and/or indexing;

· Legislative language used to define and describe urban service boundaries, financial feasibility, DCA certification, FDOT mitigation agreement, economic connection; exemption criteria must all be further clarified.

· Address the disconnect between projected growth, land use allocation and community visioning which might exceed historic population growth;

· Enhance collaborative communication and encourage the use of coordination agreements; provide a clear process for citizen participation and sustainable democracy.

· Empower Regional Planning Councils to fill the gap in state oversight, technical training and coordination. Further, regional Planning Council boundaries must not be confused with “scale appropriate” problem-solving whether it is a commuter shed to address transportation, a water shed for improved environmental protection or a housing market for community housing needs; the geography is defined, in part, by the issue being addressed. 

· Regionalism is not an expanded area to discuss or assign problems but an area to address expanded solutions. Regional visioning is not a matter of jurisdictional boundaries but one of problem solving and using new or revised tools, techniques, and collaborative communication strategies to address an issue and its geographical impact or significance. Regionalism is a form of local collaborative civic leadership; it is not regional governance or a management district capital improvement spending plan.

Clearly, the passage of the bill is a great start or restart for growth management in Florida. One could state, that the 2005 $1.5 billion Infrastructure Planning and Funding bill is the most significant legislation since the historic 1985 Growth Management Act. However, one could also realistically note that the generous funding package is not enough to cover existing schools, roads, and water supply needs. The bill strengthens concurrency, requires greater financial feasibility, and strengthens the link between land use and water supply. But what does SB 360 do to improve the quality of our communities? Actually, the bill does very little for local government basically due to the lack of new revenue sources for funding new infrastructure and old backlog. It is still questionable as to whether most local governments will be able to meet the “financial feasibility” requirement to meet proposed levels of service. Further, the TMDL cost is one that continues to go relatively unfunded. As we know, local government can do little to control infrastructure funding; they depend largely on county and state government. One item the glitch bill can address is providing more local government flexibility regarding infrastructure funding.

Integrated planning that includes collaborative communication with our citizens and with surrounding jurisdictions and includes attainable housing, shops, workplaces, schools, parks, are essential planning elements to our quality of life and community. By reducing land use imbalance, we can also improve open space protection, environmental quality, affordable housing and transportation by making our communities more compact and more walkable. SB 360 at least has us pointed in the right direction for a more sustainable future. So what can we do?

· Invest in urban core infill as a means of improving urban character;

· Invest in protecting the environment;

· Invest in public facilities including schools, roads, and water supply infrastructure;

· Invest in attainable community housing; and

· Use the Capital Improvement Element (CIE) of the Comprehensive Plan to better define fiscal capability of local government.

Open-Ended Questions (and in some cases, suggested answers)
How will the new public school facilities elements interact with school interlocal agreements and school siting requirements?  
While much of the conversation about the new EAR submission requirements is negative in South Florida (mainly because we have the big charter counties that are in the process now and are trying to figure out what has to change mid-stream), the question is whether those process issues smooth out for the next EAR cycle if everyone knows what they’ll have to do.  There’s a particular question for Broward with its specific charter requirements for land use – mainly how can they submit all of their changes at one go when all of their municipal governments aren’t on the same schedule as they are?  It may take adjusting the EAR submission schedules to make this idea work.  

Another concern that may only be a South Florida / urban issue – the new requirement for a regional transportation policy plans – what prevents the emergence of parallel or even competing regional plans?  For example, the region’s MPOs can get together and create “their” regional plan, but how does that fit with an entity like the S. Fl. Regional Transportation Authority who is charged with creating a “regional” plan?  The whole MPO/SFRTA/FDOT, who does what, when, and who gets to pick issue is still being worked out here, so maybe this is a “local” issue for us.  This is not much of an issue if all the plans are generally written, but for them to be effective there need to be specific objectives that overtly take supportive land use and multi-modalism into account.  

