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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN 
AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA 

Beverly Slough, ET AL., 

Plaintiff(s), 

Case No, 2008-CA-2164 
I 
I 

, 
-j 
Ivs. 

Department Of State Of The 
State Of Florida, 

Defendant, 

Vote Yes On 5 For Property Tax Relief, Inc., 

Intervenor. 

--------------_---:' 

FINAL JUDGMENT FOR PLAINTIFFS 

In this action, Plaintiffs contend that the ballot title and summary for Amendment 

5 are defective. The parties have agreed that there is no need for additional motions or 

for discovery, that the case requires expedited treatment, and that it is ready for final 

adjudication. The Defendant and Intervenor have filed motions for summary judgment. 

The Plaintiffs' complaint and memorandum of law in support will be considered a motion 

for summary judgment. There is no dispute that this Court has jurisdiction and that the 

Plaintiffs have standing. 

The Court, having reviewed the respective motions for summary final judgment and 

supporting memoranda ofthe parties and Intervenor, heard argument on August 13, 200B, 

EXHIBIT A 
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and finding no genuine issues of material fact, finds and concludes, for the Plaintiffs and 

against the Defendant and Intervenor. Therefore, the Plaintiffs' motion for summary 

judgment is granted and the summary judgment motions of the Defendant and Intervenor 

are denied. For the reasons expressed herein the Department of State is ordered to 

remove Amendment 5 from the November 2008 general election ballot. 

BACKGROUND 

The Taxation and Budget Reform Commission (TBRC) meets every twenty years 

and is charged to carry out certain functions in accordance with Article XI, § 6, Florida 

Constitution.' Following its 2007-2008 session, the TBRC proposed seven constitutional 

amendments. 

In this ease, the Plaintiffs challenge the TBRC's Amendment 5. The TBRC's 

resolution regarding Amendment 5 states: 

A resolution proposing an amendment to Sections 4 and 9 and the creation 
of Section 19 of Article VII and Section 28 of Article XII of the State 
Constitution to limit the growth of assessments of certain real propertyforthe 
purposes of ad valorem taxation, to mandate the elimination of property 
taxes set as required local effort, to reduce the maximum millage for school 
purposes, and to replace the revenues from property taxes set as required 
local effort with other funds. 

A copy of the full text of the resolution proposing Amendment 5 is attached hereto as 

Exhibit A. 

'For a detailed discussion of the history and authority of the TBRC see this Court's
 
discussion in its Summary Final Judgment For Defendant And Intervenors (August 4, 2008),
 
Ford, et.al. v. Browning, Second Judicial Circuit, Case No. 2008-CA-1905.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Judicial review of a proposed constitutional amendment is deferential. The court 

"will not address the merits or wisdom of the proposed amendment."2 A court "must act 

with extreme care, caution, and restraint" before removing "a constitutional amendment 

from the vote of the people." A court "has no authority to inject itself in the process, unless 

the laws governing the process have been 'clearly and conclusively' violated." Advisory 

Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: Fla. Marriage Protection Amendment, 926 SO.2d 1229,1233 (Fla. 

2006). On the other hand, a court must be equally cautious of approving the validity of a 

ballot summary that is not clearly understandable. Advisory Qp. to the Att'y Gen. re: 

Restricts Laws Related to Discrimination, 632 SO.2d 1018, 1021 (Fla. 1994). 

With regard to a legislatively submitted amendment, "if there is any reasonable 

theory under which it can be done" it must be submitted to the voters. Armstrongv. Harris, 

773 So.2d 7,14 (Fla. 2000)(quoting Grayv. Golden, 89 SO.2d 785, 790 (Fla. 1956). This 

deference is not unlimited, for the Constitution and applicable statutes impose strict 

minimum requirements that apply to all proposed amendments. Id. at 14. While this case 

discussed legislatively proposed amendments, the same principles logically apply to 

amendments proposed by the TBRC. 

The title and summary of a proposed constitutional amendment must be accurate 

and informative and must "provide fair notice of the content of the proposed amendment 

so that the voter will not be misled as to its purpose, and can cast an intelligent and 

informed ballot." Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: Voluntary Universal Pre-Kindergarten 

2This final judgment does not constitute a comment on the merits or wisdom of
 
Amendment 5.
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Education, 824 So. 2d 161, 166 (Fla. 2002). The voter "must be able to comprehend the 

sweep of each proposal from a fair notification in the proposition itself that is neither less 

nor more extensive than it appears to be." Askew v. Firestone, 421 So. 2d 151, 155 (Fla. 

1982). The application of these principles requires a reviewing court to focus on two 

questions: "(1) whether the ballot title and summary, in clear and unambiguous language, 

fairly inform the voter of the chief purpose of the amendment; and (2) whether the 

language of the title and summary, as written, misleads the pUblic." Advisory Op. to the 

Att'y Gen. re: Florida Marriage Protection Amendment, 926 So. 2d 1218, 1236 (Fla. 2006). 

The ballot title and summary must provide "voters with fair notice of the contents of the 

proposed initiative so that the voter will not be misled as to its purpose and can cast an 

intelligent and informed ballot." "Simply put, the ballot must give the voter fair notice of the 

decision he must make." Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: Protect People. Especially 

Youth, From Addiction. Disease. And Other Health Hazards Of Using Tobacco, 926 SO.2d 

1186,1194 (Fla. 2006). However, "[i]t is not necessary to explain every ramification of a 

proposed amendment, only the chief purpose." Carroll v. Firestone, 497 So. 2d 1204, 

1206 (Fla. 1986). "The seventy-five word limit placed on the ballot summary...does not 

lend itself to an explanation of all of a proposed amendment's details." Advisory Op. to the 

Att'y Gen. re Limited Casinos, 644 So. 2d 71,75 (Fla. 1994). 

Ballot titles and summaries cannot "fly under false colors" or "hide the ball" as to the 

proposed amendment's true effect. Armstrong v. Harris, 773 SO.2d 7, 16 (Fla. 2000). A 

title and summary may not leave a key term undefined so that the meaning of the proposal 

is ambiguous or misleading. Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: People's Prop. Rights 

Amendments Providing Confirmation for Restricting Real Prop. Use May Cover Multiple 

4
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Subjects, 699 So. 2d 1304, 1308-1310 (Fla. 1997). A reviewing court may take into 

account what a summary does not say as well as what it says. Askew v. Firestone, 421 

So.2d 151,156 (Fla. 1982). "The burden of informing the public should notfall only on the 

press and opponents of the measure - the ballot title and summary must do this." Askew, 

at 156. "Finally I the ballot title and summary may not be read in isolation but must be readI 

together in determining whether the ballot information properly informs the voters." 

Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re Voluntary Universal Pre-Kindergarten Education, 824 So. 

2d 161, 166 (Fla. 2002). 

