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Executive Summary 
 

 
During the 2006 legislative session, no less than 14 proposed constitutional amendments 
dealing with property taxes were filed for consideration by the Florida Legislature.  Many 
of these took quite different approaches, and consensus on a united direction was lacking.  
In the end, the legislature passed one limited proposal and provided for an in-depth study 
of the property tax system, with emphasis on the taxation of homestead property.  The 
legislative response – Chapter 2006-311, Laws of Florida – required the Office of 
Economic and Demographic Research (EDR) to prepare a report containing findings and 
policy options relating to Florida’s property tax structure.  The legislation also included a 
$500,000 appropriation to EDR to conduct the study, and $300,000 to the Department of 
Revenue (DOR) to analyze the impact of current homestead exemptions and assessment 
differentials on different types of property. 
 
This document fulfills the requirement to produce an interim progress report prior to the 
beginning of the 2007 Session.  The primary focus is on findings related to the 
Department of Revenue’s submission, background material sufficient to develop those 
findings, and a legal analysis of the various proposals that have been made to revise the 
property tax system.  While much of the ensuing material is statutorily centered on the 
current Save Our Homes assessment growth limitation, a better understanding of its 
operation should set the stage for future modifications.  In this regard, the key findings 
are presented below and discussed throughout the remainder of the report.  Specific 
policy options which address the findings – as well as a discussion of their strengths and 
weaknesses – will be included in the final report due in September 2007. 
 
 
Findings from EDR Research 
 

1. Exemptions shrink the property tax base and, in Florida, reduce the total capacity 
to raise revenues.  They also shift the property tax burden (and cost for public 
services) from the exempt entity to nonexempt entities. 

 
2. Studies have shown that tax breaks for residential property (such as Save Our 

Homes) will increase housing prices for the benefited properties.  The converse is 
also true – higher property taxes suppress housing prices, all else being equal. 

 
3. Several studies have found that commercial and industrial investment tends to be 

more responsive to tax rates than residential investment.  This means that the 
increasing shift of the property tax burden to businesses may cause them to reduce 
or eliminate commercial investment – in some instances, leading them to 
investments in other states where the property taxes are less burdensome. 

 
4. The interplay between falling statewide millage rates and the Save Our Homes 

limitation being less than the growth in the consumer price index for four out of 
the twelve years since its implementation has had the practical effect of producing 
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real tax bills that are lower today than they were in 1994 for those homesteads 
that have been protected since then, assuming adjustments for inflation. 

 
 
Findings Based on DOR Data 
 

1. As intended, the Save Our Homes Amendment has suppressed the taxable value 
of homestead properties in Florida. In doing so, it has significantly shifted the tax 
burden away from homestead property and onto non-homestead residential and 
non-residential property. 

 
2. The impact of Save Our Homes varies considerably by county; however, the 

greatest differentials have generally occurred in the coastal areas of central and 
south Florida, and the extreme edges of north Florida. Because larger differentials 
lead to greater tax shifting, non-homestead residential and non-residential 
property owners in those counties have increased tax burdens.  

 
3. A direct outcome of the Save Our Homes tax preference is that dissimilar tax 

burdens have been placed on homeowners in similar circumstances, based solely 
on length of ownership.  This is a horizontal inequity. 

 
4. The dissimilar nature of the tax burden caused by Save Our Homes has an impact 

on the overall affordability of housing for individual buyers, but more research 
needs to be conducted prior to determining whether the increased burden is cost 
prohibitive to homebuyers and renters. 

 
5. The Save Our Homes protection has made it possible for homeowners on the 

margin to remain in their homes longer than they otherwise could have, but more 
research needs to be conducted on existing homeowners’ ability-to-pay prior to 
determining the magnitude of this effect. 

 
6. The presence of the Save Our Homes assessment growth limitation has had a 

detectable impact on the distribution of the state-funded portion of the FEFP in 
Florida.  While the total funding per student is not affected, the mix of local and 
state funding is altered between school districts.  This is turn affects the local 
property tax burden.  Approximately $135 million or 1.8% of the total required 
local effort has been impacted. 

 
7. To the extent that the greatest differentials have generally occurred in the coastal 

areas of central and south Florida, and the extreme edges of north Florida (as 
previously found), these areas have disproportionately benefited from the 
interaction of the FEFP with the Save Our Homes protection, while the other 
areas have experienced higher school property taxes than they otherwise would 
have. 

 



 Property Tax Study – Interim Report  - 4 -

8. Adoption of portability will further reduce tax rolls below the levels they would 
otherwise have attained. 

 
9. Full portability, if implemented with the 2008 roll, would reduce the ad valorem 

tax base by $13.6 billion in the first year.  This reduction in taxable value would 
grow to $65.0 billion in the fifth year.  At the 2005 average weighted millage of 
19.6 mills, these tax base reductions would amount to reduced revenues ranging 
from $267 million in 2008 to $1.3 billion in 2012, if millage rates were held 
constant. 

  
10. In operation, portability is merely an extension of Save Our Homes.  Because the 

differential can be transferred from one home to another, portability has the 
practical effect of intensifying all of the previous findings related to Save Our 
Homes.  Both the magnitude and duration of the effects are increased. 

 
11. According to the Department of Revenue, for the 33 year period from 1974 to 

2006, Florida taxing districts as a whole levied below the rolled-back rate in three 
years, and those were related to identifiable external events.  For the entire period, 
local taxing jurisdictions levied millages that were an average of 6.1% above the 
rolled-back rate.  For public school levies, this average was 5.8%, and for all other 
taxing jurisdictions, 6.4%.  To the extent that homesteaded properties were 
protected by Save Our Homes, the tax increases fell disproportionately on non-
homesteaded properties. 

 
12. While the dollar value of the property tax burden may have increased for many 

Floridians, this does not translate directly into statements regarding individual 
affordability and ability-to-pay.  Homesteaders are shielded from the full impact 
of tax increases at the expense of non-homesteaders.  

  
13. The impact of Save Our Homes on net property tax burdens is difficult to assess 

without additional study.  Personal wealth as reflected in higher just values is not 
fully captured by measures of personal income, and tax exportation to other states 
and the federal government is rarely taken into account. 

 
14. Because Save Our Homes has shielded homesteaded property owners from the 

full effect of tax increases, the visibility and awareness of the taxes being paid has 
been reduced, potentially leading to an over-demand of services.  

 
 
Findings Based on Hellerstein Legal Analysis 
 

1. While most of the proposed alternatives to the current property tax structure in 
Florida present no significant federal constitutional issues, portability may 
provide opportunities for legal challenge based on the Commerce Clause, the 
“Interstate” Privileges and Immunities Clause, and the Right to Travel. 
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2. The extension of assessment limitations to non-homesteaded properties may 
generate Commerce Clause objections, but their strength is currently untested. 

 
3. If any of the proposed alternatives is adopted and later held to be unconstitutional, 

the discrimination or burden would have to be eliminated on a prospective basis and 
remedied through meaningful backward-looking relief on a retrospective basis.  
Meaningful backward-looking relief for a discriminatory tax may entail either a 
refund or any other remedy that cures the discrimination, e.g., taxing the previously 
favored class on a retroactive basis. 

 
 
Findings Based on EDR Surveys 
 

1. Both local government officials and the county property appraisers feel that the 
property tax burden is not shared equitably among all property owners or among 
owners of homestead property, whereas the tax collectors were evenly divided on 
the question for all owners and thought that the burden was equitable for owners 
of homestead property.  Most of the comments regarding whether the property tax 
burden is shared equitably pointed to “Save Our Homes” or to the class of all 
exemptions as the cause of the inequities.     

