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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

On June 18, 2008, the Attorney General of the State of Florida in accordance 

with Article IV, Section 10 of the Florida Constitution and Section 16.061, Florida 

Statutes (2007), requested that the Supreme Court issue a written opinion on the 

validity of an initiative petition to amend the constitution to place a 1.35% cap on 

real property taxes imposed by local governments (Appendix 1). The complete 

text of the proposed amendment reads as follows: 

Article VII, Section 9 of the State Constitution is amended by adding a new 
Paragraph (c) to read: 

ARTICLE VII FINANCE AND TAXATION 

Section 9. Local taxes. - 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision contained in this 
Constitution, the maximum amount of all ad valorem taxes collected 
by counties, school districts, municipalities, and special districts on 
any parcel of real property shall not, when combined, exceed 1.35% 
of the parcel's highest taxable value. The term "taxable value" refers 
to the value of real property to which millage rates are applied. The 
Legislature shall, by general law, provide for the distribution of tax 
revenues derived from parcels for which the combined ad valorem tax 
levies exceed 1.35% of the parcel's highest taxable value. This 
subsection does not apply to ad valorem taxes levied for the payment 
of bonds issued pursuant to Section 12 of this Article or levied for 
periods not longer than two years when authorized by a vote of the 
electors. 



The ballot title and summary for the proposed amendment read as follows: 

Ballot Title: 

1.35% property tax cap, unless voter approved. 

Ballot Summary: 

Provides that the total property tax on any parcel of real property shall 
never exceed 1.35% of the highest taxable value of the property. This 
property tax limit shall apply to all property taxes except property 
taxes approved by voters. Distribution of revenue from parcels that 
have reached the 1.35% limit shall be determined by general law. 
Does not amend Save Our Homes, the Homestead Exemption, or any 
other exemption. 

In response to the Attorney General's request, the Florida Supreme Court 

issued an interlocutory order establishing a briefing schedule for interested parties 

and setting a date for oral argument. 

The Florida Association of Counties, Inc. is a non-partisan statewide 

association, dedicated to representing, researching, and reporting for county 

government in Florida. It was organized specifically to protect, promote and 

improve the mutual interests of all counties within the state of Florida. 

The Florida League of Cities, Inc., is a Florida corporation composed of 

more than 397 municipalities in the State of Florida. The principal purposes of the 

League are the general improvement of municipal government, its efficient 

administration, and the promotion of the welfare of the citizens in municipalities 

throughout the State of Florida. 



The Florida School Boards Association, Inc., is a corporate body 

representing the interests of school boards in the State of Florida. The association 

has been the collective voice for all school board members since 1930. The 

principal purpose of the Association is to promote and improve public education in 

Florida, its academic excellence and the health, safety and welfare of all children 

attending Florida's public schools. To this end, the Association provides school 

board members professional development, legal and technical assistance, and a 

statewide network of educational services. 

These non-profit corporations are interested parties because the issues in this 

case are of great public concern as they seriously impact every county, city and 

school board within the state and their fundamental constitutional powers. 

PREFACE 

At the outset, it's difficult to understand how the amendment is supposed to 

work. The Financial Impact Statement interprets its effect as follows: (Appendix 2, 

Pages 5 and 6). 

The proposed amendment limits the combined amount of ad valorem 
taxes that can be collected by counties, school districts, municipalities, 
and special districts on any parcel of real property. The combined 
amount of property taxes collected on an individual parcel of property 
may not exceed 1.35 percent (the equivalent of 13.5 mills) of the 
parcel's highest taxable value... 

While the proposed amendment limits the amount of ad valorem taxes 
that may be collected from a property owner, the taxes levied by 
multiple taxing entities on a single parcel may exceed 1.35 percent of 



the parcel's highest taxable value. If that situation occurs, the 
allowable tax revenues collected (in other words, the dollars available 
under the 1.35% limitation) from the parcel owner will be distributed 
to the taxing authorities levying taxes on the property as provided by 
general law. 

If this is a correct interpretation, in those counties in which the combined millages 

are now exceeding 13.5 mills, it is unlikely that the several taxing authorities will 

be able to agree on a combined millage reduced to that level. Therefore, it will be 

up to the legislature to dictate how much each of the authorities in each of those 

counties will ultimately receive from local property taxes. 

SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

All proposals to amend the constitution by citizens' initiative except for 

those limiting the power of government to raise revenue must embrace only one 

subject and matter directly connected therewith. The exception for initiatives 

which limit the power of government to raise revenue does not apply to initiatives 

that combine revenue limitation with other subjects. 

The Supreme Court made this crystal clear in Advisory Opinion to the Atty. 

Gen. Re: People's Property Rights Amendments, 699 So.2d 1304 (Ra. 1997) when 

it struck down an initiative to amend the constitution to require voter approval of 

all new state, local or other taxes. In response to the sponsor's contention that the 

initiative came within the exception of the single subject requirement, the Court 

pointed out that an initiative could only fall within this exception if it were limited 



solely to the power of government to raise revenue. The Court held that the 

exception does not authorize revenue-limitation initiatives which substantially 

change the powers or functions of more than a single level of government or a 

single branch of government. The Court struck down the initiative requiring a 

referendum for any new taxes because it impacted more then one level of 

government and more than one branch of government. 

The analysis employed Peoples' Property Rights Amendment is fully 

applicable to the 1.35% property tax cap initiative. The impact on the home-rule 

powers and budgeting process of counties and cities and the constitutional 

obligations of school boards to operate the public schools will be affected in even 

greater degree than those described in Peoples' Property Rights Amendment. 

Moreover, the powers and functions of the legislature and executive branches of 

government will be substantially impacted. 

The initiative is also defective in another particular. It has long been held by 

the Supreme Court that citizens' initiatives must identify those sections of the 

constitution which are being amended. The 1.35% property tax cap initiative 

would amend at least five different sections of the constitution, yet none of these 

sections are identified. The sentence in the amendment which says 

"Notwithstanding any other provision contained in this constitution" suggests only 



that the constitution is being amended.    The voters are left to wonder which 

sections are being changed. 

Furthermore, the ballot summary is misleading and fails to advise all voters 

of the substance and effect of the amendment. The first sentence says that property 

taxes will never exceed 1.35% of the highest taxable value of the property, yet, the 

second sentence states that this limitation does not apply to property taxes 

approved by voters. In addition, the third sentence of the ballot summary seems to 

say that the legislature is empowered to distribute all revenue above the 1.35% cap 

which is contrary to the interpretation given to the amendment in the Fiscal Impact 

Statement. 

The amendment states that it becomes effective "Notwithstanding any other 

provision contained in this constitution". Therefore, inasmuch as the Homestead 

Exemption is in the constitution, it could not be considered in determining the 

highest taxable value to which the millage must be applied. Consequently, the 

ballot summary incorrectly states that the initiative does not amend the Homestead 

Exemption. 

The ballot summary is also misleading because it uses the term "exemption" 

and fails to define it. The Supreme court in Peoples' Property Rights Amendment, 

699 So.2d 1304 (Fla. 1997) held that a ballot summary was misleading for using 



the word "exemption" without explaining the difference between an exemption and 

an immunity from taxation. 

In addition, the ballot summary fails to point out that the amendment does 

not apply to the payment of bonds pursuant to Article VII, Section 12 of the 

constitution. Moreover, the voters are not told that the millage cap would apply to 

the Certificates of Participation which school boards issue to fund the construction 

of schools. Furthermore, the ballot summary states that the property tax limits do 

not apply to property taxes approved by the voters, but fails to tell the voters that 

such taxes may only extend for periods of two years. 

Finally, the legal analysis which requires a proposed amendment to identify 

those sections of the constitution being amended also pertains to ballot summaries. 

While there are numerous sections of the constitution which would be amended by 

this initiative, the voters have no way of knowing this because none of them are 

identified in the ballot summary. 

The 1.35% tax cap initiative should be stricken for violation of the single 

subject rule and because the ballot summary fails to fairly describe its substance 

and the effect. 



STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Supreme Court's review of initiative petitions is limited to determining 

whether the proposed amendment complies with the single subject requirement of 

Article IV, Section 10 and whether the ballot summary provides fair notice of its 

meaning and effect. Advisory Opinion to Atty. Gen. Regarding Discrimination, 

632 So.2d 1078 (Fla. 1994). Therefore, the standard of review is de novo. 

ARGUMENT 

I.      THE PROPOSED 1.35% PROPERTY TAX CAP AMENDMENT 
VIOLATES THE SINGLE-SUBJECT RESTRICTION OF THE FLORIDA 
CONSTITUTION. 

Article XI, Section 3 of the Florida Constitution provides in pertinent part: 

The power to propose the revision or amendment of any portion or 
portions of this constitution by initiative is reserved to the people, 
provided that any such revision or amendment, except for those 
limiting the power of government to raise revenue, shall embrace but 
one subject and matter directly connected therewith. 

While the Constitution provides four different amendment procedures, the 

framers of Article XI imposed the single-subject rule only on the initiative 

procedure. In mandating such an extraordinary requirement, the framers 

recognized that the initiative procedure is the only method of amending the Florida 

Constitution in which the people of Florida are not represented in the drafting of 

the proposed amendment Fine v. Firestone, 448 So.2d 984, 988 (Fla. 1984). 



Unlike the other amendment methods, an initiative proposal is drafted without 

public scrutiny or debate. Id. at 448 So.2d at 988-89. The filtering or "opportunity 

for input in the drafting of a proposal" does not exist under the initiative process 

and "is one of the reasons the initiative process is restricted to single-subject 

changes in the state constitution." Id. at 988. To safeguard against multiple 

constitutional revisions by a single citizen initiative, this Court has declared that 

the "single-subject provision is a rule of restraint designed to insulate Florida's 

organic law from precipitous and cataclysmic change." Advisory Opinion to the 

Attorney General - Save Our Everglades Trust Fund, 636 So.2d 1336, 139 (Fla. 

1994). 