LEGAL DISCUSSION 

The Plaintiffs assert that the ballot title and summary erroneously indicate that the 

amendment would result in a balanced constitutional trade-off with respect to school 

funding. The ballot title states that the amendment would replace revenue lost by 

elimination of the required school property tax with "equivalent state revenues to funa 

education." The ballot summary states thatthe amendment replaces state required school 

property taxes with state revenues generating "an equivalent hold harmless amount for 

schools." These statements, they say, represent that the amendment would effect a 

balanced trade-off: loss of revenue from the required school property tax in return for 

constitutionally guaranteed equivalent new state tax revenues for schools. 

The Plaintiffs maintain that the phrase in the title, "replacing with equivalent state 

revenues," and the statement in the summary, "replacing state required school property 

taxes with state revenues generating an equivalent hold harmless amount for schools" 

indicate that the amendment provides a constitutional mechanism to guarantee 

5
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replacement of any lost revenue for education. They contend the amendment would not 

do so for three reasons. 

First, they argue that while elimination of the required local property tax occurs 

immediately upon the amendment taking effect, the "hold harmless amount" does not 

happen unless and until the Legislature chooses in its discretion to implement it. They 

contend that the ballot title and summary tell the voter that the amendment itself would 

replace and "hold harmless" the lost revenue. But, they say, the amendment does not do 

this because it simply instructs the Legislature to replace the lost revenue, something that 

the Legislature mayor may not do. The crux of the Plaintiffs' position is that while the 

elimination of the required local school tax is constitutionally self-executing, the prospect 

of replacement revenue, on the other hand, is contingent upon less than certain legislative 

action. 

This Court does not accept the Plaintiffs' position on this ground. It agrees with the 

position asserted by the Defendant and Intervenor. The plain language of the proposed 

amendment directs the Legislature to replace lost revenue.3 The new section 19(b)(1) 

provides that "[t]he legislature shall replace the revenue impact of the elimination of the 

required local effort as provided in subsection (a) through one or more of the following 

options...." (Emphasis added). In reviewing the proposed amendment, this Courtdoes not, 

and cannot, presume that the legislature will ignore what the Constitution, if amended, 

requires it to do. See Williams v. State, 360 So. 2d 417, 421 n.9 (Fla. 1978)("Any 

suggestion that the people are in fear that the legislators will attempt to frustrate their will 

3The issue of what constitutes "replace lost revenue" will be discussed later in this order. 
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is inappropriate on its face."). 

Because the proposed amendment does not make legislativ~ compliance optional, 

the ballot summary rightfully assumes that the Legislature will act in accordance with its 

directives and replace the revenue in the manner directed. Accordingly, the Plaintiffs' 

position on this first ground is rejected. 

Second, the Plaintiffs contend that, while the proposed amendment directs the 

Legislature to replace the revenue impact of the elimination of the required local tax, it 

doesn't mandate that the revenue be earmarked for schools. They argue that the 

amendment is worded ambiguously and subject to an interpretation that would make the 

title and summary misleading. 

The Court does not agree with the Plaintiffs that the replacement of revenue 

provisions of the amendment could be interpreted that the revenue could be used for 

something other than schools. A full reading of the new proposed Section 19 clearly shows 

that its intent is to raise new revenue by raising taxes and other options, and that this new 

state revenue is to replace the revenue impact on education of the elimination of the local 

effort ad valorem taxes - at least that is for one year. Accordingly, the Plaintiffs' position 

on the second ground is rejected. 

Third, the Plaintiffs contend that while the elimination of the required local property 

tax is permanent, the proposed amendment directs the Legislature to impiementthe "hold 

harmless amount" referred to in the summary in only a single year - the 2010-2011 fiscal 

year. They assert that the title and summary give no hint of this significant limitation on the 

"hold harmless" provision. They argue that the language of the title and summary is 

actually misleading because it conveys the impression that the balance of lost revenue and 

7
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replacement revenue are continuing. The Plaintiffs are correct. 

While the elimination of the required local property tax is permanent, the proposed 

amendment directs the Legislature to implement the "hold harmless amount" referred to 

in the summary in only a single year - the 2010-2011 fiscal year: 

(2) In implementing this section, the amount appropriated and set in the 
General Appropriations Act in the 2010-2011 fiscal year shall not be less 
than the amount appropriated and set in the 2008-2009 fiscal year for the 
funding of public schools under the Florida Education Finance Program as 
increased by the average historical growth for such amounts during state 
fiscal years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008, whichapprogriated and set amount 
shall be referred to as the "education hold harmless amount." (Emphasis 
Supplied) 

Proposed Section 19(b)(2). 

The ballot title and summary give no indication of this significant limitation on the 

"hold harmless" provision. To the contrary, the language of the title and summary convey 

the distinct impression that the balance of lost revenue and replacement revenue are 

continuing. Even if the title and summary did not imply a trade-off, the limitation on the 

implementation of the "hold harmless amount" is a material fact of which the voter must be 

given notice if the title and summary are to meet the requirement that the voter be given 

fair notice of the content and sweep of the proposal. 

Courts have not hesitated to strike from the ballot propositions that omitted material 

facts from the title and summary. ~ Advisory Og. to the Att'y Gen. re: Term Limits 

Pledge, 718 So. 2d 798 (Fla. 1998): Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: Fish and Wildlife 

Com'n, 705 So. 2d 1351 (Fla. 1998); Advisory Gp. to the Att'y Gen. re: Tax Limitation, 644 

So. 2d 486 (Fla. 1994); Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: Limited Political Terms, 592 So. 

2d 225 (Fla. 1991); Florida Association of Realtors v. Smith, 825 So. 2d 532 (Fla. 151 DCA 
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2002); and Evans v. Bell, 651 So. 2d 162 (Fla. r·t DCA 1995). 

The ballot title and summary of Amendment 5 give the clear but inaccurate 

impression that state revenues will replace all eliminated school property tax revenues. 

The summary, by stating that the new state revenues will generate an "equivalent hold 

harmless amount for schools," is misleading. The impression given to the voters is that this 

is a guarantee that the eliminated local taxes will be permanently replaced by new state 

revenue. The clear implication is that the school funding lost by the cut in ad valorem taxes 

will be fully replaced by the State of Florida on a permanent basis. The proposed 

amendment does not do this. It provides a hold harmless for schools for only one year. 

After the 2010-2011 fiscal year, there is nothing in the proposed amendment that would 

prohibit the State from cutting the replacement funding to an amount less than was 

generated by the ad valorem tax before the cut. The ballot title and summary do not fairly 

inform the voter, in clear and unambiguous language, of the chief purposes of the 

amendment and the language of the title and summary, as written, is misleading on this 

issue. The Plaintiffs' position on this ground is correct and accepted. This requires that 

Amendment 5 be removed from the November 2008 ballot. 

II 

The Plaintiffs also contend that the title and summary are misleading because they 

indicate that the proposed amendment is limited to school taxes and funding when it 

contains several significant changes that are unrelated to those issues. This Court agrees 

with the Plaintiffs' position, in part, as set forth below. 