 
2. Property appraisers, county tax collectors, and local government officials were all 

asked to explain the primary purpose of the TRIM process.  The responses were 
varied and wide-ranging indicating that there is no consistent vision of the 
primary purpose of TRIM in Florida.  When asked if TRIM was achieving its 
purpose, only the tax collectors strongly indicated that it was.  Comments on the 
TRIM notice indicated that the form is confusing, hard to understand and provides 
too much information. 
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The Report:  Purpose and Explanation 
 
 
Background 
The authority for taxes based on the value of the property (ad valorem taxes) emanates 
from the state constitution and, to a lesser extent, state law.  The taxes usually apply to 
both real and personal property; however, this analysis is limited to taxes imposed on 
land and any improvements thereto.  Generally speaking, the revenue generated from the 
taxes increases as property values increase.  However, beginning with California’s 
Proposition 13 in 1978 and continuing through the early 1980s, a series of tax revolts led 
to extensive limitations on local governments’ ability to raise property tax revenue.  
Today, at least 44 states have some type of restriction in place.  These restrictions take 
the form of limitations on rates (33 states), on assessment increases (six states), and on 
the amount of additional revenue that can be generated from year to year (27 states). 
 
Several factors have contributed to a desire to alter the existing Florida property tax 
system.  First, the belief that the Save Our Homes constitutional provision has 
discouraged homeowners from moving to new homesteads has coincided with a slowing 
of the real estate market.  Second, the operation of Save Our Homes has led to concerns 
regarding tax inequities.  And third, double-digit increases in real estate values have 
given rise to significant increases in property tax burdens.  The interplay of these factors 
makes their individual weights hard to distinguish.  
 
During the 2006 legislative session, no less than 14 proposed constitutional amendments 
dealing with property taxes were filed for consideration.  Many of these took quite 
different approaches, and consensus on a united direction was lacking.  In the end, the 
legislature passed one limited proposal and provided for an in-depth study of the property 
tax system, with emphasis on the taxation of homestead property.  The legislature also 
included a $500,000 appropriation to the Office of Economic and Demographic Research 
(EDR) to conduct the study.  While the language is permissive, the legislation expressly 
authorizes the use of contracts with state universities or a nationally recognized property 
appraisal education and certification organization for the purpose of developing findings 
and policy options to be included in the report.  Finally, the legislation gave $300,000 to 
the Department of Revenue to analyze the impact of current homestead exemptions and 
assessment differentials on different types of property. 
 
 
Legislative Requirements 
The legislative response – Chapter 2006-311, Laws of Florida – requires EDR to prepare 
a report containing findings and policy options relating to Florida’s property tax 
structure.  Among other things, all findings and policy options must apply and consider 
the following principles of taxation: 
 

• Equity 
• Compliance 
• Pro-competitiveness 
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• Neutrality 
• Stability 
• Integration 

 
Essentially, the final report will be developed over time in three parts: 
 

Part I...A statutorily specified portion summarizing certain data and estimates 
prepared by the Department of Revenue.   

• Impact of current homestead exemptions and homestead assessment 
limitations on different types of property. 

• Analysis of the effect of Save Our Homes on: 
o Distribution of property taxes among and between homestead 

properties, as well as between homesteads and other types of 
property. 

o Affordable housing, both homesteaded and non-homesteaded. 
o Each county. 
o Distribution of school property taxes. 

• Analysis of the impact of extending Save Our Homes through 
portability. 

• Analysis of the millage rates adopted by local governments compared 
to the rolled back rates. 

 
 Part II...Areas of research required by statute from EDR: 

• Evaluation of the Save Our Homes impact on: 
o Homeowners’ willingness to purchase a new homestead. 
o Local government budget decisions, including whether the 

Truth in Millage (TRIM) notification process adequately 
informs taxpayers of local governments’ tax and budget 
decisions. 

• Evaluation of the effectiveness of the TRIM process, focusing 
particularly on the notice and including alternatives methods of 
conveying information. 

 
Part III...Other available information coming from: 

• The successful award of a Request for Proposal (statutorily required to 
be a state university(s) or a nationally recognized property appraisal 
education and certification organization) to a consortium of leading 
researchers from the University of Florida and Florida State 
University. 

• A legal analysis of Florida’s property tax system and alternatives 
thereto within a constitutional framework. 

• Surveys conducted by EDR (including property tax appraisers, tax 
collectors, school officials and representatives from local government). 

• Independent research conducted by EDR. 
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This document fulfills the requirement to produce an interim progress report prior to the 
beginning of the 2007 Session.  It completes all of Part I and portions of Parts II and III.  
The primary focus is on the findings related to the Department of Revenue’s submission, 
background material sufficient to develop those findings, and a legal analysis of the 
various proposals that have been made to revise the property tax system.  While much of 
the ensuing material is statutorily centered on the current Save Our Homes assessment 
growth limitation, a better understanding of its operation should set the stage for future 
modifications.  In this regard, specific policy options which address the findings – as well 
as a discussion of their strengths and weaknesses – will be included in the final report due 
in September 2007. 
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Property Taxes in Florida 
 
 

Overview 
The ad valorem or property tax is an annual tax levied by local governments based on the 
value of real and tangible personal property as of January 1 of each year.  The taxable 
value of real and tangible personal property is the fair market (just) value of the property 
adjusted for any exclusions, differentials or exemptions.  Tax bills are mailed in 
November of each year based on the January 1st valuation, and payment is due by the 
following March 31. 
 
The Florida Constitution prohibits state ad valorem taxes, while directly authorizing 
counties, school districts, and municipalities to levy local property taxes.  It also provides 
that special districts may be created and authorized by law to levy property taxes within 
their jurisdictions. 
 
Article VII, s. 4 of the Florida Constitution requires that all property be assessed at its just 
value for ad valorem tax purposes.  Just value has been interpreted to mean the fair 
market value or the amount “a purchaser willing but not obliged to buy would pay to one 
willing but not obliged to sell.”  However, section 4 also provides exceptions to this 
requirement for certain types of property, the most significant of which is the “Save Our 
Homes” assessment growth limitation. 
 
Florida also has a significant limitation on total tax rate levies.  With certain exceptions 
for levies approved by the voters, counties, cities and school districts are limited to a 
maximum of 10 mills each for operating purposes.  Similarly, special districts are limited 
by the law that establishes them. 
 
Very broadly speaking, the essential operation of Florida’s property tax system takes on 
the following form; however, the mechanics of implementation vary slightly: 
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Florida Property Tax Statistics 
Property taxes have existed in Florida since it was a territory in 1839.  The just value of 
all property in Florida is now approaching $2.5 trillion dollars. This reflects extraordinary 
growth considering that the state first passed the trillion-dollar mark in 2000.  The taxable 
value of all property now stands at $1.65 trillion or 67.5% of the just value. 
 

Florida Taxable Value: 1975 - 2006

0

500

1000

1500

2000

1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

B
ill

io
ns

0.0%
5.0%
10.0%
15.0%
20.0%
25.0%
30.0%
35.0%

Taxable Value Grow th in Taxable Value
 

 
The extraordinary growth from 1980 to 1982 in the charts immediately above and below 
relates to rapid double-digit inflation and state efforts to increase the overall level of 
assessment.  
 
The total property taxes levied by all taxing jurisdictions now exceeds $30.5 billion, with 
the non-public school jurisdictions (primarily counties and cities) contributing nearly 
60% of the total.  The relative shares of the total levy between public schools and non-
public school jurisdictions have remained relatively stable over the past 30 years with 
60% for non-public school jurisdictions and 40% for the public schools. This roughly 
follows the national distributions in 2000-01 where 44% of all property taxes were used 
to fund schools. 
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Dissecting the 2006 statewide total shows that the components of non-public school 
jurisdictions are individually less than the public schools.  Counties (including dependent 
special districts) come in second to the school districts.   
 