The sponsor of this amendment will likely argue that the single-subject rule 

is inapplicable to the amendment because of the exception for initiatives which 

limit the power of government to raise revenue. However, the Florida Supreme 

Court has made it clear that when a revenue raising limitation initiative also affects 

other subject matters the single-subject rule applies. 

In Advisory Opinion to the Attorney General re People's Property Rights 

Amendments, 699 So.2d 1304 (Fla. 1997), the Supreme Court addressed an 

initiative petition to amend the constitution to require voter approval of all new 

state, local or other taxes. The sponsor contended that this initiative came within 

the exception to the single-subject requirement for initiatives which limits the 

9 



power of government to raise revenue. In response to this argument, the Court 

pointed out that in order to meet this exception, an initiative's focus must be limited 

solely to the power of government to raise revenue. The Court stated: 

If the initiative combines revenue limitation and other subjects, then it 
must comply with the single-subject requirement. Id. The exception 
does not authorize revenue-limitation initiatives which substantially 
change the powers or functions of more than a single level or branch 
of government. Rather, we constnie the exception to only remove the 
single-subject requirement for initiatives which involve methods of 
revenue rising. [Footnote omitted].1 

The Court then went on to explain that the initiative requiring voter approval 

of new taxes would have a significant impact on the home-rule powers granted 

local government and would substantially affect the budgeting process of local 

governments. As the Court pointed out: 

[11] We find that this initiative affects subjects other than methods of 
revenue raising. When considering a similar initiative petition in Tax. 
Limitation /, we noted that an initiative requiring voter approval for 
new taxes will have significant impact on the home-rule powers 
granted to local government in our present constitution. Id. At 492-
93; cf. Harris v. City ofSarasota, 132 Fla. 568, 576, 181 So. 366, 369 
(1938) ("Taxation is essential to the maintenance of sovereign 
government...."). This home-rule power is derived from Article VIII, 
Florida Constitution ("Local Government"), and from article VII, 
section 9, Florida Constitution ("Local Taxes"). Chapter 200, Florida 
Statutes (1995), provides a framework for local governments to 

1   This was not an unexpected ruling. In the case which approved the initiative that 
created the revenue limitation exception, the Court stated "this proposed 
constitutional amendment would eliminate the single-subject requirement of Article 
XI, Section 3, for initiatives that deal solely with limiting the power of government 
and to raise revenue." Advisory Opinion to the Attorney General Re Tax, 544 So.2d 
486, 496 (Ha. 1994). (Emphasis supplied). 
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determine millages and to hold public hearings on the proposed 
budgets. Once a preliminary budget is adopted and a tentative millage 
set, the millage-determination procedures of chapter 200 require 
additional notice and public hearings before a final budget is adopted 
and a final millage rate determined. This initiative would change this 
process. Therefore, the initiative concerns not only revenue-raising 
but also the local government budgeting process, a process which is 
constitutionally grounded. 

The Court further found that the initiative affected both the executive and 

legislative branches of government in that the Governor and Cabinet constituting 

the State Board of Education supervises the operation of public schools and the 

legislature determines how much money to spend on education each year. Thus, 

the Court held that because the amendment impacted more than one level of 

government and more than one branch of government, it did not fall within the 

revenue raising exception and that it violated the single-subject rule. 

The 1.35% property tax cap amendment would have a greater effect on the 

powers and functions of the several levels of government and the several branches 

of government than the initiative which was stricken in People's Property Rights 

Amendments. With respect to the levels of government, the amendment will have a 

cataclysmic effect on the counties, the cities and the school boards, as well as the 

special districts. The statewide average of the combined millage is now 17 mills, 

though the rates vary widely throughout the state. According to the Financial 

Impact Statement, local real estate taxes would be reduced by at least 6 billion 

dollars in the year immediately following adoption of the amendment, but the 

11 



reduction is likely to be greater (Appendix 2, page 2). Of course, the Legislature 

would also be dramatically affected because it will not only have to allocate local 

property taxes, but it would be called upon to make up the shortfall in revenue 

incurred by all levels of local government. 

The counties' ability to cut expenses is already handicapped by various 

federal mandates imposed upon them. In addition, they are required to fund the 

offices of the sheriff and the supervisor of elections and partially fund other 

constitutional officers, the salaries of which are set by statute. 

The loss of revenue from real estate taxes would necessarily result in 

substantially reduced police, fire, sanitation, utility, recreation and other city 

services which their residents expect and require from their government. 

The legislature requires school boards to levy a specified millage (required 

local effort) in order for them to participate in the state allocation of funds for 

education. §1011.71, Fla. Stat. Since the required local effort makes up nearly 

two-thirds of all K-12 funding, the substantial reduction in millage likely to result 

from this initiative would have disastrous consequences. 

Furthermore, should this amendment pass, it could be difficult for the 

counties, cities and school boards to comply with the "Truth In Millage" (Trim) 

procedures and deadlines required by Chapter 200, Florida Statutes (2007). As in 

the case of the initiative in People's Property Rights Amendments, this initiative 

12 



would have a drastic effect on the home rule powers and budgeting process of the 

counties, cities and school boards. Surely, this amendment substantially impacts 

more than one level of government. 

The amendment will also substantially affect more than one branch of 

government. The effect on the legislative branches of state and local government 

is obvious. In the executive branch, a major reduction of local government 

personnel will be required and the ability of those remaining will be limited in their 

ability to carry out their responsibilities. On the state level, as in People's Property 

Rights Amendment, the Governor and Cabinet constituting the State Board of 

Education will be substantially affected because of the amendment's impact on 

education. Even the judicial branch will be substantially affected because the 

millage reduction will limit the counties' ability to comply with the requirement to 

furnish the physical facilities and related infrastructure for the judiciary. Art. V, 

§ 14, Fla. Const. 

The proposed initiative is also invalid because it fails to identify the articles 

or sections of the constitution directly affected by the amendment. As the Supreme 

Court explained in Fine v. Firestone, 448 So.2d 984 (Fla. 1984): 

Although an initiative petition under the present constitution may 
amend multiple sections of the constitution as long as the proposal 
contains a single subject, an initiative proposal should identify the 
articles or sections of the constitution substantially affected. This is 
necessary for the public to be able to comprehend the contemplated 
changes in the constitution and to avoid leaving to this Court the 

13 



responsibility of interpreting the initiative proposal to determine what 
sections and articles are substantially affected by the proposal. The 
problem of conflicting provisions resulting from the adoption of an 
initiative proposal cannot be satisfactorily addressed by the 
application of the principle of constitutional construction that the most 
recent amendment necessarily supersedes any existing provisions 
which are in conflict. 

Subsequently, in Advisory Opinion to the Attorney General re Tax, 644 

So.2d 486 (Fla.1994)2, the Supreme Court struck down an initiative which would 

require voter approval for all new taxes, because it substantially affected Article 

VII, Section 9, of the constitution but failed to identify it as being amended. As the 

Court explained: 

Section 9 is both a grant and a limitation on the authority of local 
governmental entities to tax. It is directly interrelated to the home-
rule powers contained in article VIII, and provides that, when 
authorized by law and without voter approval, counties may tax for 
county purposes up to ten mills; municipalities may tax for municipal 
purposes up to ten mills; and school boards may tax for school 
purposes up to ten mills. Provisions are also made for water 
management districts and special districts.... 

There is no question that this proposed initiative amendment 
eliminates the ten-mill authorization without voter approval.... 

The "Voter Approval of New Taxes" initiative substantially affects 
article VII, section 9, without identifying it... . 

2 This was an earlier decision involving a similarly worded initiative which was also 
stricken in People's Property Rights Amendment, 699 So.2d 1304 (Ha. 1997). 
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The 1.35% property tax cap amendment clearly infringes upon the county 

home-rule provisions of article VIII, section 1.   The counties in this state derive 

their powers from the Florida Constitution.   For the 19 chartered counties, their 

powers flow directly from Article VIII, Section I(g) of the Constitution.    See 

McCloud v. Orange County, 645 So.2d 411 (Fla.  1994).    No state legislative 

action is required for these counties to be empowered with "all powers of local 

self-government."    See Id.   For the remaining counties, the Florida Constitution, 

through article VIII, section I(f), grants them "such powers of self-government" as 

prescribed   by   law.      The   Florida   Legislature   has   fully   implemented   this 

constitutional provision for non-chartered counties, "securing] for all counties the 

broadest exercise of home-rule powers authorized by the State Constitution." See § 

125.01(3)(b), Fla. Stat. (1997); see also State v. Orange County, 281 So.2d 310 

(Fla. 1973).  These broad home-rule powers have been time and again recognized 

by the courts and have become an integral part of the fabric of this State. There is 

no mention of Article VIII, Section 1 in the amendment. 

Likewise, the 1.35% property tax cap amendment substantially affects 

municipalities in Florida which also derive their powers from the Florida 

Constitution. Article VIII, section 2(b) directly grants municipalities' 

"governmental, corporate and proprietary powers to enable them to conduct 

municipal government, perform municipal functions and render municipal services 

15 



..." Id. As with counties, this direct grant of power authorizes municipalities to 

legislate by ordinance for any municipal purpose so long as it is not inconsistent 

with general or special law. See State v. Sunrise, 354 So.2d 1206 (Fla. 1978); see 

also § 166.21, Fla. Stat. (2008). There is no mention of Article VIII, Section 2 in 

the amendment. 

School boards are also constitutionally grounded. Article IX, Section 1 

states that the education of children is a fundamental value and that adequate 

provision must be made for the education of all children within the state. Article 

IX, Section 4, charges the school boards to operate, control and supervise all free 

public schools. The 1.35% property tax cap amendment impinges upon the school 

boards' constitutional responsibility. There is no mention of Article XI, Section 1, 

in the amendment. 

The Fiscal Impact Statement suggested three potential options which the 

Legislature might choose to implement the proposed amendment. (Appendix 2, 

pages 6 - 8). Two of the three options could result in properties with equal taxable 

value paying different amounts of taxes. This would violate Article VII, Section 2, 

of the constitution which requires ad valorem taxation to be at a uniform rate. 