The Defendant and Intervenor contend that the "chief purpose of Ballot Initiative 5 

is to eliminate the reqUirement that local governments levy ad valorem taxes on property, 

9 
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the 'required local effort,' for school funding and replace those funds with state revenues." 

(Defendant's Memorandum, p. 10). The ballot title and summary focus on this purpose. 

The proposed amendment, however, contains a significant change in ad valorem taxing 

that is not related to eliminating school ad valorem taxes and replacing them with state 

revenues. The amendment would also reduce the annual maximum increase in real 

property assessments by local government for other than school taxes from 10% to 5%. 

The Intervenor describes the applicable provision as follows: 

Amendment 5 amends Article VII, section 4, Florida Constitution, to reduce 
from ten percent to five percent the maximum increase in annual 
assessments on non-homestead property for all levies other than school 
district levies. Such reduction closes the disparity in treatment between 
homestead and non-homestead property under the limits in annual 
assessment increases in the Florida Constitution. Such constitutional 
disparity is the subject of pending litigation. (Emphasis Supplied) 

Intervenor's Memorandum, p. 9. 

A voter reading the title may well be misled into voting for or against the amendment 

without reading further because the title gives assurance that the amendment deals only 

with the required local school tax and replacement state funding. The Supreme Court has 

held that the title and summary must be read together, but this does not save the proposal 

in the case at bar. The cases so holding dealt with titles that were broad enough to 

encompass all provisions in the amendment, but required the additional specificity provided 

by the summary. 

Principles announced by the Supreme Court in connection with legislative bill titles 

are instructive and have equal application to referendum titles. Those cases hold that the 

sponsor of such legislation may make the title general, so long as it is broad enough to 

include all provisions in the act and is not employed as a mere guise to cover incongruous 

10
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legislation. Alternatively, the sponsor may make the title restrictive, but in such case the 

legislation cannot validly include any provisions not noticed in the title. State v. Tindell, 88 

So. 2d 123 (Fla. 1956); State ex reI. Crump v. Sullivan, 128 So. 478 (Fla. 1930); and Smith 

V. Chase, 109 So. 94 (Fla. 1926). In this case, the Commission has used a very restrictive 

title and the voter could reasonably conclude that the proposed amendment contains 

nothing beyond what is referenced in the title. 

Even when the title and summary of Amendment 5 are read together, the voter is 

not fairly informed of what it will do if passed. The title and summary read: 

ELIMINATING STATE REQUIRED SCHOOL PROPERTY TAX AND 
REPLACING WITH EQUIVALENT STATE REVENUES TO FUND 
EDUCATION. 

Replacing state required school property taxes with state revenues 
generating an equivalent hold harmless amount for schools through one or 
more of the following options: repealing sales tax exemptions not specifically 
excluded; increasing sales tax rate up to one percentage point; spending 
reductions; other revenue options created by the legislature. Limiting subject 
matter of laws granting future exemptions. Limiting annual increases in 
assessment of non-homestead real property. Lowering property tax millage 
rate for schools. (Emphasis Supplied) 

The underlined sentence does make reference to a limitation on increases in assessment 

of non-homestead property. The statement is technically accurate, but technical accuracy 

will not save a summary if, within the full context of the title and summary, it is misleading. 

Askew v. Firestone, 421 So. 2d 151 (Fla. 1982). This is the case here. 

The Florida Constitution deals with assessments for school funding and 

assessments for non-school funding in separate subsections. When read within the 

context of the title and surrounding text of the summary, all of which refer to limits on taxes 

and on funding only with respect to schools, a voter could well conclude that the cited 
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sentence also refers to a change in the constitutional section dealing with school tax levies. 

The reference to a limit on annual assessment of real property is, at best, ambiguous, likely 

to mislead some voters into thinking that it refers only to assessments for school funding 

and leaving others guessing as to the amendment's true reach. The title and summary 

must "clearly and unambiguously" inform the voter of all material changes effected by the 

proposed amendment, and the Supreme Court has consistently removed measures 

containing ambiguities such as the one in the present measure from the ballot. Advisory 

Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: Right of Citizens to Choose Healthcare Providers, 705 So. 2d 563, 

566 (Fla. 1998); Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: People's Property Rights, 699 So. 2d 

1304,1308-09 (Fla. 1997); AdvisoryOp. totheAtt'y Gen. re: Casino Authorization, 656 So. 

2d 466 (Fla. 1995); Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re: Tax Limitation, 644 So. 2d 486 (Fla. 

1994); Smith v. American Airlines, 606 So. 2d 618 (Fla. 1992); and Evans v. Firestone, 457 

So. 2d 1351 (Fla. 1984). Therefore, the ballot title and summary do not fairly inform the 

voter, in clear and unambiguous language, of the chief purposes of the amendment and 

the language of the title and summary, as written, is misleading on this issue. This requires 

that Amendment 5 be removed from the November 2008 ballot. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons state above, the Court finds that the ballot title and summary 

provided in the proposition for Amendment 5 fail to fairly inform the voter, in clear and 

unambiguous language, of the chief purposes of the amendment and the language of the 

title and summary, as written, is misleading in the foregoing respects. 

12 
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Accordingly, it is 

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Defendant shall remove Amendment 5 from 

the November 2008 general election ballot. 

LCt=~----L 
DONE AND ORDERED in Tallahassee, Leon County, Florida on this Il day 

of August, 2008. 

Copies to: 

Lou Hubener, Esq. 
Chief Deputy Solicitor General
 
Office of the Attorney General
 
PL-01, The Capitol
 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050
 

Mark Herron, Esq.
 
Robert J. Telfer, III, Esq.
 
Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A.
 
P. O. Box 15579 
Tallahassee, FL 32317 

Barry Richard, Esq. 
Greenberg Traurig, P.A. 
101 East College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
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Resolution of the Taxation and Budget Reform Commission 

A resolution proposing an amendment to Sections 4 and 9 

and the creation of Section 19 of Article VII and Sect~on 

28 of Article XII of the State Constitution to limit the 

growth of assessments of certain real property for the 

purposes of ad valorem taxation, to mandate the 

elimination of property taxes set as required local 

effort, to reduce the maximum millage for school purposes, 

and to replace the revenues from property taxes seL as 

required local effort with other funds_ 

Be It Resolved by the Taxat.ion and Budget Reform Commiss~QE.: 

That the following amendment to Sections 4 and 9, aQ~the 

creation of Section 19 of Article VII, and Section 28 of Article 

XII of the State Constitution are agreed to and shall be 

submitted to the electors of this state for approval or 

rejection at the next general election or at an earlier special 

election specifically authorized by law for that purpose: 

ARTICLE VII 

FINANCE AND TAXATION 

SECTION 4. Taxation; assessments.--By general law 

regulations shall be prescribed which shall secure a just 

valuation of all property for ad valorem taxation, provided: 

(a) Agricultural land, land producing high water recharge 

to Florida's aquifers, or land used exclusively for 

noncommercial recreational purposes may be classified by gene~al 

law and assessed solely on the basis of character or use. 