Dollar Value and Percentage of Collected Property Taxes 
By Type
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In 2004, $308 billion in property taxes was collected nationally from local government 
units including counties, cities and school districts.  At the time, Florida represented 
about 7.2% of the total with $22.4 billion in levied taxes.  According to the Tax 
Foundation, Florida ranked 19th in both property taxes per capita and property taxes as a 
percentage of income.  
 
 
Homestead Exemption and Save Our Homes 
While ad valorem taxes in Florida have received much attention over the past two years, 
this is not the first time they have been a public target.  Not surprisingly, the earlier 
responses to two of the perceived crises focused on additional protection for 
homeowners. 
 
In 1934, the Florida Legislature proposed the homestead exemption in response to the 
“abrupt halt in 1926 of Florida’s great land boom and the national hard times of the early 
1930’s.”1  The current homestead exemption provides property tax relief by shielding up 
to $25,000 of the assessed value of each qualifying home (e.g. the permanent residence of 
the owner, or another legally or naturally dependent on the owner) prior to determining 
the taxable value.  Section 196.012(18), Florida Statues, define a permanent residence as: 
 

“...that place where a person has his or her true, fixed, and permanent 
home and principal establishment to which, whenever absent, he or she 
has the intention of returning. A person may have only one permanent 

                                                 
1 Florida State and Local Taxes, Volume II, page 144a. 
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residence at a time; and, once a permanent residence is established in a 
foreign state or country, it is presumed to continue until the person shows 
that a change has occurred.” 

 
Today, the amount of value removed from the tax base by the homestead exemption is 
$108.5 billion. 
 
More recently, Florida voters initiated and approved a 1992 amendment to the Florida 
Constitution that provided for a limitation on assessment increases for homestead 
property as defined above.  This amendment is generally referred to as “Save Our 
Homes.”  Under the amendment’s provisions, the growth in the assessed value of 
homestead property cannot exceed the lower of 3% or the percentage change in the 
Consumer Price Index, subject to the constraint that assessments can never exceed just 
value. The following table shows the homestead assessment growth percentage limits 
since 1995, the first year of implementation.  By way of comparison, the annual Save Our 
Homes limits are shown next to the increase in median sales price for existing homes for 
the same years.   
 

Year

Save Our 
Homes 

Limitation

Median Sales 
Price of an 

Existing Home
1995 2.7% 2%
1996 2.5% 5%
1997 3.0% 4%
1998 1.7% 6%
1999 1.6% 7%
2000 2.7% 7%
2001 3.0% 9%
2002 1.6% 9%
2003 2.4% 12%
2004 1.9% 17%
2005 3.0% 29%
2006 3.0% 6%  

 
With only one exception (1995), the increase in market price outstripped the limitation.  
Of particular interest, the 3% limitation was lower than the growth in the Consumer Price 
Index in 1997, 2001, 2005, and 2006.  Over the entire period, this has the practical effect 
of producing lower real tax bills for homesteads in 2006 than in 1995, after adjusting for 
inflation.  The statewide average millage rates have also been dropping since 1996, 
further enhancing this effect. 
 
After any change in ownership, homestead property must be assessed at just value as of 
January 1st of the following year.  From the local government perspective, the conversion 
of differentials to taxable value becomes analogous to a reprieve.  The turnover of a 
house is, in essence, a beneficial outcome following a period of constrained taxable value 
growth.  In addition, new homestead property must be assessed at just value as of January 
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1 of the year following establishment of the homestead, with the assessment growth 
limitation applying thereafter.   
 
While the Save Our Homes provision protects a homesteaded property’s taxable value 
from increasing in years that see substantial increases in just value, that protection comes 
with a limited recapture provision.  In years when a homestead’s just value is decreasing, 
or increasing at a rate that is less than allowed under the amendment, the taxable value of 
a homesteaded property must still increase by the lower of the change in CPI or 3%, so 
long as the resulting assessed value does not exceed the just value. 
 
The difference between the homestead’s just value and assessed value is commonly 
referred to as the Save Our Homes differential.  Since the amendment was implemented 
in 1995, the average annual growth rate of the Save Our Homes differential has been 
54.4%, reaching $404.4 billion in 2006 (24.5% of total taxable value).  While the 
compounding effect of this growth has been the most striking in the past few years, the 
exponential growth rate in the differential is not expected to continue.  The Department 
of Revenue believes that additions to taxable value from turnover within the next several 
years will begin to balance increases in the differential due to property value growth.  
Outside researchers under contract to the Office of Economic and Demographic Research 
believe it may take a much longer period of time than this to stabilize. 
 
At the start of the Save Our Homes assessment limitation in 1995, there were 3,384,848 
homestead parcels.  Today 1,320,400 (or 39%) of the original cohort are still in their 
homes.  They have received the maximum protection available under Save Our Homes. 
 
 
Tax Rates 
The millage rate applies to the levy of taxes.  While it is more commonly referred to as 
the tax rate, the millage rate is unique in that it is expressed as a percentage of property 
value.  It is set by local taxing authorities for counties, school districts, municipalities and 
special districts. 
 
The term "mill" means one one-thousandth of a dollar.  In this regard, ten mills is the 
same as a tax rate of 1%.  School districts, counties and municipalities are limited to a 
maximum of ten mills for their operations and maintenance.  Water management districts 
are limited to one mill with the exception of the district for the northwest portion of the 
state which is limited to 0.05 mill.  Special districts operate slightly differently.  Tax rates 
for dependent special districts are included in the millage rate and cap for the county or 
city that established them.  Independent districts have millage rates that are separate, but 
limited by the law that established them.  Depending on the level of property wealth and 
taxable value within any given area, these restrictions can have differing practical effects 
on funding. 
 
The total tax rate is the combined tax rates of all taxing authorities having jurisdiction 
over property in the county. Each tax bill consists of the total of all millage applicable to 
the particular property.  It also itemizes the associated taxes owed to each of the taxing 
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authorities having jurisdiction over the property.  In 2006, the statewide tax rate equates 
to 1.847% or 18.47 mills.   
 
 
School Funding 
Property taxes provide a significant part of the overall school funding in Florida.  In 
deference to this importance, the Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP) was 
established in 1973 to equalize funding across the school districts.  The rationale behind 
‘equalizing’ the funding by providing more state revenue in some areas than in others is 
to remove the distortion and unfair advantage that local property wealth may create.  
Specifically, the FEFP funding program recognizes: (1) varying local property tax bases; 
(2) varying education program costs; (3) varying costs of living; and (4) varying costs for 
equivalent educational programs due to sparsity and dispersion of student population. 
 
The Legislature annually determines the level of overall education funding as part of its 
budget development process.  The portion of this funding that comes from local property 
taxes is known as the Required Local Effort (RLE).  This is the amount that each county 
must produce in order to participate in the FEFP.  While the General Appropriations Act 
only establishes the total required funding level, there is necessarily an implied statewide 
millage rate that generates that amount.  Supporting work papers show the required 
funding level attributed to each county and the associated millage rate needed to achieve 
it.  That result is calculated by multiplying school taxable values for each county by the 
projected millage rate established by the Legislature.   
 
These local rates are adjusted for differences in local levels of assessment.  They are also 
capped so that no district generates more than 90% of the total state and local funds for 
that area.  This generally occurs in counties that have relatively large property values 
coupled with a relatively low number of students. In 2006, ten school districts qualified 
for this adjustment.  Finally, the millage rates are recalculated in July after the receipt of 
the final tax roll.  Statewide, 45.8% of the FEFP is currently funded with Required Local 
Effort revenue. 
 
In addition to the RLE, there are several local option property taxes for school boards: (1) 
an additional millage rate established in the General Appropriations Act for operations 
referred to as the nonvoted discretionary millage; and, (2) an additional 2 mills for capital 
improvements.  Currently, the maximum nonvoted discretionary millage is 0.51 mills 
which is unequalized and an additional 0.25 mills which is equalized by the Legislature 
to $50 per full-time equivalent student.  Finally, there are two additional millages that can 
be levied by school boards with referendum approval. 
 