There is no mention of Article VII, Section 2 in the amendment. 
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Thus, it is obvious that several significant sections of the constitution will be 

necessarily affected by the 1.35% property tax cap amendment, yet none of them 

are identified. 

That portion of the amendment which states "Notwithstanding any other 

provision in this constitution" is meaningless. It admits that the constitution is 

being amended but doesn't tell what sections are affected. While at one time the 

Supreme Court in Floridians Against Casino Takeover v. Let's Help Florida, 363 

So.2d 819 (Fla. 1976) had stated that an amendment necessarily supersedes 

existing provisions which are in conflict, the Court later explicitly receded from 

that position and held that initiatives "should identify the articles or sections of the 

constitution substantially affected. Fine v. Firestone, 448 So.2d 984, 989 (Fla. 

1984). 

II.      THE BALLOT SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT is AMBIGUOUS 
AND MISLEADING 

One of the Court's responsibilities is to review of a citizen's initiative 

petition to determine if the ballot title summary language is clear and 

unambiguous. Thus, Section 101.161(1), Florida Statutes (2007) states in pertinent 

part: 

Whenever a constitutional amendment or other public measure is 
submitted to the vote of the people, the substance of such amendment 
or other public measure shall be printed in clear and unambiguous 
language on the ballot. 

17 



The objective of this statute is "to provide fair notice of the content of the 

proposed amendment so that the voter will not be mislead as to its purpose, and 

can cast an intelligent and informed ballot." See Advisory Op. to the Atty. Gen. re: 

Term Limits Pledge, 718 So.2d 798, 803 (Fla. 1998). The ballot summary is 

defective if it omits material facts necessary to make the summary not misleading. 

Advisory Op to the Atty. Gen. re: Limited Political Terms and Certain Elected 

Offices, 592 So. 225 (Fla. 1991). The ballot title and summary of the 1.35% 

property tax cap amendment fails these requirements for several reasons: 

1. The ballot summary is ambiguous. In the first sentence it says that the 

property tax on any parcel of real estate should "never" exceed 1.35% of the 

highest taxable value of the property, yet the second sentence says that the 

limitation does not apply to property taxes approved by the voters.  The Attorney 

General noted this ambiguity in his letter to the Supreme Court. (Appendix 1). 

2. While the first sentence of the ballot summary indicates that the total 

property tax shall never exceed 1.35%, the third sentence appears to say that the 

legislature is empowered by general law to distribute revenues above the 1.35% 

cap. However, the Fiscal Impact Statement interprets the amendment to mean that 

only taxes based upon 13.5 mills may be collected, but if the combined levels 

reach that amount,  the distribution of the taxes  will be determined by the 

legislature. (Appendix 2, pages 5 and 6). This inconsistency between the language 
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in the summary and the amendment leaves the voters confused about whether they 

are voting on a 1.35% cap on property tax rates, or they are authorizing the 

legislature to distribute the revenue above the cap. 

3. The ballot summary indicates that the amendment "does not amend 

Save Our Homes, the Homestead Exemption, or any other exemption.   Yet the 

amendment itself notwithstands any other provision of the constitution, which 

includes, among other exemptions, the $25,000 homestead exemption for school 

purposes   and  the   $50,000  homestead  exemption  for  county  and  municipal 

purposes.    Thus, the voters may be deprived of benefits of the Homestead 

Exemption without knowing it. 

4. The ballot summary is misleading because it fails to define the term 

"any other "exemption".    In People's Property Rights Amendments, 699 So.2d 

1304, 1311 (Fla.  1997) the ballot summary for a proposed amendment which 

would require a referendum to raise new taxes specified that the term "new taxes" 

would include the elimination of exemptions.   The Supreme Court held that the 

ballot summary was misleading because the voting public would not readily 

understand the distinction between an exemption and an immunity from taxation. 

5. The amendment specifies that the 1.35% cap would not apply to ad 

valorem taxes levied for the payment of bonds issued pursuant to Article VII, 

Section 12, but this would not exclude from the cap the millage which School 
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Boards use to pay the Certificates of Participation that have been issued to fund 

school construction pursuant to Sections 1003.02(l)(f), 1011.71 and 1013 Florida 

Statutes (2007). None of this is mentioned in the ballot summary. 

6. The ballot summary is misleading because  it states that the property 

tax limits do not apply to property taxes approved by voters, but fails to point out 

that any property taxes approved by voters cannot extend for periods of longer than 

two years. 

7. The legal analysis which requires a proposed amendment to identify 

which sections of the constitution are being amended that is discussed earlier in 

this brief is equally applicable to ballot summaries. In Florida League of Cities v. 

Smith, 607 So.2d 397 (Fla. 1992), this Court reviewed a proposal that restricted 

increases in the assessed value of homestead property for ad valorem tax purposes. 

The League of Cities  argued that the amendment triggered a constitutional 

provision repealing the homestead exemption in the event the constitution was 

amended to limit homestead valuation. 607 So.2d at 398. This Court held that the 

amendment did not trigger the other constitutional provisions repealing the 

homestead exemption, but indicated that if it had, the court would have stricken the 

proposal because the summary failed to disclose this collateral effect to the voters. 

Id. at 399.   This principle was subsequently reaffirmed when the Supreme Court 

noted "Identifying an existing section of the constitution that is affected is also 
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important with regard to the clarity requirement of section 101.161." Advisory 

Opinion to the Attorney General re Tax Limitation, 644 So.2d 486, 490, n.l (Fla. 

1994). 

Provisions of the constitution substantially affected by the 1.35% tax cap 

amendment include: Article VII, Section 2 (providing for uniform taxation). 

Article VII, Section 9(b) local taxing authority shall be authorized by law to levy 

ad valorem taxes not to exceed 10 mils). Article VIII, Sections 1 and 2 (city and 

county home-rule powers). Article IX, Section 1 (Uniform Systems of Free Public 

Schools). Article IX, Section 4(b) (School Board shall determine rate of School 

District taxes). None of these sections are identified in the ballot summary. 

The foregoing points, both individually and collectively, demonstrate that 

the ballot summary does not fairly inform the voters of the substance and effect of 

this amendment. See Askew v. Firestone, 421 So.2d 151, 156 (Fla., 1992) ("The 

problem, therefore, lies not with what the summary says, but rather with what it 

does not say"). 

CONCLUSION 

The breath of the 1.35% property tax cap initiative with its potential 

for disruption of local government provides an excellent example for why 

the constitution imposes the single subject rule on citizens' initiatives. 
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Moreover, the ballot summary is misleading and fails to fairly describe its 

content and effect. For the many reasons addressed in this brief, the 

proposed amendment should be stricken. 

Respectfully submitted this 15th day of July, 2008. 
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June 18, 2008 

The Honorable R. Fred Lewis 
Chief Justice, and Justices of The 
Supreme Court of Florida The 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1925 

Dear Chief Justice Lewis and Justices: 

In accordance with the provisions of Article IV, section 10, Florida 
Constitution, and section 16.061, Florida Statutes, the Attorney General is 
responsible for petitioning this Honorable Court for a written opinion as to the 
validity of an initiative petition circulated pursuant to Article XI, section 3, Florida 
Constitution. 

On May 22, 2008, this office received a letter from the Secretary of State 
advising this office that the initiative petition seeking to amend the Florida 
Constitution to establish a 1.35% property tax cap, unless otherwise approved by 
voters, had met the registration, submission, and signature criteria set forth in 
section 15.21, Florida Statutes. Pursuant to Rule 9.510(b), Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure, a petition by this office must contain, in addition to the 
language of the initiative, the following information: 

1. The name of the sponsor and address: The sponsor of the initiative is Cut 
Property Taxes Now, Inc., 433 Oak Avenue, Panama City Beach, Florida 32401. 

2. The name and address of the sponsor's attorney, if the sponsor is 
represented: Mr. John French, 1531 Live Oak Drive, Tallahassee, Florida 32301. 

3. A statement as to whether the sponsor has obtained the requisite number of 
signatures to have the initiative placed on the ballot: As of May 19, 2008, the 
sponsor had not obtained the necessary number of signatures to place the 
initiative on the ballot. 

4. The current status of the signature collection process: The Secretary of State 
in his May 19, 2008, letter states that as of that date the Supervisors of Elections 
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have certified a total of 101,842 valid petition signatures to the Division of 
Elections in the Department of State. 

5. The date of the election during which the sponsor is planning to submit the 
proposed amendment: The date is unknown. 

6. The last possible date that the ballot for the target election can be printed in 
order to be ready for the election: Since the date of the election in which the 
sponsor is planning to submit the proposed amendment is unknown, this date is 
also unknown. 

7. A statement identifying the date by which the Financial Impact Statement will 
be filed, if the Financial Impact Statement is not filed concurrently with the 
request: The Secretary of State has advised this office that a letter was sent to 
the Financial Impact Estimating Conference on May 19, 2008. 

8. The names and complete mailing addresses of all of the parties who are to be 
served: Section 16.061(2), Florida Statutes, requires that a copy of the petition 
be provided to the Secretary of State and to the principal officer of the sponsor: 

Mr. Lee Sullivan Mr. Kurt S. Browning 
Chair, Cut Property Taxes Now, Inc.       Florida Department of State 
433 Oak Avenue R. A. Gray Building, Room 316 
Panama City Beach, Florida 32401        500 South Bronough Street 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 

As noted above, the name and address for the sponsor's attorney is: 

Mr. John French 1531 Live 
Oak Drive Tallahassee, 
Florida 32301 

While not required by law, this office provides copies of the petition to: 

The Honorable Charlie Crist The Honorable Ken Pruitt 
Governor, State of Florida President, Florida Senate 
The Capitol 312 Senate Office Building 
400 South Monroe Street 404 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001 Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100 
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The Honorable Marco Rubio 
Speaker, Florida House of Representatives 
420 The Capitol 
402 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1300 

No other parties are known at this time. 