(b) Pursuant to general law tangible personal property 

Page 1 of 10 
CP2E2 Final2 
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30 held for sale as stock in trade and livestock may be valued for 

31 taxation at a specified percentage of its value, may be 

32 classified for tax purposes, or may be exempted from taxation. 

33 (e) All persons entitled to a homestead exemption under 

34 Section 6 of this Article shall have their homestead assessed at 

35 just value as of January 1 of the year following the effective 

36 date of this amendment. This assessment shall change only as 

37 provided herein. 

38 (1) Assessments subject to this provision shall be changed 

39 annually on January 1st of each year; but those changes in 

40 assessments shall not exceed the lower of the following: 

41 a. Three percent (3%) of the assessment for the prior 

42 year. 

43 b. The percent change in the Consumer Price Index for all 

44 urban consumers, U.S. City Average, all items 1967=100, or 

45 successor reports for the preceding calendar year as initially 

46 reported by the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of 

47 Labor Statistics. 

48 (2) No assessment shall exceed just value. 

49 (3) After any change of ownership, as provided by general 

50 law, homestead property shall be assessed at just value as of 

51 January 1 of the following year, unless the provisions of 

52 paragraph (8) apply. Thereafter, the homestead shall be assessed 

53 as provided herein. 

54 (4) New homestead property shall be assessed at just va_ue 

55 as of January 1st of the year following the establishment of the 

56 homestead, unless the provisions of paragraph (8) apply. That 

57 assessment shall only change as provided herein. 

58 (5 ) Changes, additions, reductions, or improvements to 
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59 homestead property shall be assessed as provided for by general 

60 law; provided, however, after the adjustment for any change, 

61 addition, reduction, or improvement, the property shall be 

62 assessed as provided herein. 

63 (6) In the event of a termination of homestead status, the 

64 property shall be assessed as provided by general law. 

65 (7) The provisions of this amendment are severable. If any 

66 of the provisions of this amendment shall be held 

67 unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, the 

68 decision of such court shall not affect or impair any remaining 

69 provisions of this amendment. 

70 (8)a. A person who establishes a new homestead as of 

71 January 1, 2009, or January 1 of any subsequent year and who has 

72 received a homestead exemption pursuant to Section 6 of this 

73 Article as of January 1 of either of the two years immediately 

74 preceding the establishment of the new homestead is entitled to 

75 have the new homestead assessed at less than just value. If this 

76 revision is approved in January of 2008, a person who 

77 establishes a new homestead as of January 1, 2008, is entitled 

78 to have the new homestead assessed at less than just value only 

79 if that person received a homestead exemption on January 1, 

80 2007. The assessed value of the newly established homestead 

81 shall be determined as follows: 

82 1. If the just value of the new homestead is greater than 

83 or equal to the just value of the prior homestead as of January 

84 1 of the year in which the prior homestead was abandoned, the 

85 assessed value of the new homestead shall be the just value of 

86 the new homestead minus an amount equal to the lesser of 

87 $500,000 or the difference between the just value and the 
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assessed value of the prior homestead as of January 1 of the 

year in which the prior homestead was abandoned. Thereafter, the 

homestead shall be assessed as provided herein. 

2. If the just value of the new homestead is less than the 

just value of the prior homestead as of January 1 of the year in 

which the prior homestead was abandoned, the assessed value of 

the new homestead shall be equal to the just value of the new 

homestead divided by the just value of the prior homestead and 

multiplied by the assessed value of the prior homestead. 

However, if the difference between the just value of the new 

homestead and the assessed value of the new homestead calculated 

pursuant to this sub-subparagraph is greater than $500,000, ~he 

assessed value of the new.homestead shall be increased so that 

the difference between the just value and the assessed value 

equals $500,000. Thereafter, the homestead shall be assessed as 

provided herein. 

b. By general law and subject to conditions specified
 

therein, the Legislature shall provide for application of this
 

paragraph to property owned by more than one person.
 

(d) The legislature may, by general law, for assessment 

purposes and subject to the provisions of this subsection, allow 

counties and municipalities to authorize by ordinance that 

historic property may be assessed solely on the basis of 

character or use. Such character or use assessment shall apply 

only to the jurisdiction adopting the ordinance. The 

requirements for eligible properties must be specified by 

general law. 

(e) A county may, In the manner prescribed by general law, 

provide for a reduction in the assessed value of homestead 
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137 

138 

139 
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141 

142 

143 

144 

145 

property to the extent of any increase in the assessed value of 

that property which results from the construction or 

reconstruction of the property for the purpose of providing 

living quarters for one or more natural or adoptive grandparents 

or parents of the owner of the property or of the owner's spouse 

if at least one of the grandparents or parents for whom the 

living quarters are provided is 62 years of age or older. Such a 

reduction may not exceed the lesser of the following: 

(1) The increase in assessed value resulting from 

construction or reconstruction of the property. 

(2) Twenty percent of the total assessed value of the 

property as improved. 

(f) For all levies other than school district levies, 

assessments of residential real property, as defined by general 

law, which contains nine units or fewer and which is not subject 

to the assessment limitations set forth in subsections (a) 

through (c) shall change only as provided in this subsection. 

(1) Assessments subject to this subsection shall be 

changed annually on the date of assessment provided by law; but 

those changes in assessments shall not exceed five ~ percent 

(5%) (10%) of the assessment for the prior year. 

(2) No assessment shall exceed just value. 

(3) After a change of ownership or control, as defined by 

general law, including any change of ownership of a legal entity 

that owns the property, such property shall be assessed at just 

value as of the next assessment date. Thereafter, such property 

shall be assessed as provided in this subsection. 

(4) Changes, additions, reductions, or improvements to 

such property shall be assessed as provided for by general lawi 
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however, after the adjustment for any change, addition, 

reduction, or improvement, the property shall be assessed as 

provided in this subsection. 

(g) For all levies other than school district levies, 

assessments of real property that is not subj ect to the 

assessment limitations set forth in subsections (a) through (c) 

and (f) shall change only as provided in this subsection. 

(1) Assessments subject to this subsection shall be 

changed annually on the date of assessment provided by law; b t 

those changes In assessments shall not exceed five ~ percent 

(5%) (10'1;) of the assessment for the prior year. 

(2) No assessment shall exceed just value. 

(3) The legislature must provide that such property shall 

be assessed at just value as of the next assessment date after a 

qualifying improvement, as defined by general law, is made to 

such property. Thereafter, such property shall be assessed as 

provided in this subsection. 

(4) The legislature may provide that such property shall 

be assessed at just value as of the next assessment date after a 

change of ownership or control, as defined by general law, 

including any change of ownership of the legal entity that owns 

the property. Thereafter, such property shall be assessed as 

provided in this subsection. 