County taxable value and school taxable value are not equal.  Beginning in 1984, county 
taxable value became slightly less because of the economic development tax exemption 
for new and expanded businesses. There are also other constitutionally authorized local-
option exemptions and assessment limitations that do not apply for school purposes.  
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General Literature Review and Florida Relevance 
 
 
 
Property Tax Structure 
The property tax is fairly unique among revenue sources.  It is based on an immovable 
stock of wealth that transfers ownership from time to time.  Because the value of the 
property is the base of the tax, the essence of ad valorem taxation has become one of its 
most common criticisms – that it has little relation to household income and ability to 
pay.  As one property appraiser noted in a survey response, “An ad valorem system of 
taxation does not consider the ability of an owner to pay, but rather what a property is 
worth.” 
 
Because they are based on value, property taxes lead to fiscal disparities between local 
governments.  Geographic areas with larger tax bases (in terms of size or value) can raise 
more dollars from the same millage rate than a less populated or endowed community.  
 
 
Tax Incidence 
There is still much debate regarding who bears the greatest burden of property taxation.  
Many economists believe that property taxation is a local “benefit” tax – that is, a 
component of a nondistortionary fiscal system where taxpayers pay in proportion to the 
amenities or services they receive from government.  Essentially, the tax becomes a fee 
for service or a sales price in a service market where the economic good is delivered by 
the local government.  This means that the highest tax burden (akin to a user fee in this 
model) should fall on the persons receiving the most benefits, thereby creating a neutral 
result where the question of incidence is inconsequential.   
 
Other views are largely based on the underlying perception of what is being taxed.  Some 
economists argue that the property being taxed is essentially a capital good.  Holders of 
this theory (frequently called the “new view”) believe that the tax is progressive, leading 
ultimately to a redistributive transfer from the rich to the poor.  It is also distortionary, 
making the allocation of capital inefficient across jurisdictions and prodding local 
governments to deliver suboptimal or low levels of service.  There are several strong 
arguments against the property being considered exclusively a capital good.  Foremost 
among these is the existence of zoning.  It keeps the emphasis on the pure housing and 
land value since the local government ultimately controls future use and development and 
therefore the supply of capital.  Moreover, many analyses of the new view assume that 
local property taxes essentially collapse into a national system of property taxes over 
time.  This requires a stretch – local property tax systems vary significantly and are 
constantly in flux.  And finally, the results of the new view only become known after a 
full adjustment is achieved in the long-run.  This may take a considerable amount of time.  
In the interim, the new view behaves strongly like the benefit view, allowing strong 
reliance on those results for shorter-term analyses. 
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A few others argue that the taxable good is housing, thereby making the tax regressive 
and unfairly burdensome to low- and moderate-income homeowners, particularly the 
elderly.  Proponents of this view believe that poorer residents pay a greater percentage of 
their income in property taxes than wealthier residents. 
 
Regardless of the specific view espoused, increases in local property taxes are borne by 
both capital owners (who may or may not live in the taxing jurisdiction) and homeowners 
– the question involves the economic implications of their ownership.   
 
 
Tax Exportation 
The specific impact of the property tax burden in a particular state is also affected by the 
ability to export taxes elsewhere.  For example, property taxes are deductible from 
federal taxable income for persons who itemize on their tax returns.  This affects 
individual taxpayers’ burdens disproportionately, but benefits the state as a whole to the 
extent that some of the overall tax burden is exported to the federal level. 
 
The economic incidence of property taxes related to non-homesteaded properties clearly 
has even more unique features than the federal tax implications.  In this regard, exported 
taxes would be those property taxes paid by owners – or shareholders – of commercial or 
industrial establishments living outside the state of Florida and the investors / vacationers 
in second homes or rental properties who primarily live elsewhere.  One frequently 
quoted study found that 52 cents from each dollar in property taxes paid for commercial 
property comes from nonresidents of that jurisdiction.  Of course, only a subset of this 
amount would be exported completely out of the state.  A study by the Minnesota 
Department of Revenue indicated that the incidence of the Minnesota business real 
property tax in 2000 was: 
 

• 32% to consumers 
• 2% to labor 
• 24% to capital 
• 42% to non-residents 

 
Several studies have also found that commercial and industrial investment tends to be 
more responsive to tax rates than residential investment.  This means that the increasing 
shift of the property tax burden to businesses may cause them to reduce or eliminate 
commercial investment – in some instances, leading them to investments in other states 
where the property taxes are less burdensome. 
 
The number of out-of-state owners of second homes in Florida is likely significant, but is 
currently unknown.  Recent statistics show that second-home buying splits between 
vacation homeowners buying primarily for personal recreational use (36%) and investors 
buying to rent to others (64%).  In regard to vacation homeowners, the 2006 National 
Association of Realtors Profile of Second-Home Owners indicated that only 49% of 
buyers bought within their own state, making Florida a candidate for a portion of the 
remaining 51% of sales.  On the other hand, 84% of investors bought inside their state.  
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The report also notes that recent owners of vacation homes are more likely to purchase a 
home in a region different from where their primary residence is located.  
 
A 2005 version of Association of Realtors’ report found that 40% of all homes sales in 
2005 were second homes (more than 3.3 million sales) – up from 35% in 2004.  For 
vacation homebuyers, access to resort and recreation areas, particularly water-related 
sports, was the primary motivation for the purchase.  Nearly a quarter of the purchases 
were also made with the intent of making the home the primary residence in retirement.  
Based on the demographic attributes of those buying these homes and the type of homes 
they seek, it is reasonable to assume that Florida captures a significant percentage of the 
second-home sales – and the ability to export these taxes out of state. 
 
 
Equity Issues 
Property tax equity is generally evaluated using two different measures of uniformity.  
Horizontal equity occurs when property owners with properties of equal value pay the 
same tax.  Vertical equity means that those with more valuable property pay a higher tax. 
An equitable tax system is generally perceived to be fair and desirable. 
 
 
Exemptions (including preferential assessment such as Save Our Homes) 
Exemptions shrink the property tax base and, in Florida, reduce the total capacity to raise 
revenues.2  They also shift the property tax burden (and cost for public services) from the 
exempt entity to nonexempt entities.  According to one property appraiser, “Exemptions 
do not limit taxes, they ‘transfer’ the taxes from exempt properties to non-exempt 
properties.”  
 
To the question of whether such a transfer is justified, there are several theories.  First, to 
the extent that property taxation is not a true benefits tax, exemptions can be used as a 
device to gain greater economic efficiency.  For example, homestead or income-based 
exemptions can be used to correct existing regressivity.  Second, they may be used to 
correct market failures such as the valuation of public goods or other instances where the 
free market does not achieve the socially optimum level of pricing.  In this regard, it is 
possible that unanticipated property tax increases could be viewed as a partial market 
failure; however, one analysis makes the following observation regarding the danger of 
granting aid without properly measuring need: 
 

Tax relief, whether via credits or preferential assessment, assumes that the true 
burden of the property tax is measured by actual tax payments by current 
landowners.  However, if property taxes are capitalized into a decreased market 
price of the property, as is usually assumed by economists, the current owner 
bears only that part of the tax that was increased or not anticipated to increase 
during his ownership tenure.  The relief granted may therefore not be justified.3 

                                                 
2 Florida has maximum millage caps.  See the previous discussion under tax rates. 
3 Quote taken from the Encyclopedia of Taxation & Tax Policy, Second Edition edited by Joseph J. Cordes, 
Robert D. Ebel, and Jane G. Graville. 
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Most economists would argue against the attempt to use property tax exemptions simply 
to achieve redistributions of income.  Generally these efforts have failed to achieve 
meaningful redistribution, and the concept itself is contrary to the idea of a tax on the 
property discussed earlier.  For example, arguments have been made that rising property 
taxes are particularly onerous for senior citizens.  The concern is that there is too wide a 
disparity between taxes owed and the ability-to-pay.  However, Florida’s seniors have 
much lower poverty rates than any of the age groupings from 18 to 54, and experience 
from other states would indicate that such exemptions attract more of the group being 
benefited to the detriment of everyone else who has to pay higher taxes. 
 