The full text of the proposed amendment states: 

Aricle VII, Section 9 of the State Constitution is amended by adding a 
new Paragraph (c) to read: 

ARTICLE VII FINANCE AND TAXATION 
Section 9. Local taxes.— 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision contained in this Constitution, 
the maximum amount of all ad valorem taxes collected by counties, 
school districts, municipalities, and special districts on any parcel of 
real property shall not, when combined, exceed 1.35% of the parcel's 
highest taxable value. The term "taxable value" refers to the value of 
real property to which millage rates are applied. The Legislature shall, 
by general law, provide for the distribution of tax revenues derived 
from parcels for which the combined ad valorem tax levies exceed 
1.35% of the parcel's highest taxable value. This subsection does not 
apply to ad valorem taxes levied for the payment of bonds issued 
pursuant to Section 12 of this Article or levied for periods not longer 
than two years when authorized by a vote of the electors. 

The ballot title for the proposed amendment is "1.35% property tax cap, 
unless voter approved." The ballot summary for the proposed amendment 
states: 

Provides that the property tax on any parcel of real property shall 
never exceed 1.35% of the highest taxable value of the property. 
This property tax limit shall apply to all property taxes except 
property taxes approved by voters. Distribution of revenue from 
parcels that have reached the 1.35% limit shall be determined by 
general law. Does not amend Save Our Homes, the Homestead 
Exemption, or any other exemption. 
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Single Subject Article XI, section 3, 

Florida Constitution, provides in relevant part: 

The power to propose the revision or amendment of any portion or 
portions of this constitution by initiative is reserved to the people, 
provided that, any such revision or amendment, except for those 
limiting the power of government to raise revenue, shall embrace but 
one subject and matter directly connected therewith. 

The single-subject provision "is a rule of restraint designed to insulate 
Florida's organic law from precipitous and cataclysmic change." Advisory 
Opinion to the Attorney General-Save Our Everglades, 636 So. 2d 1336, 1339 
(Fla. 1994); Advisory Opinion to the Attorney General-Tax Limitation, 644 So. 2d 
486, 490 (Fla. 1994). 

To comply with the single-subject requirement, an initiative must manifest 
a "logical and natural oneness of purpose." Fine v. Firestone, 448 So. 2d 984, 
990 (Fla. 1984). This Court stated in Advisory Opinion to the Attorney General-
Restricts Laws Related to Discrimination, 632 So. 2d 1018, 1020 (Fla. 1994), that 
"[t]o ascertain whether the necessary 'oneness of purpose' exists, we must 
consider whether the proposal affects separate functions of government and how 
the proposal affects other provisions of the constitution." 

As was recognized by this Court in Advisory Opinion to the Attorney 
General Re: Additional Homestead Tax Exemption, 800 So. 2d 646 (Fla. 2004), 
however, there is a threshold issue as to whether the single-subject rule applies 
to the proposed amendment.   Section 3, Article XI, exempts from the single-
subject rule proposed amendments limiting the power of government to raise 
revenue. "In order to meet this exception, the initiative's focus must be limited 
solely to the power of government to raise revenue." Advisory Opinion to Attorney 
General re People's Property Rights Amendments, 699 So. 2d 1304, 1310 (Fla. 
1997). Here, the initiative's focus is to limit the ability of local governments and 
special districts to raise revenue by restricting the percentage of ad valorem taxes 
which may be imposed on real property. Cf. Advisory Opinion to Attorney General 
re Tax Limitation, 673 So. 2d 864, 865 (Fla. 1996) (finding that an initiative 
requiring a two-thirds vote for new constitutionally imposed state taxes or fees fell 
within this exception to the single-subject rule). It would appear that the proposed 
amendment may fall within the exception to the single-subject rule. 
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Should this Honorable Court determine that the proposed initiative does 
not fall within the exemption in section 3, Article XI, State Constitution, for 
amendments limiting the power of government to raise revenue, it is requested 
that this Court consider whether the initiative otherwise complies with the single-
subject requirement contained therein. 

Ballot Title and Summary 

Section 16.061, Florida Statutes, requires the Attorney General's Office to 
petition this Honorable Court for an advisory opinion as to whether the proposed 
ballot title and summary comply with section 101.161, Florida Statutes. 

Section 101.161(1), Florida Statutes, provides in relevant part: 

Whenever a constitutional amendment. . .  is submitted to the vote of 
the people, the substance of such amendment. .. shall be printed in 
clear and unambiguous language on the ballot. . . .  The substance 
of the amendment. . . shall be an explanatory statement, not 
exceeding 75 words in length, of the chief purpose of the measure. 
The ballot title shall consist of a caption, not exceeding 15 words in 
length, by which the measure is commonly referred to or spoken of. 

This Court has stated on several occasions "that the ballot [must] be fair 
and advise the voter sufficiently to enable him intelligently to cast his ballot." 
Askew v. Firestone, 421 So. 2d 151, 155 (Fla. 1982), quoting, Hill v. Milander, 72 
So. 2d 796, 798 (Fla. 1954). While the ballot title and summary must state in 
clear and unambiguous language the chief purpose of the measure, they need 
not explain every detail or ramification of the proposed amendment. Carroll v. 
Firestone, 497 So. 2d 1204, 1206 (Fla. 1986); Advisory Opinion to the Attorney 
General-Limited Political Terms in Certain Elective Offices, 592 So. 2d 225, 228 
(Fla. 1991). However, the ballot must give the voter fair notice of the decision he 
must make. Askew v. Firestone, supra at 155. This Court has stated that the 
purpose of section 101.161, Florida Statutes, is to ensure that the voters are 
advised of the true meaning of an amendment. 

The chief purpose of this initiative is to limit the amount of ad valorem 
taxation that may be imposed upon real property in this state. The ballot 
summary contains 69 words and the ballot title does not exceed 15 words. The 
ballot title reflects that there will be a 1.35% property tax cap, unless otherwise 
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approved by the electorate. The summary further explains that the property tax 
on any parcel of real property shall "never" exceed 1.35% of the highest taxable 
value of the property, while stating in the next sentence that the limitation does 
not apply to property taxes approved by voters. Thus, the ballot title and 
summary may be misleading to the voters. 

Therefore, I respectfully request this Honorable Court to consider whether 
the ballot title and summary of the proposed constitutional amendment clearly 
and unambiguously informs the voter of the substance of the amendment, as 
required by section 101.161(1), Florida Statutes. 

Sincerely, 

Bill McCollum 
Attorney General 

BM/tls 



INITIATIVE FINANCIAL INFORMATION STATEMENT 1.35% 
PROPERTY TAX CAP, UNLESS VOTER APPROVED 

SUMMARY OF INITIATIVE FINANCIAL INFORMATION STATEMENT 

The Florida Constitution generally provides that schools, counties, and municipalities collectively 
may levy property tax rates of up to 30 mills (or 3%) on the taxable value of property. Ten mills 
(1%) may be levied for county, municipal or school purposes, respectively. In addition, special 
districts may levy a rate authorized by law and approved by the voters, and up to 1 m ill may be 
levied for water management purposes except in northwest Florida where the limit is 0.05 mill. 
Counties, municipalities, and school districts may levy additional millage rates to repay bonds or 
for a period not to exceed two years if the voters approve the additional millage. 

The proposed amendment limits the amount of property taxes that may be collected from any 
parcel of real property to 1.35% (the equivalent of 13.5 mills) of a parcel's highest taxable value. 
The limitation does not apply to taxes levied to repay bonds or for a period not to exceed two 
years, if the voters approve the additional millage. 

The proposed impact is based on the following: 

• An analysis was prepared of the reduction in property tax revenues from those parcels of 
property that pay taxes exceeding 1.35% of the property's highest taxable value. The 
estimated annual statewide reduction from those parcels is at least $6 bill ion beginning 
in 2011. This estimate assumes tax rates remain the same as they were in 2008 for 
school taxes and in 2007 for all other taxes. 

• This amount represents the minimum reduction expected from the amendment. A 
higher amount is likely, but cannot be determined because it depends on how the 
Legislature implements the amendment. Numerous options exist for implementation. 

• How the actual reduction will affect types of governments as a group and units of 
government individually cannot be determined, because it depends on legislative 
implementation. For example, the Legislature could choose to distribute the reduction 
proportionally among all affected governments. Alternatively, the Legislature could 
choose to prioritize which types of governments will continue to receive the same level of 
property tax revenues and which types will bear the reduction.  Numerous other options 
exist. 

• Local government expenditures will be reduced unless replacement revenues are 
enacted. 

• State government will incur some costs to implement the amendment, but the costs are 
not likely to be significant. 

• State government revenues are not affected, since the state does not levy property 
taxes. However, to the extent that the amendment's implementation reduces the 
amount of property tax revenues used to fund school districts, the state will have to 
provide replacement revenues or reduce the total amount of revenues received by 
school districts. 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
The amendment will reduce annual total school, county, municipal and special district 
property tax revenues by at least $6 billion, or 17%, based on 2007 (non-school) and 
2008 (school) tax rates. Legislative implementation will likely produce greater reductions 
and will determine how each type and unit of local government is affected, but these 
impacts cannot be determined without legislative action. Local government expenditures 
be reduced unless replacement revenues are enacted. 

ANALYSIS 

A. Text of the Proposed Amendment 

Ballot Title: 

7.35% property tax cap, unless voter approved 

Ballot Summary: 

Provides that the total property tax on any parcel of real property shall never exceed 
1.35% of the highest taxable value of the property.  This property tax limit shall apply to all 
property taxes except property taxes approved by voters. Distribution of revenue from 
parcels that have reached the 1.35% limit shall be determined by general law. Does not 
amend Save Our Homes, the Homestead Exemption, or any other exemption. 