(5) Changes, additions, reductions, or improvements to 

such property shall be assessed as provided for by general law; 

however, after the adjustment for any change, addition, 

reduction, or improvement, the property shall be assessed as 

provided in this subsection. 

SECTION 9. Local taxes.-
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(al Counties, school districts, and municipalities shall, 

and special districts may, be authorized by law to levy ad 

valorem taxes and may be authorized by general law to levy other 

taxes, for their respective purposes, except ad valorem taxes on 

intangible personal property and taxes prohibited by this 

constitution. 

(bl Ad valorem taxes, exclusive of taxes levied for the 

payment of bonds and taxes levied for periods not longer than 

two years when authorized by vote of the electors who are the 

owners of freeholds therein not wholly exempt from taxation, 

shall not be levied In excess of the following millages upon the 

assessed value of real estate and tangible personal property: 

for all county purposes, ten mills; for all municipal purposes, 

ten mills; for all school purposes, five ~ mills; for water 

management purposes for the northwest portion of the state lying 

west of the line between ranges two and three east, 0.05 mill; 

for water management purposes for the remaining portions of the 

state, 1.0 mill; and for all other special districts a millage 

authorized by law approved by vote of the electors who are 

owners of freeholds therein not wholly exempt from taxation. A 

county furnishing municipal services may, to the extent 

authorized by law, levy additional taxes within the limits fixed 

for municipal purposes. 

SECTION 19. Replacement of ad valorem taxes required by 

the legislature with other funds for education.-

(al Commencing in the 2010-2011 fiscal year, the 

legislature shall be prohibited from requiring school districts 

to levy an ad valorem tax as a required local effort for 

participation in the Florida Education Finance Program or a 
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successor program. 

(b) (1) The legislature shall replace the revenue impact of 

the elimination of the required local effort as provided in 

subsection (a) through one or more of the following options: 

a. the repeal of sales tax exemptions, which are 

determined not to advance or serve a public purpose, except for 

the current exemptions for: food; prescription drugs; health 

services; charitable organizations; religious organizations; 

residential rent, electricity and heating fuel; sales of 

tangible personal property purchased for resale or imported, 

produced, or manufactured in this state for export; sales of 

real property; and sales of intangible personal property. 

b. an increase of up to one percentage point to the sales 

and use tax rate in existence on January 6, 2009. 

c. spending reductions for other components of the state 

budget and revenue increases resulting from economic growth 

attributable to lower property taxes. 

d. other revenues identified or created by the
 

legislature.
 

(2) In implementing this section, the amount appropriated 

and set in the General Appropriations Act in the 2010-2011 

fiscal year shall not be less than the amount appropriated and 

set in the 2008-2009 fiscal year for the funding of pUblic 

schools under the Florida Education Finance Program, as 

increased by the average historical growth for such amounts 

during state fiscal years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008, which 

appropriated and set amount shall be referred to as the 

"education hold harmless amount." 

(3) Nothing contained herein shall be construed to replace 
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or eliminate: the ad valorem tax millage dedicated to capital 

outlay, school renovation and repair, or for the payment of 

lease purchase obligations authorized by general law; voter

approved millage authorized in the constitution; or 

discretionary ad valorem millage for school districts authorized 

by .law. 

(c) Each law creating a sales tax exemption shall contain 

the single subject of a single exemption and a legislative 

finding that the exemption advances or serves the public purDose 

of: encouraging economic development and competi tiveness; 

supporting educational, governmental, literary, scientific, 

religious, or charitable initiatives or organizations; or 

securing tax fairness. 

ARTICLE	 XII
 

SCHEDULE
 

SECTION 28. Implementation of school property tax
 

reform.-

(a) The amendments to Section 4 of Article VII reducing
 

the maximum annual change in assessments for non-homestead
 

properties to five percent (5%) from ten percent (10%) shall
 

take effect January 1, 2009.
 

(b) The amendment to Section 9 of Article VII reducing to 

five mills from ten mills the authorized ad valorem millage for 

school purposes shall take effect January 1, 2010. 
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261 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the following statement be 

262 placed on the ballot: 

263 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 

264 ARTICLE VII, SECTIONS 4, 9, AND 19 

265 ARTICLE XII, SECTION 28 

266 ELIMINATING STATE REQUIRED SCHOOL PROPERTY TAX AND 

267 REPLACING WITH EQUIVALENT STATE REVENUES TO FUND EDUCATION.-

268 Replacing state required school property taxes with state 

269 revenues generating an equivalent hold harmless amount for 

270 schools through one or more of the following options: repeal~ng 

271 sales tax exemptions not specifically excluded; increasing sales 

272 tax rate up to one percentage point; spending reductions; other 

273 revenue options created by the legislature. Limiting subject 

274 matter of laws granting future exemptions. Limiting annual 

275 increases in assessment of non-homestead real property. Lowering 

276 property tax millage rate for schools. 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, fN AND 
FOR LEO COlJ1'iTY, FLORIDA 

BEVERLY SLOUGH, ET AL., 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. CASE NO.: 37-2008-CA-002l64 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE OF THE 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 

Defendant. 
/

AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN M. MCKAY 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared JOHN M. MCKAY, who 

being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. My name is JOHN M. MCKAY and I am a member of the Intervenor Committee, 

VOTE YES ON 5 FOR PROPERTY TAX RELIEF, INC. ("Committee"). I have personal 

knowledge of the matters contained herein. 

2. In addition to my current role as a founding member of the Committee, I was a 

member of the Taxation and Budget Reform Commission ("Commission") and the primary 

sponsor of Amendment 5, filed with the Commission as CP0002. Furthermore, I am a fonner 

President of the Florida Senate and have been involved in the issue of tax reform since my tenure 

in the Florida Senate. 

3. From the time I initially filed CP0002 until its final passage by the Commission, it 

was clear that the chief purpose of this proposal is to instruct the Legislature to provide 

comprehensive property tax relief by replacing its annual mandate for the levy of property taxes by local 

EXHIBIT C
 



school districts with an expansion of available State revenues. The motivation for CP0002 was driven by 

the doubling by the Legislature of the amount of school property taxes mandated by it during the last 

decade and the institutional inability of the Legislature to implement major tax reform in its imposition 

and collection of State revenues. The institutional inability of the Legislature to implement major tax 

reform in the imposition of the collection of State revenues has undennined a paramount constitutional 

duty placed upon the Legislature under the State education clause in Article IX, section 1, Florida 

Constitution, to make adequate provision for the education of all children within its borders. 

4. Amendment 5 was subject to extensive debate by the Commission through its 

committees, and the full membership of the Commission. 

5. On November 30, 2007, December 14, 2007, and January 17, 2008, the 

Governmental Procedures and Structure Committee of the Commission debated, amended and 

heard public testimony regarding Amendment 5. The proposal was reported favorably out of the 

committee on January 17,2008. 