While Florida generally mandates that local governments absorb the cost of exemptions, 
at least 11 states reimburse local governments for that cost, and many more offer credits 
from the state as a relief from taxes paid. 
 
Finally, studies have shown that tax breaks for residential property (such as Save Our 
Homes) will increase housing prices.  The converse is also true – higher property taxes 
suppress housing prices, all else being equal.  
 
 
Florida’s Save Our Homes 
Although the constitutional provisions for Save Our Homes were not implemented until 
1995, the value of this assessment limitation has grown considerably since then, to the 
point that some homeowners assert that they do not want to move to a new homestead 
because of the higher taxes they will have to pay.  Also, a number of observers have 
noticed that similarly situated neighbors are paying higher or lower taxes than their 
neighbors based only on the period of time they have owned their home.  To the extent 
this is true, horizontal inequities are introduced into the tax system. 
 
According to the Tiebout hypothesis, an individual chooses where he or she wants to live 
based, at least in part, on weighing costs (taxes) against benefits (public services).  In 
turn, local governments compete for residents through their individual mixes of taxes and 
services.  In this sense, the state houses many local government “marketplaces.”  People 
“vote with their feet” among them, thereby creating an economically efficient result 
where taxes are kept low and services are increased.  Moreover, property values in those 
geographic areas with the most desired mix of low taxes and good services should be 
higher than in those areas with less optimum mixes.  The obvious question is: do 
residents really have full mobility?  If the answer is no, the efficiency evaporates.  In the 
same manner, to the extent that Save Our Homes impedes mobility or shifts the tax 
burden to others without a commensurate increase in services, then the local tax structure 
becomes sub-optimal.   
 
From a purely economic perspective, there is virtually no theory that endorses a system 
which creates significant differences in tax burdens on otherwise similar homes receiving 
the same local government services within a community.  The theory that comes the 
closest attempts to show that new homeowners place a greater burden on the local 
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government.  In this case, the incremental increase in property taxes begins to resemble 
an impact fee or additional growth premium which some economists would support as 
economically efficient.  However, even this theory begins to break down when the sale is 
from an existing homeowner to an existing homeowner. 
 
On the other hand, there are economic studies which suggest that any differential tax 
treatment between similar homes within a community will be internalized into the sales 
value of the home through a process referred to as “capitalization.”  In the theoretical 
framework, the house value encompasses the physical home, the public service array, and 
their associated costs.  In this case, the cost of government services equals the property 
tax burden.  New homebuyers – knowing that they will face a higher property tax burden 
than their longer term neighbors – will demand lower initial sales prices.  Effectively, the 
house is not worth as much to the prospective buyers because they will have to pay more 
for the same services.  Assuming the just or fair market value of the home reflects the 
previous mix of services and taxes, the prospective homebuyer would discount that 
amount by the anticipated higher tax burden.   
 
Working in the opposite direction, a first-time homebuyer has to factor in the long-term 
benefit of limited growth in assessments relative to living in unprotected rental property.  
This analysis would make the first-time buyer more willing to pay a premium.  The net 
result of the two calculations determines the first-time buyer’s paying price.  On the other 
hand, the seller wants to be compensated for the loss of the tax benefit.  Here, the 
incentive is for sellers to ask for higher prices than they would in the absence of the Save 
Our Homes protection.  In both cases, the marketplace ultimately compensates for the 
differential tax burden at the time of sale. 
 
Once in the home, the new owner begins to realize property tax savings relative to the 
environment faced by later buyers.  Moving to another location then becomes subject to a 
cost-benefit analysis.  If the increased taxes at another location are sufficiently higher 
than staying put, some marginal buyers may experience a “lock-in” effect where the most 
rational decision is not to move, even though they may otherwise desire to do so.  
However, research has shown that there are many factors stronger than taxes involved in 
the final decision to move, making the ultimate tipping point vary from situation to 
situation.  The primary reason for a move outside the county of prior residence is usually 
work-related, but family-related and housing-related reasons are also common.  Each of 
these would be assigned value in the cost-benefit analysis. 
 
Because of the accumulating nature of the benefit over time, the Save Our Homes 
limitation is of greater assistance to people who seldom move than to those that move 
frequently.  Studies have shown that seniors and low-income families have considerably 
less mobility than the rest of society.  So who is likely experiencing the ‘lock-in’ effect?  
By and large, it is the more frequent movers who were already destined to receive less 
than the maximum potential benefit, meaning they are getting a greater benefit than they 
otherwise would have by staying longer in the home.  However, this is still not an 
efficient market result. 
 



 Property Tax Study – Interim Report  - 20 -

Volatility in prices will also affect the decision to move.  The value of the Save Our 
Homes benefit grows when housing prices are increasing, causing less incentive to sell in 
times of rapid price appreciation.  Conversely, the benefit is of lesser value when prices 
are falling or growing slowly.  This would be particularly true in Florida where the 
assessments must increase at either 3% or the rate of growth in inflation, whichever is 
less.  At times, Save Our Homes recipients will experience higher assessments and, 
therefore increased taxes, when no one else would. 
 
 
Lessons from Proposition 13 
While limited to owner-occupied housing, the Florida Save Our Homes provision 
produces an effect in some ways similar to Proposition 13 in California.  Passed in 1978, 
it was the first in the wave of states to conduct sweeping property tax reform.  Among 
other things, Proposition 13 allows California’s property tax assessments to rise by no 
more than the rate of inflation or 2% per year, whichever is less, unless the property has 
been improved.  If the properties are sold, they initially rise to market value and then are 
capped again to 2% assessment escalators; this is frequently referred to as an “acquisition 
tax” feature.  In addition, the maximum statewide tax rate is 1% of the just value, known 
there as the full cash value of the property.  In 1986, California voters passed a version of 
limited portability by allowing residents aged 55 and older to carry the benefit with them 
if they moved within participating counties to a residence valued at no more than the old 
residence’s selling price. 
 
Because Proposition 13 has been in place so long, several conclusions have developed 
regarding its practical effects.  First, Proposition 13 has caused a series of horizontal 
inequities.  Under acquisition-value taxation, a differential tax burden is placed on new 
versus existing property owners.  So long as the actual growth in property value exceeds 
the limitation, a widening gap appears between the taxes paid by existing owners and 
new purchasers.  In addition, virtually identical properties have significantly different tax 
bills. 
 
Second, the total disparity or differential generally grew faster in hot real-estate markets 
with strong price appreciation and contracted during sluggish real-estate markets.  
However, rapid turnover in housing and shorter tenures also put downward pressure on 
the size of the differential. 
 
Third, other studies have found that acquisition-value taxation has posed a penalty on 
mobility, most suggesting that tenure increases with the size of the benefit.4  One study 
found that the lock-in effect in California – while detectable – was relatively small 
because of the capped maximum statewide tax rate of 1%; however, the authors predict 
that this effect would substantially increase at higher tax rates. 
 