Full Text of Proposed Amendment: 

Article VII, Section 9 of the State Constitution is amended by adding a new 

Paragraph (c) to read: 

ARTICLE VII FINANCE AND TAXATION 

SECTION 9. Local taxes.— 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision contained in this Constitution, the 
maximum amount of all ad valorem taxes collected by counties, school districts, 
municipalities, and special districts on any parcel of real property shall not, when 
combined, exceed 1.35% of the parcel's highest taxable value.  The term "taxable value" 
refers to the value of real property to which millage rates are applied.  The Legislature 
shall, by general law, provide for the distribution of tax revenues derived from the parcels 
for which the combined ad valorem tax levies exceed 1.35% of the parcel's highest 
taxable value.  This subsection does not apply to ad valorem taxes levied for the 
payment of bonds issued pursuant to Section 12 of this Article or levied for periods not 
longer than two years when authorized by a vote of the electors. 



B. Background 

Section 100.371(6)(a), Florida Statutes, requires the Financial Impact Estimating 
Conference (FIEC) to "complete an analysis and financial impact statement to be placed 
on the ballot of the estimated increase or decrease in any revenue or costs to the state 
or local governments resulting from the proposed initiative." 

As part of its deliberations to determine the fiscal impact of the proposed amendment, the 
FIEC held five public meetings on May 20 and 29, and June 11,19 and 27, 2008. The 
FIEC did not receive any testimony or written information from the proponents or 
opponents of the initiative. Technical assistance was provided by the Department of 
Revenue. 

C. Current Situation 

Ad Valorem Taxation Generally 

The Florida Constitution reserves ad valorem taxation to local governments and 
prohibits the state from levying ad valorem taxes on real and tangible personal property.1 
The property tax is the largest single tax revenue source for local governments in 
Florida, with approximately $31 billion levied in FY2007-08. This was a 1.87 percent 
increase over FY2006-07. 

The ad valorem tax is an annual tax levied by counties, municipalities, school districts, 
and some special districts. The amount of tax levied is based on the taxable value of real 
and tangible personal property as of January 1 of each year and the tax rate (millage 
rate) applied to such value. 

The "taxable value" of real and tangible personal property is the fair market value, or just 
value, of real and tangible personal property adjusted for any exclusions, differentials, or 
exemptions allowed by the constitution and the statutes.2 The Florida Constitution strictly 
limits the Legislature's authority to provide exemptions or adjustments to fair market 
value. 

The Florida Constitution provides several tax preferences for homestead property. These 
preferences include: (1) an exemption equal to $25,000 of the property's value 
applicable to all taxes; (2) an exemption equal to an additional $25,000 of the property's 
value between $50,000 and $75,000 applicable to all taxes except school district taxes; 
(3) a limit on annual assessment increases equal to the lower of the change in the 
Consumer Price Index or 3% (Save Our Homes); and (4) the ability for a homeowner to 

1 Art. VII, sec. l(a), Fla. Const. 
2 Sections 192.001(2) and (16) define the terms "assessed value" and "taxable value." 



transfer the Save Our Homes benefit to a new homestead (Portability). In addition, 
certain taxpayers are entitled to receive additional exemptions for their homesteads.3 

Properties that are not homesteads also receive preferences. For example, property 
used for an agricultural purpose is assessed based on its use for agriculture as opposed 
to its fair market value. Other nonhomestead properties have their annual assessment 
increases limited to 10%.4 

Because some of the exemptions and differentials are limited to certain types of taxing 
authorities,5 a parcel of property may have different taxable values for school taxes, 
municipal taxes and county taxes. 

Property tax rates, or millage rates,6 are set by each taxing authority and vary throughout 
the state. The Florida Constitution limits the millage rates that may be levied. With 
certain exceptions for millage levies approved by the voters, counties, cities, and school 
districts are each limited to 10 mills (or 1 percent). Up to 1 mill may be levied for water 
management purposes except in northwest Florida where the limit is 0.05 mill.lnd 
ependent special district millage rates are limited by the law establishing such districts 
and must be approved by the voters within the district. Dependent special district millage 
rates are included in the limitation applicable to the authority to which they are 
dependent. Local voters, by referendum, may authorize additional mills to be levied 
above the ten mill limitation to repay bonds to finance capital projects and for other 
purposes for a period of not longer than two years. Counties providing municipal services 
may also levy up to an additional ten mills above the ten mill county limitation within 
those areas receiving municipal-type services.7 

Additionally, school districts are subject to specific statutory requirements regarding 
property taxes in order to be eligible to participate in the state K-12 funding program 
(FEFP).8 

Other local governments are also subject to property tax limitations. In 2007, the 
Legislature enacted statutory changes that required most county, municipal, and special 

3 See Article VII, Section 3 and 6, Florida Constitution ($500 Widow's and Widower's Exemption; $500 Disability 
Exemption; $5,000 Disability Exemption for Ex-Service Members; $500 Exemption for Blind Persons; Service 
Connected Total and Permanent Disability Exemption; Exemption for Totally and Permanently Disabled Persons; 
and, Additional Homestead Exemption for Persons 65 and Older). 

4 See Article VII, Sections 4 (a), (0 and (g), Florida Constitution 

5 See, for example, the provisions of Article VII, Sections 3 (c) and (e); 4 (d), (e), (f) and (g); and 6 (a) and (d). 

6 A tax rate of one mill may be expressed as $1 per $1,000 or .1%. 
7 Article VII, Section 9(b), Florida Constitution 
8 See Section 1011.71.F.S. 



district governments to reduce their 2007-08 tax rates below their "rolled back rates."9 

Exceptions were made for certain fiscally limited governments and for certain types of 
activities. Local governments were allowed to override the prescribed rate reductions 
by extraordinary votes of their governing boards or by referenda of the electorate. For 
fiscal year 2008-09 and beyond, the same legislation limited growth in each county's, 
municipality's, or independent special district's property tax levies to growth in state per 
capita personal income plus growth attributable to the value of net new construction 
added to the tax roll each year. Again, overrides of the limitation are allowed by certain 
extraordinary votes or referenda. 

Further, the Florida Constitution requires that "all ad valorem taxation shall be at a 
uniform rate within each taxing unit. . ."11 Generally, this requirement means that a 
taxing authority may not levy different rates on property located in different geographic 
areas within the taxing authority nor levy different rates on different types of property. 

Finally, the Florida Constitution requires that the Legislature provide by law for a 
uniform, efficient, safe, secure and high quality system of free public schools.12 The 
Legislature accomplishes this by providing for the funding of public schools through a 
combination of ad valorem taxes and other state revenues. 

Combined millage rates, that is, the total of all the millage rates that apply to the taxable 
value of each parcel of property, vary greatly throughout the state. For example, 
combined millage rates applicable to some properties in Glades County exceed 26 mills 
(2.6%) while combined millage rates in some areas of Monroe County are 
approximately 6 mills (0.6%). A similar disparity may occur within a county. For 
example, in Dade County, combined millage rates range from 16 mills (1.6%) to 25 mills 
(2.5%). 

D. Effect of Proposed Amendment 

Local Governments 

The proposed amendment limits the combined amount of ad valorem taxes that can be 
collected by counties, school districts, municipalities, and special districts on any parcel 
of real property. The combined amount of property taxes collected on an individual 
parcel of property may not exceed 1.35 percent (the equivalent of 13.5 mills) of the 
parcel's highest taxable value. The 1.35 percent limitation, however, does not apply to: 

9 The rolled back rate is the tax rate that will produce for the current year the same amount of tax revenue that was 
produced the previous year, after making allowances for some tax base changes. See section 200.065(1), F.S. 

10 See Sections 200.065(5) and 200.185, F.S. 

" Article VII, Section 2, Florida Constitution 12 

Article IX, Section l(a), Florida Constitution 



o   Ad valorem taxes levied for the payment of bonds maturing more than 12 months 
after issuance that are issued to finance or refinance capital projects authorized 
by law with the approval of the voters; or 

o   Ad valorem taxes levied for periods not longer than two years when authorized by 
a vote of the electors. 

The proposed amendment also requires the Legislature to enact general laws governing 
the distribution of tax revenues derived from parcels for which the combined ad valorem 
tax levies exceed 1.35 percent of the parcel's highest taxable value. While the 
proposed amendment limits the amount of ad valorem taxes that may be collected from a 
property owner, the taxes levied by multiple taxing entities on a single parcel may 
exceed 1.35 percent of the parcel's highest taxable value. If that situation occurs, the 
allowable tax revenues collected (in other words, the dollars available under the 1.35% 
limitation) from the parcel owner will be distributed to the taxing authorities levying taxes 
on the property as provided by general law. 

The effect of this amendment on the revenues received by local governments cannot be 
fully known until the Legislature acts. In implementing the amendment, the Legislature 
will have to consider a number of issues, including the interaction between this 
amendment and other constitutional provisions, and a number of policy questions 
regarding the use of property tax as a source of local government revenue. 

Among other things, the proposed amendment does not explicitly change the current 
constitutional millage limitations and uniform rate requirement.13 However, the proposed 
amendment contains the phrase "notwithstanding any other provision of this 
constitution." In implementing the amendment, the Legislature, and possibly the courts, 
will have to decide whether the current constitutional provisions have continuing validity 
and need to be harmonized with the proposed amendment or whether they have been 
overridden by the proposed amendment. 

These constitutional requirements are two of the many issues the Legislature will have to 
consider. For example, some implementation options will result in some similarly priced 
parcels of property paying more than others for the same government services based 
solely on where the property is located within a county or another taxing authority. Other 
options avoid this outcome, but increase the magnitude of the impacts on affected local 
governments. 

Described below, for illustrative purposes only, are three potential implementation 
options among the numerous alternatives which the Legislature might choose to 
implement. They are used here only to highlight some of the issues discussed above that 
the Legislature will have to consider when implementing the proposed amendment. Each 
of these options also lends itself to a number of variations and combinations.14 

13 See Article VII, Sections 2 and 9(b), Florida Constitution 

14 There are numerous other options the Legislature could choose to implement. For example, the Legislature could 
choose to eliminate or merge some special districts that rely on property taxes for funding, or could grant them 
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The implementation examples are discussed in the context of a hypothetical parcel of 
property. For example, assume that a municipality, a county and a school district each 
levy 6 mills on a parcel of real property with a highest taxable value of $200,000,15 for a 
combined levy of 18 mills (or 1.8%).16 The amendment, would limit the taxes that can 
be collected on that parcel to 1.35% of the parcel's highest taxable value. 