6. On February 12, 2008 and February 25, 2008, CP0002 was further debated and 

amended by the Finance and Taxation Committee of the Commission, and such committee 

received extensive public comment and expert testimony, prior to its approving the proposal on 

February 25,2008. On February 25,2008, alone, the Finance and Taxation Committee received 

testimony from no less than 20 individuals. 

7. On March 17, 2008, the Commission sitting as a whole committee considered 

CP0002, and after several hours of debate amongst the members, adoption of amendments, 

expert testimony, and other public testimony, the Commission adopted CP0002 with a vote of 

21 -4 on first hearing. 

8. After passage on first hearing, CP0002 was referred to the Style and Drafting 

Committee of the Commission ("Drafting Committee"), where the proposal itself and then the 
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ballot title and summary were considered by individuals having extensive legal and legislative 

experience, including Martha Barnett, a former Presid nt of the American Bar Association and 

Member of the 1998 Constitution Revision Commission, James Scott, a former President of the 

Florida Senate and a Member of the 1998 Constitution Revision Commission, Allan Bense, a 

former Speaker of the Florida House of Representatives, and Les Miller, a former Democrat 

leader of both the Florida Senate and the Florida House of Representatives. The Style and 

Drafting Committee considered the proposal on March 28, 2008, April 3, 2008, April 10, 2008, 

and April 17, 2008. In addition, before the proposal and ballot title and summary were adopted 

by the Committee, they were first reviewed by Legislative Bill Drafting. 

9. On April 24, 2008, after receipt of the report from the Style and Drafting 

Cormnittee, the full Commission considered CP0002 on second hearing and once again adopted 

the proposal after debate and public testimony with a vote of 18-7 on second hearing. 

10. Each time CP0002 was considered during the Commission review process, 

members made use of data and explanatory materials demonstrating the historical growth of the 

Required Local Effort (App. A), line item 86 from the 2007-2008 General Appropriations Act 

setting the amounts appropriated and required under the Florida Education Finance Program 

("FEFP") (App. B), FEFP data showing the breakdown of Required Local Effort per school 

district and the Required Local Effort taxes (App. C), and a snapshot of a tax notice highlighting 

the way the school portion of ad valorem property taxes are displayed on such notices (App. D). 

11. The following members of the Commission showed support for CP0002 by 

signing on as co-sponsors: Darryl Rouson, Les Miller, Nancy Riley, Carlos Lacasa, Patricia 

Levesque, Richard Corcoran, Ken Wilkinson, Bruce Kyle, and Roberto "Bobby" Martinez. 
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FURTHER i<\FFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me 

/_this~dayof~~.Q.8.( ,. l~ . ~ 

I 11. '. 
J 

.J Xff(TfI2.; 
r P tary PUblic Siale of Florida 

Printed NaHle :0",I ~ Sheri lynn Toiomeo 

- Notary Public, State of Florida "J;,;l~i ~:PI~~~~g~~~o~~711570 
My Commission Expires: ~~~~~~~~"._....,"V"","""....."..........I"V""""'.I"..';;'
 

Commission No:
 
Affiant personally-kn-ow-n-J-'-~JI.-··
);,,-t-/-Y--j-.-f!)-e7"1Y;:---:'\(.""-J...-y 

or produced Identification _
 
Type of identification Produced:
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AID TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
GRANTS AND AIDS - FLORIDA EDUCATIONAL 

FINANCE PROGRAM 
FROM GENERAL REVENUE FUND " 6399,315,328 
FROM PRINCIPAL STATE SCHOOL TRUST FUND 87,035.116 

Funds provided in Specific Appropriation 86 shall be allocated using a base student allocation of 
$4,163.47 for the FEFP. 

Funds provided in Specific Appropriation 86 for the supplemental allocation for juvenile justice 
education programs shall be allocated pursuant to the formula provided in section 1011.62(1), 
Florida Statutes. The allocation factor shall be $944.19. 

From the funds provided in Specific Appropriation 86, juvenile justice education programs shall 
receive the basic allocation assigned to a juvenile justice student, including ESE special 
education funding when appropriate. If a school district provides incentive funding for teachers to 
work in a failing school, then an equal incentive bonus must be provided to teachers teaching in 
juvenile justice facilities. 

A minimum guaranteed level of funding shall be calculated to provide each school district a 1.0 
percent increase per unweighted full-time equivalent student over the amount per unweighted full
time equivalent student funded in the 2006-2007 FEFP. The calculation of this minimum funding 
shall compare total state and local formula and categorical funds, discretionary lottery, and actual 
discretionary local revenue for 2006-2007 with total state and local formula and categorical funds, 
discretionary lottery, and maximum potential discretionary local revenue for 2007-2008. Funds for 
the School Recognition Program shall not be included in the calculation of the Minimum 
Guarantee. 

The district cost differential (OCD) for each district shall be calculated pursuant to the provisions 
of section 1011.62(2), Florida Statutes. 

From the funds provided in Specific Appropriation 86, $40,000,000 is provided for the Sparsity 
Supplement as defined in section 1011.62(7), Florida Statutes, for school districts of 20,000 and 
fewer FTE in 2007-2008. 

Total required local effort for 2007 -2008 shall be $7,909,357,201. The total amount shall include 
adjustments made for the calculation required in sections 1011.62(4)(a) and (c), Florida Statutes. 

The maximum nonvoted discretionary millage which may be levied pursuant to the provisions of 
section 1011.71 (1), Florida Statutes, by district school boards in 2007-2008 shall be: 

1. 0.51 mills 

If a 0.51 mill levy in any school district generates an amount of funds per unweighted FTE that 
are less than the state average amount per unweighted FTE, the school district shall receive from 
the funds provided in Specific Appropriation 86, a discretionary millage compression supplement 
that when added to the funds generated by the district's 0.51 mill levy shall be equal to the state 
average as provided in section 1011.62(5), Florida Statutes. 
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2.0.25 mills 

An additional levy is authorized not to exceed 0.25 mills, that will raise an amount not to exceed 
$100 per FTE. District school boards that levy the entire additional 0.25 mills and raise less than 
$100 per K-12 FTE shall receive, from the funds provided in Specific Appropriation 86, an amo unt 
that, when combined with funds raised by the 0.25 mills, will provide $100 per K-12 FTE. To be 
eligible for state funds provided in this paragraph, a district must levy the full 0.25 mills and the 
full 0.51 mills. 