And fourth, the assessment growth limitations may not meaningfully constrain the long-
term growth of government by themselves.  Local governments in California learned to 
rely on other sources of funds, including increased fees and charges and the establishment 
                                                 
4 See in particular various studies by Arthur O’Sullivan, Terri A. Sexton and Steven M. Sheffrin. 
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of special assessment districts, to offset the lost property tax revenue.  While there was an 
initial slowing in the growth of state and local government revenues and expenditures, 
they fairly quickly returned to trend levels.  Other studies have found the opposite effect 
in different states.  The variation appears to be related to the nature of the limitation. 
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Overview of Truth In Millage 
 
 
If for no other reason than appreciation, property values tend to grow over time.  
Likewise, property tax revenues generated from a constant millage rate would grow 
without the political risks inherent in overtly raising taxes.  The Truth-In-Millage (TRIM) 
process is designed to prevent this from occurring outside of the public’s awareness. 
 
In the absence of TRIM, there is strong reason to believe that some public protection 
would be lost.  Several studies (Bloom and Ladd-1982 and Holtz-Eakin and Rosen-1989) 
found that the size of local government matters in the treatment of potential windfall 
receipts.  From their works, it appears that larger local governments (those having 
populations over 100,000) are more likely to reap the benefits of windfalls by keeping a 
greater portion of the increased spending potential. 
 
To deal with these issues, the Florida Truth-In-Millage (TRIM) Act was passed in 1980.  
According to the Department of Revenue, “This law is designed to inform taxpayers 
which governmental entity is responsible for the taxes levied and the amount of tax 
liability owed to each taxing entity.”  The common perception is that the process is 
intended to focus attention on the taxing authorities who set the rates and away from the 
property appraisers who simply make the assessments.  There is at least some evidence to 
support this view.  A summary of the legislation prepared contemporaneously by Senate 
staff indicated that the intent was: 
 

To dispel the notion that higher assessments necessarily cause higher taxes.  To 
direct taxpayer concern over the level of taxes away from the PAAB5 hearing and 
toward local budget hearings.  To afford taxpayers the means of effectively 
participating in the budget and tax setting process, and specific knowledge of how 
the process impacts them. 

 
However, the Senate preliminary and final bill analyses published during the session 
states that the intent is to “maximize public involvement in the decisions of local 
governments to raise property tax revenues.”  Regardless, the overall process attempts to 
ensure taxpayer awareness of proposed millage changes, to identify the impact of 
changing budget levels, and to make comparisons relative to the rolled-back rate.   
 
Yet, the statute does not provide a precise definition of exactly what is meant by the key 
terms, nor does it provide a general purpose statement.  When property appraisers and 
local government officials were asked in recent EDR surveys what they believed to be the 
primary purpose of the TRIM process, the responses were so varied and wide-ranging 
that they could not be meaningfully grouped and categorized.  When tax collectors were 
asked the same question, more uniformity appeared, but the emphasis was primarily on 
the amount of taxes owed.  The budgetary aspect was generally downplayed.  This lack 

                                                 
5 Property Appraisal Adjustment Board (now called the Value Adjustment Board). 
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of a consistent vision of TRIM among the entities on the frontline of the process points to 
a potential need for clarification and modification of the statutes. 
 
 
Rolled-Back Rate 
Today, the linchpin of the process is the rolled-back millage rate.  This rate is calculated 
as the millage which provides the same dollar value of ad valorem tax revenue for the 
taxing authority as was levied during the previous year.  Only existing properties are 
included in the calculation.  The rate calculation does not include the value of new 
construction, additions, rehabilitative improvements increasing assessed value by at least 
100%, annexations or deletions.  More simply, the rolled-back rate can be thought as “the 
millage that would raise the same tax dollars that were levied in the previous year if 
levied against the current year’s tax roll minus the value of new construction.”  New 
construction is excluded in order to allow local governments an adjustment for growth.  
Tax revenues are allowed to grow by the amount generated from new construction 
without the need to advertise a tax increase. 
 
For any given individual, a difference in the rate of taxes between the rolled-back-rate 
and the proposed rate is associated with the local government’s tax and budget decisions.  
Conversely, an increase in taxes in the absence of a final rate higher than the rolled-back 
rate is attributable to an assessment increase by the property appraiser. 
 
 
Process 
The TRIM process consists of two public hearings to adopt the tentative and final budgets 
and 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. 
 
The purpose of the public hearings is twofold: (1) to ensure that the decisions are 
discussed and made publicly; and (2) to allow the public an opportunity to participate.  
Except for school districts, where the order is reversed, the taxing authority’s first public 
hearing is advertised on the TRIM notice, and the second is advertised in a newspaper.  
At both hearings, the discussion focuses on any increase in the millage rate over the 
rolled-back rate, and – if increased – the specific reasons why the rate is being raised.  
The difference between the two hearings is simply the sequencing.  The first hearing 
produces the tentative millage rate and budget, while the second produces the final 
millage rate and budget.  Final action is in the form of two votes, first to adopt the 
millage rate and then to adopt the budget.  Compliance with the entire TRIM process 
must be completed within 101 days. 
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Findings Based on the Department of Revenue Data 
 
 

Section 3 of Chapter 2006-311, Laws of Florida, required the Department of Revenue to 
provide certain materials to the Office of Economic and Demographic Research, which 
would in turn develop a report containing findings and policy options relating to Florida’s 
property tax structure.  According to the legislation, the department’s required 
submissions were to take the following form: 
 

• Impact of current homestead exemptions and homestead assessment limitations 
on different types of property. 

 
• Analysis of the effect of Save Our Homes on: 

o Distribution of property taxes among and between homestead properties, 
as well as between homesteads and other types of property. 

o Affordable housing. 
o Each county. 
o Distribution of school property taxes. 
 

• Analysis of the impact of extending Save Our Homes through portability. 
 
• Analysis of the millage rates adopted by local governments compared to the rolled 

back rates. 
 
All of the property tax data used in the department’s analysis is historical and unadjusted 
by future projections or forecasts.  While the complete set of materials is attached in 
Appendix A, only selected components are referenced in the ensuing discussion of the 
findings made by the Office of Economic and Demographic Research.   
 
As an organizing framework, the law further required the Office of Economic and 
Demographic Research to consider and address the following principles of taxation when 
developing its findings: 
 

A. Equity – The Florida tax system should treat individuals equitably. It should 
impose similar tax burdens on people in similar circumstances and should 
minimize regressivity. 

 
B. Compliance – The Florida tax system should facilitate taxpayer compliance. The 

system should be simple and easy to understand so as to minimize compliance 
costs and increase the visibility and awareness of the taxes being paid. 
Enforcement and collection of tax revenues should be accomplished in a fair, 
consistent, professional, predictable, and cost-effective manner.  

 
C. Pro-competitiveness – The Florida tax system should be responsive to interstate 

and international competition in order to encourage savings and investment in 
physical plants, equipment, people, and technology in this state. 



 Property Tax Study – Interim Report  - 25 -

 
D. Neutrality – The Florida tax system should affect competitors uniformly and not 

become a tool for social engineering. The system should minimize government 
involvement in investment decisions, making any such involvement explicit, and 
should minimize pyramiding. 

 
E. Stability – The Florida tax system should produce, in a stable and reliable manner, 

revenues that are sufficient to fund appropriate governmental functions and 
expenditures. 

 
F. Integration – The Florida tax system should balance the need for integration of 

federal, state, and local taxation. 
 
The next sections of the progress report focus on the actual findings.  They are based 
solely on the department’s historical data and are not supplemented with materials from 
any other source.  This data-driven process makes them distinguishable from the findings 
of several other studies which were developed more broadly from perceptions and public 
testimony.  Simply put, these findings are based on what we know has happened.  They 
are listed below and discussed in greater detail on the following pages. 
 

1. As intended, the Save Our Homes Amendment has suppressed the taxable value 
of homestead properties in Florida. In doing so, it has significantly shifted the tax 
burden away from homestead property and onto non-homestead residential and 
non-residential property. 