Distribution of Revenues - Pro Rata Option 

Under this option, taxes collected would be distributed to taxing authorities based on 
their pro rata share of total taxes levied. 

Taxes levied on the property would be $3,600 ($200,000 X .018). Under the proposed 
amendment, taxes collected from the property will be limited to 1.35% of $200,000, or 
$2,700. Under this structure, each of the three taxing authorities would receive one-
third of the taxes collected from the property, or $900, representing 75% of the taxes 
levied by each of them. Similarly, each taxing authority would have a pro rata share of 
the revenue reduction. 

This option can lead to properties with equal taxable values paying different amount of 
taxes for the same government services. A property with the same taxable value of 
$200,000 located in the unincorporated area of the county (therefore not subject to 
municipal taxes) would be subject to a tax levy of 12 mills (1.2%) and taxes collected 
from the property would not be limited, since they do not exceed 1.35% of the highest 
taxable value. This property will pay $1,200 each to the county and the school district, 
compared to the property located within the municipality that only paid $900 to each. 

Distribution of Revenues - Priority Option 

Under this option, the Legislature would prioritize the order in which each taxing 
authority would collect its levied taxes until the 1.35% limit is reached. Once the limit is 
reached, the taxing authorities beyond the limit would receive nothing from the specific 
parcel. For example, the Legislature could determine that school district taxes are 
collected first, followed by county taxes, municipal taxes, water management districts, 
other multi-county districts, fire districts, and other special districts, in that order. Under 
this option, the school district and the county would receive the full amount of taxes they 
levied. The municipality however would only receive the equivalent of 1.5 mills, instead 

authority to levy a different tax. Similarly, the Legislature could choose to structure a system that prioritizes which 
government services can be funded with property taxes. The available options are indeterminable at this time. 

15 For purposes of this example the highest taxable value is also the taxable value applicable to all taxing authorities. 

16 The parcel of property in this example would also be subject to at least one special district millage levy, i.e., water 
management districts, and maybe more depending on the location of the property. 



of the 6 mills it levied. (Note: if other special districts also levied taxes on this parcel of 
property, they would receive nothing). 

Like the pro rata option, this option could lead to equally valued properties paying 
different taxes for the same government services. For example, if one property is 
located within a municipality and the other is not, the property within the municipality 
may reach its limit without having made a contribution to a county-wide or multi-county 
special district, while the property outside the municipality will make a contribution to the 
special district. 

Moreover, the types of government receiving low priority will be disproportionately 
affected. In a number of areas in Florida, the combination of school millage rates with 
either the municipal or county millage rates will exhaust the 1.35% limit. Wherever this 
happens, the remaining taxing authorities will not receive any revenue from that 
property. 

New Statewide Millage Caps 

Under this option, the Legislature would set maximum statewide millage rates for each 
type of taxing authority so that the total allowable tax rate could not exceed 13.5 mills. 
For example, 4 mills each for county purposes, municipal purposes and school 
purposes, and limits for special districts that when combined would not exceed 1.5 mills. 
This option would avoid the situation inherent in the previous two options that could 
result in a parcel of property contributing more for a government service than another 
equally valued property located in a different area. Alternatively, the statewide millage 
caps could be proportional to current statewide aggregate levies by the various types of 
local governments. In either case, the revenue reductions to local governments would 
tend to be significantly larger than the pro rata or priority options as described above. 

State Government 

The amendment will not have a direct effect on state government revenues, since the 
state does not levy property taxes. However, the state has the constitutional 
responsibility to provide for a uniform system of public schools. To the extent that the 
amendment's implementation reduces the amount of property tax revenues used to fund 
school districts, the state will have to provide replacement revenues or reduce the total 
amount of revenues received by school districts. 

Moreover, an unknown number of state laws, rules and policies may be affected by the 
specific option chosen by the Legislature. Most of this impact - while not quantifiable -
would fall on the Legislature and the Department of Revenue, the state agency 
responsible for property tax oversight. The development, production, and legal costs to 
the state are expected to be insignificant relative to the overall recurring impact on local 
property tax revenues. 
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It is also likely that the state's Truth in Millage (TRIM) process will have to be modified, 
primarily affecting local governments. The TRIM process currently consists of two 
public hearings to adopt the tentative and final budgets and the required millage rates to 
fund them; the TRIM notice (Notice of Proposed Property Taxes) mailed out to 
taxpayers; and, newspaper advertisements. The timetable and form of each of these 
components is tightly prescribed by law. Because the final action is in the form of two 
votes, first to adopt the millage rate and then to adopt the budget, the amendment's 
emphasis on "levies" will make the existing process unworkable for many of the 
alternatives. The costs associated with a significant change in TRIM procedures cannot 
be quantified - either positively or negatively. 

E. Fiscal Impact of Proposed Amendment 

Because the full effect of the proposed amendment will not be known until the 
Legislature implements it, the probable fiscal impact of the amendment cannot be 
determined at this time. However, the amendment will result in an estimated annual 
property tax reduction of at least $6 billion statewide, beginning in 2011. This amount 
represents the minimum impact the proposed amendment will have regardless of how 
the Legislature chooses to implement it. Due to the nature of the amendment and the 
changes that will be needed for implementation, the FIEC believes that the impact of the 
amendment, once implemented, will be higher than the minimum impact by an amount 
that cannot be determined at this time. 

In addition to the minimum impact, the FIEC developed impacts for four potential 
implementation options. These impacts were developed solely to provide information 
regarding the magnitude of potential impacts. As mentioned earlier, the FIEC has not 
determined that any of these four options is more likely than any other option. Many 
options will be available to the Legislature and it is impossible to predict what the 
Legislature is likely to do. 

Methodology 

The estimates of the 1.35 percent cap were developed as follows. 

Taxable Value 

A forecast of school and county taxable value17 was developed using 2007 parcel-level 
data obtained from the Florida Department of Revenue. These forecasts generally use 
the aggregate growth patterns adopted by the 2008 Spring Ad Valorem Estimating 
Conference. The forecasts extend to the year 2013. 

The forecasts of school and county taxable values were grouped by millage group 
codes. These codes represent geographical boundaries within which all parcels are 

17 County taxable value is defined to be school taxable value minus the additional $25,000 homestead exemption 
afforded to homeowners as a result of the passage of Amendment 1. 



subject to the same combined tax rates. For example, a millage code group located in 
County A pays county, municipality, school and water management district taxes; 
another millage code group located in County A pays county, school, and water 
management and fire district taxes. 

Tax Rates 

Tax rates by taxing authority were obtained from the counties and reflect 2007 rates18. 
School-related millage rates reflect the 2008 rates derived from the 2008 Legislative 
Session. Tax rates associated with debt were not included. 

Each millage group comprises a set of actual tax rates. For example, millage group 
code XYZ in county X might contain the following millage rates: 

School 
Required Local Effort (RLE) 5.00 
Discretionary 0.55 
Non-voted improvement 0.21 

County 
Total operating 10.00 

Municipality 
Total operating 5.00 
MSTU _____________________ 1.5019 
TOTAL 22.26 

Estimated Levies Under Current Law 

Estimated levies under current law were constructed by merging estimated taxable 
values with tax rates by millage code group. The product of taxable value and tax rates 
equals the estimated levy. School millage rates were applied to school taxable value. 
Nonschool millage rates were applied to county taxable value. For instance, the 
estimated levy for millage code group XYZ would be derived as follows (the following 
values are in dollars). 

 

18 The collection of tax rates by county was a coordinated effort between the Department of Revenue and the 
Finance and Economic Analysis Unit in the Governor's Office of Policy and Budget. 

19 Municipal Service Taxing Unit tax rates are set and imposed by the County government. Since this tax rate is for 
the provision of municipal services and falls within the constitutional 10-mill limit for municipal purposes, it is 
combined with municipal tax rates for purposes of determining fiscal impacts. 
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Fiscal Impacts 

A. Minimum Impact 

The proposed constitutional amendment reads, "...the maximum amount of all ad 
valorem taxes collected by counties, school districts, municipalities, and special districts 
on any parcel of real property shall not, when combined, exceed 1.35% of the parcel's 
highest taxable value." The highest taxable value for any parcel is presumed to be 
school taxable value. 

The minimum estimated impact for any particular parcel is calculated as the capped levy 
less the levy based on current millage rates. 

This methodology produces an annual statewide reduction in property tax revenues for 
counties, municipalities, school districts and special districts combined of approximately 
$6 billion beginning in 2011. A county-by-county estimate is set forth in Table 3 of the 
Appendix.20 

8. Implementation: Distribution Options of the Minimum Impact 

1. Pro Rata Distribution 

Under this option, taxes collected are distributed to taxing authorities based on their pro 
rata share of total taxes levied on each affected parcel. 

This methodology distributes the minimum statewide impact among local governments 
as shown in Table 6 of the Appendix. 

2. Priority Distribution 

Under this option, the Legislature prioritizes the distribution of taxes collected based on 
the types of government for affected parcels. The priority order for this estimate is 
schools, counties, municipalities, and special districts. 

This methodology distributes the minimum statewide impact among local governments 
as shown in Table 7 of the Appendix. 