Local government can do little to control infrastructure funding; they depend largely on county and state government. What can the legislature and a glitch bill do to address more local government flexibility regarding infrastructure funding?  (Reform sales tax, expand impact fee use, increase local ad valorem taxes, increase gas tax, index taxes…)

The TMDL (total maximum daily load) cost is one that continues to go relatively unfunded. Given the concern of higher development costs due to land costs and environmental requirements, such as water supply and water quality and traffic mitigation, how does local government promote urban infill and still meet the “financial feasibility” requirement to meet proposed levels of service?  (Tools: Local and Regional Outcome Indicators, Community Councils, Inter-Agency Infrastructure Coordination Agreements, Transportation Concurrency Exception Areas, Trip Reduction Ordinances, Tiered Development, Capital Improvement Element programming, redefined service area boundaries…)

Should a board (i.e., Land Use Board of Appeal as recommended by FAPA) be appointed that could hear plan challenges under Section 163.3185 F.S.? What are the pros and cons of such a Board? (Yes, at the State or Regional level might work. An A-political, non-judicial approach would level the planning field and enhance public participation….)

There seems to be a great deal of discussion regarding several of the terms in SB 360, such as urban service boundary, financial feasibility, DCA certification, FDOT mitigation agreement. What will be the role of the Regional Planning Councils as a bridge between local and state government? (Empower RPCs to fill the gap in state oversight, technical training and coordination…)

Recommendations for Revisions not Addressed in SB 360
Add hazard mitigation requirements to capital facilities section (ie., prohibit expenditure for public facilities in high hazard areas) (unless this provision is already required under the Local Mitigation Strategy).

Consider adding a requirement for Public Safety interlocal service agreements.
Revise 163.3174  Local planning agency.-- (1)  The governing body of each local government, individually or in combination as provided in s. 163.3171, shall designate and by ordinance establish a "local planning agency," unless the agency is otherwise established by law. Notwithstanding any special act to the contrary, all local planning agencies or equivalent agencies that first review rezoning and comprehensive plan amendments in each municipality and county shall include a representative of the school district appointed by the school board as a nonvoting member of the local planning agency or equivalent agency to attend those meetings at which the agency considers comprehensive plan amendments and rezonings that would, if approved, increase residential density on the property that is the subject of the application. However, this subsection does not prevent the governing body of the local government from granting voting status to the school board member. The governing body may designate itself as the local planning agency pursuant to this subsection with the addition of a nonvoting school board representative. The governing body shall notify the state land planning agency of the establishment of its local planning agency. All local planning agencies shall provide opportunities for involvement by applicable community college boards, which may be accomplished by formal representation, membership on technical advisory committees, or other appropriate means. The local planning agency shall prepare the comprehensive plan or plan amendment after hearings to be held after public notice and shall make recommendations to the governing body regarding the adoption or amendment of the plan. The agency may be a local planning commission, the planning department of the local government, or other instrumentality, including a countywide planning entity established by special act or a council of local government officials created pursuant to s. 163.02, provided the composition of the council is fairly representative of all the governing bodies in the county or planning area; however: 

Educational Facilities Benefits District – this change allows for the intent to create the district but retains the authority of the local school district over the educational facility.  A charter school may still be allowed within the educational facilities benefit district under the same rules that apply to other charter schools.

F.S. 1013.355(3)(b)

Creation of any educational facilities benefit district shall be conditioned upon the consent of the district school board, all local general purpose governments within whose jurisdiction any portion of the educational facilities benefit district is located, and all landowners within the district.  The membership of the governing board of any educational facilities benefits district shall include representation of be the district school board, each cooperating local general purposed government, and the landowners within the district.  In the case of an educational facilities benefit district’s decision to create a charter school, the board of directors of the charter school may constitute the members of the government board for the educational facilities benefit district.

Capital Funding - $41 million in the 05-06 appropriation does not address any of the infrastructure backlog that exists with school construction.  $41 million can address 1 high school or 2 middle schools or 3 elementary schools.  This may address the backlog in one Florida county but doesn’t begin to address the remaining 66 counties.  And if $41 million is shared amongst the 67 counties then it doesn’t even address the lost student stations at one elementary school due to class size reduction. Additionally, the Classroom for Kids program is a capital program to address the impact of class size reduction, not growth.  A new program should be created to address the intent of this legislation.  Schools should get the same funding as transportation.

The School Board of Volusia County lost 8000+ seats due to class size reduction.  Under Classrooms for Kids, the State of Florida has provided the district with $15 million that will replace 1200 of these 8000 student seats.  Volusia County is experiencing a student growth of approximately 1300 new student/year.

F.S. 1013.65(2) (a) 4(b) The sum of $575 million of such funds shall be appropriated annually for the expenditure to fund Childrens’ Concurrency Classrooms ……………..
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*This is a compilation from numerous FAPA members and does not necessarily reflect the position of the Florida Chapter of the American Planning Association.  