 
2. The impact of Save Our Homes varies considerably by county; however, the 

greatest differentials have generally occurred in the coastal areas of central and 
south Florida, and the extreme edges of north Florida.  Because larger 
differentials lead to greater tax shifting, non-homestead residential and non-
residential property owners in those counties have increased tax burdens.  

 
3. A direct outcome of the Save Our Homes tax preference is that dissimilar tax 

burdens have been placed on homeowners in similar circumstances, based solely 
on length of ownership. This is a horizontal inequity. 

 
4. The dissimilar nature of the tax burden caused by Save Our Homes has an impact 

on the overall affordability of housing for individual buyers, but more research 
needs to be conducted prior to determining whether the increased burden is cost 
prohibitive to homebuyers and renters. 

 
5. The Save Our Homes protection has made it possible for homeowners on the 

margin to remain in their homes longer than they otherwise could have, but more 
research needs to be conducted on existing homeowners’ ability-to-pay prior to 
determining the magnitude of this effect. 
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6. The presence of the Save Our Homes assessment growth limitation has had a 
detectable impact on the distribution of the state-funded portion of the FEFP in 
Florida.  While the total funding per student is not affected, the mix of local and 
state funding is altered between school districts.  This is turn affects the local 
property tax burden.  Approximately $135 million or 1.8% of the total required 
local effort has been impacted. 

 
7. To the extent that the greatest differentials have generally occurred in the coastal 

areas of central and south Florida, and the extreme edges of north Florida (as 
previously found), these areas have disproportionately benefited from the 
interaction of the FEFP with the Save Our Homes protection, while the other 
areas have experienced higher school property taxes than they otherwise would 
have. 

 
8. Adoption of portability will further reduce tax rolls below the levels they would 

otherwise have attained. 
 
9. Full portability, if implemented with the 2008 roll, would reduce the ad valorem 

tax base by $13.6 billion in the first year.  This reduction in taxable value would 
grow to $65.0 billion in the fifth year.  At the 2005 average weighted millage of 
19.6 mills, these tax base reductions would amount to reduced revenues ranging 
from $267 million in 2008 to $1.3 billion in 2012, if millage rates were held 
constant. 

 
10. In operation, portability is merely an extension of Save Our Homes.  Because the 

differential can be transferred from one home to another, portability has the 
practical effect of intensifying all of the previous findings related to Save Our 
Homes.  Both the magnitude and duration of the effects are increased. 

 
11. According to the Department of Revenue, for the 33 year period from 1974 to 

2006, Florida taxing districts as a whole levied below the rolled-back rate in three 
years, and those were related to identifiable external events.  For the entire period, 
local taxing jurisdictions levied millages that were an average of 6.1% above the 
rolled-back rate.  For public school levies, this average was 5.8%, and for all other 
taxing jurisdictions, 6.4%.  To the extent that homesteaded properties were 
protected by Save Our Homes, the tax increases fell disproportionately on non-
homesteaded properties. 

 
12. While the dollar value of the property tax burden may have increased for many 

Floridians, this does not translate directly into statements regarding individual 
affordability and ability-to-pay.  Homesteaders are shielded from the full impact 
of tax increases at the expense of non-homesteaders.  
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13. The impact of Save Our Homes on net property tax burdens is difficult to assess 
without additional study.  Personal wealth as reflected in higher just values is not 
fully captured by measures of personal income, and tax exportation to other states 
and the federal government is rarely taken into account.  

 
14. Because Save Our Homes has shielded homesteaded property owners from the 

full effect of tax increases, the visibility and awareness of the taxes being paid has 
been reduced, potentially leading to an over-demand of services.  

 
The most commonly mentioned proposals for changing the property tax system are 
discussed in a later section of the report.  However, the pros and cons of policy options to 
address the specific findings listed above will be contained in the final report which is 
due September 1, 2007.   
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Distribution of Property Taxes Across Property Types 
 
According to the Department of Revenue, the central trend in the distribution of Florida’s 
property tax burden over the past 32 years has been the shift in the proportionate share of 
just value away from non-residential property and toward residential property.  By 2006,                         
non-residential property made up nearly one-third of the total just value in the state, while 
residential property accounted for two-thirds.   
 

Just Value Distribution Between Residential 
and Non-Residential Properties
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The same overall trend and end-result hold true for taxable value, although the starting 
points differed.  The taxable value of non-residential and residential properties started 
closer together, but ended with the same proportions as just value. 
 
While the just value of homestead property in Florida is nearly twice as much as non-
homestead residential properties, its taxable value is now less due to the effects of the 
Save Our Homes amendment.  However, this has not always been the case.  The long-
term shift in value from non-residential properties to residential primarily affected 
homestead properties, propping up the taxable value of homestead properties relative to 
non-homestead residential through 2005 – even with the Save Our Homes protection. 
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Left unchecked by Save Our Homes, the increase in the growth of just value would have 
passed into taxable value.  Reflecting the amount of value removed from the tax rolls, the 
Save Our Homes differential has grown from $3.5 billion in 1995 to $404.4 billion in 
2006.  To put this in better context, $404.4 billion is nearly one-quarter of the taxable 
value of all property in the state.  As intended, the Save Our Homes Amendment has 
suppressed the taxable value of homestead properties in Florida.   

 

Just Versus Taxable Values of Homestead 
Properties
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In doing so, Save Our Homes has significantly shifted the tax burden away from 
homestead property and onto non-homestead residential and non-residential property.  
This is because the property tax system is a closed universe.  To ease the burden on one 
segment and still raise the same amount of revenue, the burden is increased on everyone 
else. A comparison of the 2006 data, with and without the effect of Save Our Homes, 
shows that homestead property would make up 45.5% of all taxable value in the absence 
of the amendment’s protection.  With it, homestead property only garners 32.1% of the 
roll.  
 

 
 
From the above chart, it is clear that the proportion of taxable value attributable to non-
residential and non-homestead residential property has increased substantially as a result 
of Save Our Homes.  According to Department of Revenue data, to raise the same 
amount of revenue without Save Our Homes in 2006, taxes paid by homestead property 
owners as a group would increase by approximately 40% and all other property owners 
would experience approximately a 20% reduction. 
 

Current W/O SOH
Homestead Property 32.1% 45.5%
Non-Homestead Residential 34.5% 28.4%
Non-Residential Property 32.5% 26.1%

Percent of Taxable Value
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Findings from This Section... 

• As intended, the Save Our Homes Amendment has suppressed the taxable value of 
homestead properties in Florida.  In doing so, it has significantly shifted the tax 
burden away from homestead property and onto non-homestead residential and 
non-residential property. 

 
Discussion of the Principles... 

A. Equity – Because of Save Our Homes and other exemptions, the Florida tax 
system does not treat all individuals equitably.  The tax burden has been shifted 
onto non-homestead residential and non-residential property, increasing the 
regressivity of the tax system for residential renters of lower incomes. 

B. Compliance – Because Save Our Homes has shielded homesteaded property 
owners from the full effect of tax increases, the visibility and awareness of the 
taxes being paid has been reduced, potentially leading to an over-demand of 
services.   

C. Pro-competitiveness – To the extent that the tax burden has been shifted to non-
residential properties, Florida businesses may be at a disadvantage with respect to 
interstate and international competition.  In this regard, savings and investment in 
physical plants, equipment, people, and technology in this state may have been 
suppressed. 

D. Neutrality – Save Our Homes has likely increased government involvement in 
private investment decisions, by shifting the relative tax burdens. 

E. Stability – Not related to this finding. 
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Impact of Save Our Homes Across Counties 
 
 
The impact of Save Our Homes varies considerably by county.  The extremes range from 
Hamilton County where the absence of Save Our Homes protection would increase 
taxable value by 5.7% to Brevard County where the similar figure equals nearly 37%.  
The statewide figure is 24.5%.  This statistic can be viewed as a measure of the degree to 
which the tax roll is suppressed by Save Our Homes and lines up with the size of the 
differential.  [See graphic depicting county-level data on the following page.] 