20 The $6 billion is a result of the adjustment for the 10% assessment limitation on non-homestead property and is not 
included in the county-by-county estimates. 
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APPENDIX 

Revenue Estimate of the 1.35 Percent Tax Cap on Collections per parcel 
 ________________________ June 30, 2008 ________________________  

Table 1: Simulated Taxable Value Growth, Real Property Only 
(millions of dollars)* 

 

Year School Taxable 
Value

School Taxable 
Value - 2nd HX

Old Levy Capped Levy Difference in 
Levies*

2007 1,709,358 1,709,358 28,536 22,424 -6,112
2008 1,742,220 1,648,722 28,257 22,819 -5,420
2009 1,775,455 1,678,880 28,886 23,283 -5,583
2010 1,869,116 1,769,111 30,423 24,520 -5,884
2011 1 ,990,743 1,887,226 32,412 26,120 -6,274
2012 2,135,175 2,030.984 34,794 28,019 -6,757
2013 2,296,703 2,188,944 37,424 30,141 -7,266

"Difference in Levies" are not exact differences. 
Growth Rates 

 

2008 1 .9% -3.5% -1.0% 1 .8% -11.3%
2009 1.9% 1 .8% 2.2% 2.0% 3.0%
2010 5.3% 5.4% 5.3% 5.3% 5.4%
2011 6.5% 6.7% 6.5% 6.5% 6.6%
2012 7.3% 7.6% 7.3% 7.3% 7.7%
2013 7.6% 7.8% 7.6% 7.6% 7.5%

Comparison of School Taxable Value Growth Rates

riRFf: Srhnnl Tavahlp Valuta  Tnta! 
10%   - - D Simulated School Taxable Value 

13 REC School Taxable Value, Real Property 

6% 

4% 

 
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

 

Table 2: Simulation and Policy Alternatives, Aggregate Fiscal Impact 
(millions of dollars) 
Total 
Policy Type 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Minimum Impact -5.419.7 -5,583.3 -5,883.8 -6,273.8 -6,756.7 -7,265.8

4, 4, 4 and 1.5 Millage Caps* -9,986.0 -10,210.8 -10,718.1 -11,367.7 -12,135.1 -12,977.5
Proportional Millage Caps* -8,164.5 -8,351.2 -8,750.4 -9,2606 -9,864.1 -10,520.7

* Includes an estimate for the effect of the loss In revenue associated with tangible personal property. 

Ten Percent Nonhomestead Assessment Cap Adjustment 

 

Policy Type 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
(factor) 0.7% 2.8% 49% 6.7% 8.2%
Minimum Impact -39.1 -164.7 -307.4 -452.7 -595.8
4,4, 4 and 1.5 Millage Cap  s -71.5 -300.1 -557.0 -813.1 -1,064.2
Proportional Millage Caps -585 -245.0 -453.8 -660.9 -8627

Adjusted Total 
Policy Type 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Minimum Impact -5,419.7 -5,544.3 -5,719.1 -5,9663 -6.304.0 -6.670.0
4, 4, 4 and 1.5 Millage Cap  s -9,986.0 -10,139.3 -10,418.0 -10,810.7 -11,322.0 -11,913.4
Proportional Millage Caps -8,164.5 -8,292.8 -8,505.4 -8,806.8 -9,2032 -9,6580
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Revenue Estimate of the 1.35 Percent Tax Cap on Collections per parcel 
 ________________________ June 30, 2008 ________________________  

Table 3: Minimum Impact (real property) 
(millions of dollars) 

 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Statewide -5,419.7 -5,683.3 -5,883.8 -6,273.8 -6,756.7 -7,265.8

Alachua -77.1 -79.8 -84.8 -90,7 -97.7 -105.5
Baker -2.0 -2.0 -2.2 -24 -2.6 -2.9
Bay -1.7 -1.4 -1.4 -1.5 -1.5 -1.4
Bradford -3.1 -32 -3.3 -3.6 -4.0 -4.5
Brevard -92.7 -95.5 -101.7 -109.5 -119.8 -130.9
Broward -971.2 -1,003.6 -1,045.9 -1,096.0 -1,154.0 -1,213.4
Calhoun -1.0 -1.0 -1.2 -1.3 -1.  4 -1.5
Charl te ot -0.7 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -06 -0.5
Citru  s -20.2 -20.0 -21 0 -22.6 -24.8 -26.9
Clay -9.2 -9.5 -10.5 -11.7 -13.5 -15.2
Collier -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1
Columbia -11.9 -12.3 -13.1 -14.2 -15.5 -16.9
Dade -1,208.6 -1,285.0 -1,356.5 -1,440.0 -1,538.9 -1,648.4
DeS  oto -3.2 -3.2 -3.4 -3.8 -4.2 -4.6
Dixie -4.3 -4.5 -4.8 -5.3 -5.9 -6.6
Duval -131.1 -138.1 -147.9 -159.8 -174.4 -189.5
Escambia -28.5 -27.9 -28.9 -30.6 -33.0 -35.5
Flagler -7.2 -6.8 -7.1 -7.5 -8.4 -9.0
Franklin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gadsde  n -4.2 -4.4 -4.7 -5.1 -5.8 -6.4
Gilchrist -2.2 -2.4 -2.7 -3.1 -3.6 -4.1
Glad s e -5.0 -5.6 -6.6 -7.8 -9.0 -10.8
Gulf -0.5 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4
Hamilto  n -2.2 -2.3 -2.5 -2.8 -3.0 -3.3
Hardee -3.4 -3.7 -4.2 -4.9 -5.5 -6.2
Hendry -11.7 -12.1 -13.2 -14.6 -16.7 -18.7
Hernando -19.6 -18.7 -19.8 -21.4 -23.9 -26.5
Highlands -14.4 -14.1 -14.7 -15.6 -17.0 -18.5
Hillsbor uo gh -528.0 -569.4 -608.7 -654.3 -707.9 -765.8
Holmes -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.5 -0.5
Indian River -5.4 -5.0 -5.1 -52 -5.6 -6.0
Jackson -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5
Jefferson -1.4 -1.6 -1.7 -1.9 -2.0 -22
Lafa tte ye -0.5 -0.6 -0.7 -0.8 -0.9 -1.0
Lak  e -49.9 -56.7 -62.4 -686 -76.3 -84.2
Lee -152.1 -144.4 -152.0 -164.6 -182.8 -201.9
Leon -49.0 •52.0 -54.9 -58.2 -62.5 -67.0
Levy -6.3 -6.6 -7.0 -7.7 -8.4 -9.1
Liberty -0.8 -0.8 -0.9 -1.0 -1.1 -1.3
Madison -1.6 -1.6 -1.7 -1.8 -1.9 -2.0
Manat e e -63.4 -60.6 -63.6 -68.0 -74.1 -80.6
Marion -20.8 -21.2 -23.0 -25.5 -28.9 -32.5
Martin -14.1 -13.5 -14.4 -15.7 -17.4 -19.2
Monroe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nassau -12.1 -12.2 -12.9 -13.8 -15.0 -16.2
Okaloosa -43 -3.9 -3.9 -4.0 -4.1 -4.1
Okeech bee o -2.0 -22 -2.3 -2.3 -2.4 -26
Orange -258.5 -268.7 -284.4 -310.1 -335.0 -361.1
Osceola -28.1 -28.5 -30.9 -33.9 -38.2 -427
Palm Beach -616.0 -620.3 -652.8 -698.7 -756.7 -818.7
Pasco -14.8 -14.2 -15.1 -16.6 -19.2 -21.8
Pine as ll -423.6 -420.0 -435.5 -458.7 -487.7 -520.0
Polk -95.3 -96.7 -101.8 -108.3 -117.2 -126.2
Putnam -15.2 -14.8 -15.3 -16.0 -17.1 -18.1
St. John  s -22.8 -23.4 -25,3 -27.7 -30.7 -34.1
St. Lucie -135.8 -129.9 -136.8 -148.7 -171.  7 -188.6
Santa Ro  sa -2.8 -2.5 -2.5 -2.6 -28 -2.9
Sarasota -18.4 -15.8 -15,6 -15.7 -15.9 -16.0
Seminole -60.7 -60.7 -63,4 -67.6 -73.3 -79.4
Sumter -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.3
Suwan  nee -3.9 -3.9 -4.2 -4.5 -5.0 -5.5
Taylor -2.3 -2.3 -2.4 -2.5 -26 -2.7
Union -1.1 -1.2 -1.3 -1.5 -1.7 -1.9
Volusia -165.7 -163.9 -172,1 -184.0 -198.7 -214.4
Wakull  a -1.8 -1.9 -2.0 -2.1 -2.4 -2.6
Walton 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Washington -1.9 -1.9 -2,0 -2.1 -2.3 -25

Note: This estimate does not include an adjustment for the 10 assessment cap on nonhomestead property. 
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Revenue Estimate of the 1.35 Percent Tax Cap on Collections per parcel 
June 30, 2008 

Table 4: 4, 4,4 and 1.5 Millage Caps (real and tangible personal property) 
(millions of dollars) 

 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Statewide -9,986.0 -10,210.8 -10,718.1 -11,367.7 -12,135.1 -12,977.5