Funds provided in Specific Appropriation 86 are based upon program cost factors for 2007-2008 
as follows: 

1.	 Basic Programs 
A.	 K-3 Basic 1.048 
B.	 4-8 Basic 1.000 
C.	 9-12 Basic 1.066 

2.	 Programs for Exceptional Students 
A. Support Level 4	 3.625 
B. Support Level 5	 5.062 

3.	 English for Speakers of Other
 
Languages 1.200
 

4.	 Programs for Grades 9-12
 
Career Education 1.119
 

From the funds in Specific Appropriation 86, $1,133,668,598 is provided·to school districts as an 
Exceptional Student Education (ESE) Guaranteed Allocation as authorized by law to provide 
educational programs and services for exceptional students. The ESE Guaranteed Allocation 
funds are provided in addition to the funds for each exceptional student in the per FTE student 
calculation. Each district's ESE Guaranteed Allocation for the 2007-2008 appropriation shall not 
be recalculated during the school year. School districts that provided educational services in 
2006-2007 for exceptional students who are residents of other districts shall not discontinue 
providing such services without the prior approval of the Department of Education. Expenditure 
requirements for the ESE Guaranteed Allocation shall be as prescribed in section 1010.20(3), 
Florida Statutes, for programs for exceptional students. 

From the funds provided in Specific Appropriation 86, the value of 43.35 weighted FTE students 
is provided to supplement the funding for severely handicapped students served in ESE 
programs 254 and 255 when a school district has less than 10,000 FTE student enrollment and 
less than 3 FTE eligible students per program. The Commissioner of Education shall allocate the 
value of the supplemental FTE based on documented evidence of the difference in the cost of the 
service and the amount of funds received in the district's FEFP allocations for the students being 
served. The supplemental value shall not exceed 3 FTE. 

A student in cooperative education or other types of programs incorporating on-the-job training 
shall not be counted for more than twenty-five (25) hours per week of membership in all programs 
when calculating full-time student membership, as provided in section 1011.61, Florida Statutes, 
for funding pursuant to section 1011.62, Florida Statutes. 

From the funds in Specific Appropriation 86, $77,150,000 is provided for Safe Schools activities 
and shall be allocated as follows: $75,000 shall be distributed to each district, and the remaining 
balance shall be allocated as follows: two-thirds based on the latest official Florida Crime Index 
provided by the Department of Law Enforcement and one-third based on each district's share of 
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the state's total unweighted student enrollment. Safe Schools activities include: (1) after school 
programs for middle school students; (2) other improvements to enhance the learning 
environment, including implementation of conflict resolution strategies; (3) alternative school 
programs for adjudicated youth; (4) suicide prevention programs; and (5) other improvements to 
make the school a safe place to learn. Each district shall determine, based on a review of its 
existing programs and priorities, how much of its total allocation to use for each authorized Safe 
Schools activity. 

From the funds in Specific Appropriation 86, $736,402,596 is for Supplemental Academic 
Instruction to be provided throughout the school year pursuant to section 1011.62(1 )(f), Florida 
Statutes. First priority for use of these funds shall be the provision of supplemental intensive 
instruction, consistent with the Sunshine State Standards, including summer school and intensive 
English immersion instruction, for students in grades 3 and 10 who scored FCAT Level I in FCAT 
reading or math. Each district's Supplemental Academic Instruction allocation for the 2007-2008 
appropriation shall not be recalculated during the school year. 

From the funds in Specific Appropriation 86, $116,909,260 is provided for a K-12 comprehensive, 
district-wide system of research-based reading instruction. The amount of $100,000 shall be 
allocated to each district and the remaining balance shall be allocated based on each district's 
proportion of the state total K-12 base funding. 

From the funds in Specific Appropriation 86, $147,500,000 is provided for the Merit Award 
Program. 

Districts may charge a fee for grades K-12 voluntary, non-credit summer school enrollment in 
basic program courses. The amount of any student's fee shall be based on the student's ability to 
pay and the student's financial need as determined by district school board policy. 

No funds are provided in Specific Appropriation 86 for charter school FTE student enrollment for 
on-line instruction received by students principally in their own homes. However, charter schools 
may serve students who are temporarily homebound or who receive a portion of their instruction 
on-line. 

Funds in Specific Appropriation 86 for dual enrollment instruction of public school students, 
including dual enrollment instruction provided at the Daytona Beach Advanced Technology 
Center, shall be provided in an amount equal to the hours of instruction which would be 
necessary to earn the FTE and the funding for an equivalent course if it were taught in the school 
district. 
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2007/2008 FEFP • Second Calculation 1 

Required Local Effort and Discretionary Operating Millages 

Second 
First Discretionary 

Discretionary Millage 
Millage (0.510 First (Equalized Second 

Required Local Required Local Operating Discretionary Operating Discretionary 

Effort Mills Effort Taxes Millaael Mlllaae Taxes Millaael Millaae Taxes Total Taxes 
District 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Alachua 4.977 60,74& ~38 0510 6,224,976 0.233 2,843,959 69.817,373 
2 &li<er 4.933 3,877,650 0510 400 892 0250 196,51~ 4,~75,058 

3 Eay 4.819 67,62e !l9:2 0510 9,273,87\ o 1~2 2,582,137 99,465,000 
4 8ra<lford 4866 ~ 178 4~ 0510 437.~2 0250 214678 ~e31,1~ 

5 s..vard 4833 168 155247 0510 19854 9Il2 0168 7319095 215321.>334 
6 Bmwaro 4815 809.84& 700 0510 85.778.47' 0152 25,565.34G 921 li3 532 
7 C oun 4747 1,673.767 0510 179.823 02!>O 88 14g 1 94\.739 
8C lotte 3611 8 233,506 0510 I 1,473,02~ 0078 \,754.698 94,461226 
9 C.rus 4.767 56,104.876 0.510 6,002410 0136 1.60064~ 63 7079:?!i 

