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What is School Concurrency?
Requirement that adequate school 
capacity be available to support the 
impact of residential development.



Why should we do School 
Concurrency?

Accountability for new residential
Collaborative mapping/data gathering
Regulatory oversight/monitoring
Joint planning to meet future student 
growth 



History of Concurrency
1985 – Local Government Comprehensive 
Planning and Land Development 
Regulation Act 
Mandated concurrency for:
– Potable Water and Wastewater
– Drainage
– Solid Waste
– Traffic (Roads)
– Parks and Recreation



School Concurrency 
Optional vs. Mandatory

Optional:
– 1998 Legislation
– Adopted by Palm Beach County
Mandatory:
– 2005 Legislation (S.B. 360) 
– Adoption by 2008



Penalties for Non-Compliance

The school board is subject to 
sanctions which withhold State funds 
for school construction. 

The local government would be 
prohibited from adopting 
comprehensive plan amendments that 
increase residential density. 



School Concurrency Update

As part of SB360, all non-exempt local 
governments must adopt school concurrency 
by 2008 (Town of Orchid is exempt)

The Department of Community Affairs 
(DCA) selected Indian River County as one 
of six Pilot Project communities to fast track 
draft school concurrency documents 

The Pilot Project required work completion 
by June 1, 2006, with several items required 
for submission in the interim to DCA



Required Documents

The DCA requires the Pilot Project Communities to 
prepare the following draft documents:

Interlocal Agreement for Coordinated Planning and 
School Concurrency
Public School Facilities Element
Intergovernmental Coordination Element 
Capital Improvement Element



Required 
Data and Analysis 

Becomes part of the 
Public School 
Facilities Element

Composed of both 
school and 
municipal related 
data.



School Related Data

School capacity
Projected enrollment
Student generation rates
School facility demands
Capital costs for school 
improvements



School District Five-Year 
Capital Facilities Plan

Financially feasible plan demonstrates:
– Funding availability 
– Adopted level of service will be achieved and 

maintained
– Student enrollment projections are anticipated
– Capacity needs identified
– School modernization/replacement projects
– School utilization maximized
– General long term conditions planned



Municipal Data

Residential development activity
Population growth and projections
Capital improvement projects

• Roads, water, sewer, drainage, sidewalks
Co-location opportunities

• Schools, parks, libraries, community 
centers -location opportunities



Data and Analysis 
Results

An integrated school and municipal 
planning effort
An assessment of the impact of 
residential growth on the school system
Level of service established
A process to ensure financial feasibility 
and maintain the adopted level of 
service 



Level of Service Standard
Sets uniform standards district-wide 
for each school type
Uses school facility capacity 
Based on financially feasible capital 
plan
Adopted in the PSFE and CIE
Tiered to address backlogged 
demand and meet future LOS



Proposed Tier

100%100%100%100%100%100%High

100%100%100%100%100%125%Middle

100%100%100%100%160%160%Elementary

2013-142012-132011-122010-112009-102008-09Facility Type

TIERED LEVEL OF SERVICE - SCHOOL YEAR 2008-2013



School Concurrency Components

Comprehensive
Plan

Updates and 
Additions 

Implementation
Ordinance

Updated
Interlocal

Agreement



Public School Facilities 
Element (PSFE)

Required new comprehensive plan element

– Based on data and analysis
– Establishes goals, objectives, and policies 

consistent with the ILA 
– Addresses level of service; concurrency service 

areas; proportionate share mitigation; capital 
improvements; coordinated planning and 
emergency preparedness 

– Includes map series



Capital Improvements (CIE) 
and Intergovernmental 

Coordination (ICE) Elements
CIE
– Updated annually to include School District

Five-Year Capital Improvement Program and 
Estimated Revenue Summary 

– Demonstrates financial feasibility
– Achieves and maintains adopted LOS

ICE
– Updated to include coordination procedures with the 

School District



Interlocal Agreement (ILA)
Updated Interlocal Agreement to address 163.31777(2), F.S.

– Level of service standards
– Financially feasible school capital program
– School concurrency service areas defined
– Coordinated student projections 
– Development review procedures
– School siting criteria
– Co-location of public facilities
– Proportionate share mitigation process
– Monitoring and evaluation



Residential Review Process 

Residential application submitted to local government for 
review
Local government deems application sufficient 
Application transmitted to School District for review
School District:

• Calculates the number of new students generated
• Applies the number of new students to SSAB
• Determines capacity availability in SSAB

– Adjacent SSA review (if necessary)
• Allows negotiation for proportionate share mitigation
• Issues School Concurrency Determination Letter to local 

government
Local government completes the development review process



Service Area Boundaries

Boundaries are defined:
– Less than District-wide
– Based on school attendance boundaries

Schools must maximize utilization





Adjacent / Contiguous
Service Area Review
Required when school concurrency 
is applied less than district-wide
– Used when there is no capacity 

available in the initial service area
– Reviewed for available capacity
– Development impacts shifted where 

capacity is available



The Availability Standard
A local government may not deny a residential 
application on the basis of school concurrency if 
adequate school facilities will be in place or under 
actual construction within three years of the 
anticipated project approval date.

School concurrency may be satisfied if the 
developer executes a legally binding commitment 
providing mitigation proportionate to the demand 
created by its development

163.3180.13(e) F.S.



Proportionate Share 
Mitigation 

Mitigation options may include:
– Donation of land/buildings
– Renovation of existing school facilities
– Construction of permanent student stations
– Construction of schools in advance of the time set 

forth in School District’s 5 year plan
– Financial contribution/mitigation bank

Must be directed toward a capacity project identified 
in the School District Five-Year Capital Plan and 
satisfy the demands created by the development



School Concurrency Benefits

Accountability for new residential
Collaborative mapping/data gathering
Regulatory oversight/monitoring
Joint planning to meet future student 
growth 



Proposed School Concurrency 
Implementation Schedule

Reach Consensus on Draft Documents
• September 2006

Interlocal Agreement
• Adopt – November 2007
• Effective Date – February 2008

Public School Facilities Element
• Adopt – August 2007
• Effective Date – February 2008

Capital Improvements Element
• Adopt – August 2007
• Effective Date – February 2008

Intergovernmental Coordination Element
• Adopt – August 2007
• Effective Date – February 2008

School Concurrency Effective March 1, 2008



Additional Information
Jeanne Mills, JD, AICP
Jeanne Mills and Associates, LC
jeannemills@adelphia.net
(561)213-6931

David DeYoung, AICP
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
david.deyoung@kimley-horn.com
(561)840-0291
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