Alach a u -100.0 -103.3 -109.0 -115.7 -123.3 -132.1
Bak  er -5.5 -5.7 -6.1 -6.5 -7.0 -7.6
Bay -64.9 -62.2 -65.1 -69.2 -74.3 -79.9
Bradfor  d -8.3 -8.5 -8.9 -9.6 -10.5 -11.5
Brevard -214.3 -219.6 -231.5 -246.3 -263.8 -283.5
Broward -1,151.0 -1,186.3 -1,232.4 -1,286.2 -1,345.5 -1,408.4
Calhoun -3.4 -3.5 -3.9 -4.2 -4.5 -4.9
Charlotte -94.3 -92.9 -97.8 -104.7 -113.0 -122.2
Citru  s -72.9 -73.8 -77.3 -82.0 -87.8 -93.9
Clay -50.2 -51.9 -55.4 -59.7 -64.7 -70.5
Collier -96.0 -92.4 -97.4 -104.9 -114.0 -124.8
Columbia -26.3 -27.4 -29.2 -31.2 -33.8 -36.5
Dade -1,568.5 -1,661.2 -1,749.1 -1,850.6 -1,967.6 -2,098.7
DeSoto -12.1 -12.5 -13.3 -14.4 -15.5 -16.8
Dixie -7.9 -8.3 -8.9 -9.7 -10.7 -12.0
Ouval -464.9 -486.7 -516.6 -551.5 -592.0 -635.6
Escambia -118.4 -118.0 -122.3 -128.7 -136.6 -145.3
Flagler -42.8 -45.0 -49.5 -55.1 -62.0 -700
Franklin -0.8 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7
Gadsden -13.7 -14.2 -15.1 -16.2 -18.1 -19.5
Gilchrist -5.8 -6.3 -6.9 -7.7 -8.7 -9.7
Glades -7.9 -8.7 -10.1 -11.7 -13.4 -15.8
Gulf -3.8 -3.7 -3.8 -4.0 -4.1 -4.4
Hamilto  n -7.6 -7.9 -8.4 -9.0 -9.7 -10.3
Hardee -14.4 •15.1 -16.5 -18.0 -19.4 -20.9
Hendry -24.0 -24.8 -26.7 -28.9 -32.6 -35.9
Hernando -75.9 -74.3 -78.0 -83.5 -90.3 -97.9
Highlands -46.5 -46.0 -47.9 -50.5 -54.0 -57.7
Hillsborough -636.6 -681.3 -724.1 -773.2 -8288 -890.3
Holmes -3.2 -3.4 -3.6 -38 -4.1 -4.4
Indian R vei r -51.6 -51.1 -53.5 -56.7 -60.9 -65.2
Jackson -7.5 -7.9 -8.4 -9.0 -9.6 -10.3
Jefferson -52 -5.6 -60 -6.3 -6.9 -7.5
Lafa tte ye -2.1 -2.2 -25 -28 -3.1 -3.4
Lake -116.2 -128.1 -138.8 -150.4 -163.5 -178.1
Lee -383.6 -366.6 -381.6 -406.3 -437.7 -473.6
Leon -116.1 -122.2 -128.4 -135.4 -143.3 -152.5
Levy -17.9 -18.5 -19.8 -21.3 -22.9 -248
Liberty -2.8 -3.0 -32 -3.4 -3.8 -4.1
Madison -6.2 -6.4 -6.7 -7.0 -7.4 -7.9
Manat e e -189.3 -184.0 -192.1 -203.5 -217.5 -233.4
Marion -80.6 -82.8 -88.4 -95.4 -103.6 -113.1
Martin -63.7 -63.0 -66.0 -70.2 -75.2 -80.7
Monroe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nassau -38.8 -39.3 -41.4 -44.0 -47.1 -50.5
Okaloosa -71.7 -71.4 -74.7 -79.3 -84.9 -91.1
Okeech bee o -132 -13.4 -14.1 -15.1 -15.9 -17.2
Orange -655.4 -677.7 -710.9 -757.5 -806.9 -862.0
Osceola -1380 -141.9 -152.3 -165.8 -182.5 -201.7
Palm Beach -1,002.7 -1,003.2 -1,046.4 -1,106.2 -1.177.9 -1,256.6
Pasco -159.2 -159.0 -167.4 -178.7 -192.4 -207.7
Pinellas -5654 -561 .6 -580.1 -6068 -639.0 -675.1
Polk -254.9 -260.4 -2724 -287.5 -305.7 -324.9
Putnam -39.9 -39.4 -40.5 -42.3 -44.4 -46.7
St. John  s -139.2 -142.8 -152.2 -163.9 -177.1 -192.6
St. Lucie -195.9 -189.3 -198.2 -2136 -240.2 -261.1
Santa Ro  sa -50.3 -50.9 -53.6 -57.0 -61.0 -65.4
Sarasota -166.0 -160.7 -167.2 -177.2 -189.1 -202.5
Semino  le -191.7 -192.5 -200.5 -211 4 -224.2 -238.3
Sumter -30.1 -31.5 -33.6 -36.1 -39.2 -42.4
Suwannee -14.2 -14.4 -15.3 -16.4 -17.8 -19.3
Taylor -8.5 -8.5 -8.8 -9.1 -9.5 -10.0
Union -2.8 -2.9 -3.3 -3.7 -4.1 -4.4
Volusia -242.4 -241 .2 -251.7 -2666 -284 1 -303.6
Wakulla -11.6 -11.9 -12.6 -13.4 -14.4 -156
Walton -1.4 -1.4 -1.5 -1.6 -1.7 -1.8
Washington -8.0 -8.2 -8.6 -9.2 -9.8 -10.5

Note: This estimate does not include an adjustment for the 10 assessment cap on nonhomestead property 
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Revenue Estimate of the 1.35 Percent Tax Cap on Collections per parcel 
 ________________________ June 30, 2008 ________________________  

Table 5: Proportional Millage Caps (real and tangible personal property) 
(millions of dollars) 

 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Statewide -8,164.5 -8,351.2 -8,750.4 -9,260.6 -9,864.1 -10,520.7

Alachua -92.7 -959 -101.4 -107.8 -115.1 -123.5
Baker -4.3 -4.4 -4.7 -5.0 -5.4 -5.9
Bay -31.0 •29.2 -302 -31.8 -33.8 -35.8
Bradfor  d -6.6 -6.7 -7.0 -7.5 -8.2 -8.9
Brevard -160.0 -163.8 -172.3 -183.0 -195.8 -210.1
Broward -1,100.1 -1,136.0 -1,182.1 -1,236.1 -1,296.0 -1.359.3
Calhoun -2.6 -2.7 -3.0 -3.2 -3.5 -3.8
Charlotte -46.4 -45.6 -48.0 -51.3 -55.3 -59.7
Citrus -52.1 -52.6 -55.1 -58.4 -62.7 -67.0
Clay -48.9 -50.6 -54.0 -58.3 -63.4 -692
Collier -31.2 -28.7 -29.3 -30.5 -31.8 -33.3
Columbia -21.3 -22.1 -23.5 -25.0 -27.0 -29.1
Dade -1,449.3 -1,535.8 -1,617.6 -1,712.3 -1,821.7 -1,9442
DeSoto -8.6 -8.8 -9.4 -10.1 -10.8 -11.7
Dixie -6.6 -6.9 -7.3 -8.0 -8.8 -9.9
Duval -337.9 -353.3 -374.7 -399.9 -429.0 -460.3
Escam ia b -85.1 -84.8 -87.9 -92.5 -98.2 -104.5
Flagler -25.4 -26.1 -28.2 -30.8 -34.0 -37.7
Franklin -1.8 -1.6 -1.6 -1.6 -1.6 -1.6
Gadsde  n -10.3 -10.6 -11.3 -12.1 -13.5 -14.5
Gilchri  st -4.3 -4.7 -5.1 -5.7 -6.4 -7.2
Glades -6.4 -7.1 -8.3 -9.7 -11.1 -13.1
Gulf -2.3 -2.2 -2.2 -2.2 -2.0 -2.1
Hamilto  n -5.9 -6.2 -6.6 -7.1 -7.6 -8.1
Hardee -10.6 -11.1 -12.1 -13.2 -14.2 -15.3
Hendry -19.6 -20.2 -21.6 -233 -26.3 -28.9
Hernando -53.0 -51.7 -54.3 -58.0 -62.7 -67.9
Highlands -34.3 -338 -35.1 -369 -39.4 -420
Hillsborough -626.3 -670.7 -713.2 -762.0 -817.5 -8787
Holmes -2.2 -2.3 -2.5 -2.6 -29 -3.1
Indian River -35.8 -35.3 -36.9 -39.0 -41.9 -448
Jackson -4.  4 -4.6 -4.9 -5.2 -5.6 -6.0
Jefferson -39 -4.2 -4.5 -4.7 -5.1 -5.5
Lafayette -1.5 -1.6 -1.8 -2.0 -22 -2.5
Lake -87.7 -95.6 -102.6 -110.0 -1182 -127.3
Lee -275.9 -261.5 -270.6 -286.3 -306.8 -329.9
Leon -90.6 -94.8 -99.2 -104.1 -109.7 -116.1
Levy -13.3 -13.7 -14.6 -15.6 -16.  7 -18.0
Liberty -2.2 -2.3 -2.5 -2.7 -29 -3.2
Madison -4.5 -4.6 -4.8 -5.0 -5.3 -5.6
Manatee -124.4 -120.4 -125.4 -132.4 -141.2 -151.1
Marion -68.3 -70.3 -75.3 -81.4 -88.9 -97.3
Martin -27.1 -26.8 -28.1 -29.9 -32.0 -34.4
Monroe 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
Nassau -24.7 -24.8 -26.0 -27.5 -29.2 -31.1
Okaloosa -46.9 -46.2 -47.9 -502 -53.3 -56.5
Okeechobee -8.4 -8.6 -89 -9.5 -9.9 -10.6
Orange -483.5 -495.1 -515.8 -546.7 -577.9 -611.7
Osceola -91.5 -93.3 -99.7 -107.8 -117.9 -129.6
Palm Beach -870.1 -8(37.6 -902.2 -9509 -1.0098 -1.074.1
Pasco -100.9 -100.4 -105.4 -112.2 -120.5 -129.8
Pine as ll -498.2 -496.1 -513.5 -5386 -568.9 -6032
Polk -193.5 -196.2 -204.3 -214.4 -227.0 -240.0
Putnam -31.7 -31.2 -32.0 -33.4 -35.1 -36.8
St. John  s -88.3 -90.2 -95.9 -103.0 -110.9 -1203
St. Lucie -171.5 -165.3 -173.0 -186.1 -209.7 -227.5
Santa Rosa -30.9 -31.2 -32.8 -34.9 -37.3 -40.0
Sarasota -96.4 -92.4 -95.6 -100.8 -107.0 -114.0
Semino  le -140.6 -139.8 -144.3 -150.8 -158.7 -167.3
Sumter -17.7 -18.5 -19.7 -21.1 -229 -247
Suwan  nee -10.6 -10.8 -11.4 -12.2 -13.2 -14.3
Taylo  r -5.9 -5.9 -6.1 -63 -6.6 -6.9
Union -2.2 -2.3 -2.5 -2.9 -3.2 -3.4
Volusia -209.2 -207.9 -217.0 -230.0 -245.2 -262.0
Wakull  a -8.1 -8.4 -88 -9.4 -10.1 -10.9
Walton -0.8 -0.8 -0.8 -0.8 -0.8 -0.8
Washington -6.0 -6.0 -6.3 -6.7 -72 -7.7

Note: This estimate does not include an adjustment for the 10 assessment cap on nonhomestead property. 
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