10 Clav 4.731 47,926 21 I 0.510 5 166 427 0250 2532.562 55625.200 
11 Collier 2.786 21B 256,347 0.510 40,142,153 0055 4329.05E 263,75"' .35€. 
12 Columbia 4.780 12,051,529 0.510 1,265,833 0250 630,310 13,967,672 
13 Miami-Dade 4.915 1,155,374,848 0.510 119,686,302 0145 34,065,321 1,309,346,471 
14 DeSoto 4897 8,649.810 0.510 900,838 0250 441,587 9,992,235 
15 Dixie 4.853 3,003363 0510 315.622 0250 154,717 3,473 702 
16 Duval 4.879 283,709 996 0.510 29.ll56 097 0215 12,502,080 325,868.173 
17 Escambia 4.960 75,136,e50 0.510 7.725,97\ 0.250 3,787,240 86,652061 
18 Flagler 4.999 58,563,285 0.510 5,974,650 0,109 1,276,935 65,814870 
19 Franklin 1.437 5,591,026 0.510 1.994,289 0.031 120,614 7,695929 
20 Gadsden 4937 6,754,242 0.510 697,724 0.250 342,022 7,793988 
21 Gilchrist 4.874 3,247,809 0.510 339,841 0250 166,589 3,7t.4 239 
22 Glades 4.953 3,500.967 0.510 360,467 0.195 137,833 3,999.287 
23 Gulf 3.893 10.145.948 0.510 1,329,163 0061 211,102 11 ,61l6.2 13 
24 Hamilton 4969 3,393,1552 0510 348,312 0250 170,741 3,912705 
25 Hardee 4804 8,103,329 0510 860,262 0250 421,697 9,3115288 
26 Hendry 4796 12,912,146 0510 1,372,487 0.250 672,788 14,957,421 
27 Hemando 49116 53,905 107 0510 5502,723 0.216 2,330,565 61,738,395 
28 Highlands 4961 32.257,766 0510 3,316.158 0.193 1,254,936 36,828,662 
29 Hillsborough 4784 400.092 eo:; 0510 ~2 652.034 0.229 19,151,599 461,896 436 
30 Hoimes 44e5 1 928896 0510 219340 0.250 107,519 2_2~5 757 
31 Indian River 4657 81,495,489 0.510 8,92~,780 0.101 1,767,456 92.187725 
32 Jackson 4.900 6,864,798 0.510 714,499 0.250 350,245 7.ll29542 
33 Jefferson 4.781 2,792,862 0.510 297,921 0.195 113,911 3,204,694 
34 Lafayette 4.607 1,056,889 0.510 116,999 0.250 57,352 1,231.240 
35 Lake 4.996 106,926,710 0.510 10,915,257 0.192 4,109 273 121,951,240 
36 Lae 4.361 400,609,111 0.510 46,849,495 0.089 8,175,696 455,634,302 
37 Leon 4.726 73.637,666 0.510 7,946,532 0.209 3,256,520 84,840,920 
38 Levy 4.780 11,087,733 0.510 1,183.001 0.250 579,902 12,850,636 
39 Liberty 4.805 1,210,184 0.510 128,448 0.250 62,965 1,401,597 
40 Medison 4.870 3,367,679 0.510 352,673 0.250 172,879 3,893231 
41 Manatee 5028 164,926,665 0.510 16,729,041 0.128 4,198,661 185,856,367 
42 Merion 4.896 104,245,646 0.510 10,858,922 0.201 4,279,693 119,384,263 
43 Martin 4.009 86,667,469 0.510 11,025,295 0.083 1,794,313 99,467,077 
44 Monroe 1.408 36,791,334 0.510 14,050,838 0.028 771,419 53,613,591 
45 Nassau 4.995 39734.082 0.510 4,056,933 0.139 1,105,713 44,696,728 
460kaioosa 5.024 90.585,281 0.510 9,195,560 0.167 3,011,095 102,791,936 
47 Okeechobee 4.952 11.809,942 0.510 1,216,290 0.250 596,221 13,622,453 
48 Orange 4.942 505.773,446 0.510 52,194,346 0.169 17,295,773 575,263,565 
49 Osceola 5.052 127,441,005 0.510 12,865,185 0.210 5,297,429 145,603,619 
50 Pal m Beach 4.743 767026,954 0510 62,476,017 0.103 16,656,921 866,159.892 
51 Pasco 4.781 135 027,833 0510 14,403,722 0.231 6,524,039 155,95~,594 

52 Pinellas 4.730 360.252,195 0510 38,843,260 0.141 10739.019 409.834 474 
53 Palk 4.752 159,618.536 0510 17,130,777 0.250 8.397.440 185 1~ 75 
5' Putnam 4.734 '18.788.023 0510 2,024,058 0.250 992 \~ 21,804 266 
55 S: Johns 4.932 115,657294 0510 11,959,695 0.119 2790 59' 130407,574 
56 Sf Lucie 4.814 117,565, '2' 0510 12,454.967 0\66 4053.976 13<:.074.061 
57 Slnta Rosa 4.963 44,570.252 o ~10 4,580,056 0250 2,245,127 51.395437 
58 Sarasota 3.541 210,870 05C 0.510 30,371,004 0.072 4,287,67\ 245,526 7~5 

59 Seminole 4.698 150.526.814 0.510 16,340,714 0.205 6,568,326 173,435,854 
60 Sumter 5.002 27,440,870 0.510 2,797,850 0.138 746,Oll3 30,984,813 
61 Suwannee 4.816 7,971,030 0.510 844,108 0.250 413,77. 9,228,917 
62 Taylor 4.701 6.221,011 0.~10 674,902 0.227 300,39& 7,196,311 
63 Union 4.839 1,135,158 0.510 119.638 0.250 58,646 1,313,442 
64 Vol usia 4.791 168,005,968 0.510 20,013,159 0.166 6,514,067 214,533,214 
65 Wakulla 4.919 7354,214 0.510 762482 02.50 373,766 8,490,462 
66 Walton 1.696 28,437,655 0.510 8,551,418 1 0.040 67069li 37,659,772 
67 WaShinaton 4.934 5,164,754 0.510 533,85~ 0.250 261,692 5,960,298 

Total 7,909,648,521 884,166,813 256,584,008 9,050,399,342 

l From the Florida Department of Education, Office of Funding and Financial Reporting, Flolida Education Finana 
Program, 2007 -2008, Second Calculation 
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PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING 
1997-98 through 2007 -08 

TOTAL LOCAL FUNDS FOR K-12 OPERATIONS 

Required Local Effort (RLE) 
Discretionary Local Effort 

Total Local Effort 

1998·99 1999·00 2000-01 2001-02 2002·03 2003·04 2004.05 2005-06 2006·07 2007·08 
3,867,264,014 3,829,786,702 4,075,445,978 4,373,074,460 4,785,665,113 5,174,780,465 5,593,039,896 6,251,646,154 7,362,815,580 7,909,648.521 

417,298,748 439,766,878 468,080,334 509,597,152 552,711,952 601.911,527 667,516,394 877,976,389 1,056,206,435 1,140,750,821 

4,284,562,762 4,269,553,580 4,543,526,312 4,882,671,612 5,338,377,065 5,776,691,992 6,260,556,290 7,129,622,543 8,419,022,015 9,050,399,31\2 
Yearly Increase/Decrease -15,009,182 273,972,732 339,145,300 455,705,453 438,314,927 483,864,298 869,066,253 1,289,399,472 631,377,3;>7 
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Appendix D 

CITY 
SCHOOL 

NWFWM 

'/" 
. ,", ...:':\ 

..... 

AD VAl:.OREM TAXes: 

"'. . : 

, 2~'000 " , -37.. '842' 
'2 ,;-0.00 .' 337',8":44
25:,-:0'0.0 , '337, •.842 
,2-5 ,:POD, 337,..&412 
25: .. 00e B'7 .8'42 
2S-,tlOO • ... 337,:'842
25 00. 337~'l842
25/eoo 3'37',842
2'5.,000 3~.:842 

... 

, , 

2,436.85 
0:00 

16B.92 
1,'070.49 ,,', 
1,5-.96.64 

161.15 
6'73.. 68 
242.91 

1:5.20 
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