 
According to the Department of Revenue, there are four major factors contributing to this 
wide range: 
 

1) The tremendous variation in the mix of residential and non-residential property 
among counties.  These extremes range from Glades County where just 9.2% of the 
just value is comprised of residential property to Palm Beach County where the 
similar figure equals 77.9%.  The statewide statistic is 67.1%.  When the ratio of 
residential to non-residential property is higher, the percentage reduction to the roll 
due to Save Our Homes is greater. 

 
2)  The wide variation in the portion of residential property that is homestead property. 

These extremes range from Walton County where 25.9% of the residential just 
value is comprised of homestead property to Baker County where the similar figure 
equals 85.7%.  The statewide statistic is 63.8%.  When the ratio of homestead 
property to residential property is higher, the percentage reduction to the roll due to 
Save Our Homes is greater. 

 
3) The ratio of tax preferences for non-residential property to the total amount of non-

residential property is higher in some areas than others. This is caused by 
differences in non-homestead related tax preferences such as classified use 
agricultural assessments, exempt and immune government property, and exempt 
institutional (churches, schools, charitable, etc.) property.  Higher levels of non-
homestead exemptions reduce the relative size of non-residential taxable value, 
which makes the Save Our Homes impact greater as a percentage of taxable value. 

 
4) The impact of the Save Our Homes differential relative to homestead just value. 

These extremes range from Jackson County where the differential comprises 14.7% 
of the homestead just value to Monroe County where the similar figure equals 
51.8%.  The statewide statistic is 38.7%.  Most of this variation is caused by 
differences in property growth rates and homestead turnover rates.  When the ratio 
of the Save Our Homes differential is higher, the percentage reduction to the roll 
due to Save Our Homes is greater. 

 
While the exact impact of the Save Our Homes differential is a function of the above 
factors and unique to each county, the greatest differentials have generally occurred in the 
coastal areas of central and south Florida, and the extreme edges of north Florida.  
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The uneven geographic distribution of the Save Our Homes impact means that the tax 
shifting discussed in the previous section will also vary by county, with some counties 
experiencing a greater shifting of the burden and others less.  Generally, the greater the 
differential within a particular county, the more tax shifting there will be. 
 
 
Findings from This Section... 

• The impact of Save Our Homes varies considerably by county; however, the 
greatest differentials have generally occurred in the coastal areas of central and 
south Florida, and the extreme edges of north Florida.  Because larger 
differentials lead to greater tax shifting, non-residential and non-homestead 
residential property owners in those counties have increased tax burdens.  

    
Discussion of the Principles... 

A. Equity – Not related to this finding. 
B. Compliance – Not related to this finding.  
C. Pro-competitiveness – To the extent that the tax burden has been shifted to non-

residential properties, Florida businesses may be at a disadvantage with respect to 
interstate and international competition.  In this regard, savings and investment in 
physical plants, equipment, people, and technology in this state may have been 
suppressed or relocated to other areas – both within and outside of the state. 

D. Neutrality – Save Our Homes has likely increased government involvement in 
private investment decisions, by shifting the relative tax burdens. 

E. Stability – Not related to this finding. 
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Effect of Save Our Homes on Affordable Housing 
 
 
The Department of Revenue property tax data does not lend itself to an in-depth review 
of the affordable housing situation in Florida, mainly because the multi-family data does 
not have sufficient specificity and because so many other variables come into play for an 
analysis of this type. [See the section entitled Additional Areas of Study: Request for 
Proposal in this report.]  However, their data does allow limited examination of the 
differential tax burden on first-time homebuyers. 
 
The department looked at differences in the assessed value of homesteads based on the 
purchase date of the homestead, using the statewide median just value of homestead 
property ($150,000) in 2006.  Specifically, they selected all homes that had a just value of 
$150,000 in 2006, but were purchased in the years 1999 through 2005.  The results show 
what these homes – differing only in purchase date – would pay in property taxes in 
2006.  Clearly, the tax savings is greater if the (similar) house has been owned for a 
longer period of time.  If the house was bought in 1999, the property tax savings would 
be nearly 60%. 

Bought in:  Just Value 
 SOH 

Differential 
 Assessed 

Value  HX 
 Taxable 

Value 
 Millage 

Rate 
Ad Valorem 

Taxes 

% Diff from 
2005 

Purchase 
 Monthly 

Taxes 
2005 $150,000 $150,000 $25,000 $125,000 18.47       $2,309 $192
2004 $150,000 $27,281 $122,719 $25,000 $97,719 18.47       $1,805 -21.8% $150
2003 $150,000 $44,643 $105,357 $25,000 $80,357 18.47       $1,484 -35.7% $124
2002 $150,000 $55,594 $94,406 $25,000 $69,406 18.47       $1,282 -44.5% $107
2001 $150,000 $63,236 $86,764 $25,000 $61,764 18.47       $1,141 -50.6% $95
2000 $150,000 $70,087 $79,913 $25,000 $54,913 18.47       $1,014 -56.1% $85
1999 $150,000 $73,712 $76,288 $25,000 $51,288 18.47       $947 -59.0% $79

Save Our Homes Effect on Property Taxes
Taxes Paid in 2006 Based on Year Purchased
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In terms of affordability, this differential treatment has a detectable impact.  According to 
the Department of Revenue, if the 2005 purchaser could pay taxes equivalent to those 
paid by the 1999 purchaser, the difference in taxes would translate into allowing the 
purchase of a house valued at approximately $18,000 – or 12% – higher at the same total 
monthly payment.6 
 
The department also looked at recently purchased homesteads with taxable value equal to 
the median for each county to compare their property taxes with and without Save Our 
Homes.  Because new homebuyers have yet to generate financial protection from Save 
Our Homes (for them, just value equals assessed value), they face a heightened property 
tax burden under Save Our Homes.  In this regard, the removal of the Save Our Homes 
assessment differential would clearly lower the property taxes for this class.  As before, 
there is considerable variation among the counties as to the specific effect.  The reduction 
in annual property taxes for these recently purchased, median-valued homes ranges from 
an $11 savings in Calhoun and Hamilton counties to a $710 savings in Broward County.  
For 2005, the average statewide savings for a recently, purchased median-valued home 
would be $387. 
 
On the other hand, looking at median-valued homesteads purchased prior to this time – 
those that have generated differentials – shows that they would face an average tax 
increase of $561 in the absence of the Save Our Homes protection.  Again, there is 
considerable variation among counties with Calhoun at $43 and Monroe at $1,683. 
 
Therefore, from the simple data analysis available at this time, the overall effect of Save 
Our Homes on the affordability of housing is ambiguous and more research needs to be 
done before final conclusions are made.  
 
 
Findings from This Section... 

• A direct outcome of the Save Our Homes tax preference is that dissimilar tax 
burdens have been placed on homeowners in similar circumstances, based solely 
on length of ownership.  This is a horizontal inequity. 

• The dissimilar nature of the tax burden caused by Save Our Homes has an impact 
on the overall affordability of housing for individual buyers, but more research 
needs to be conducted prior to determining whether the increased burden is cost 
prohibitive to homebuyers and renters. 

• The Save Our Homes protection has made it possible for homeowners on the 
margin to remain in their homes longer than they otherwise could have, but more 
research needs to be conducted on existing homeowners’ ability-to-pay prior to 
determining the magnitude of this effect. 

 
 
 
    

                                                 
6 Assuming a mortgage rate of 6.5%. 



 Property Tax Study – Interim Report  - 36 -

Discussion of the Principles... 
A. Equity – Because of Save Our Homes and other exemptions, the Florida tax 

system does not treat all individuals equitably.  Dissimilar tax burdens have been 
created on people in similar circumstances based on length of ownership.   

B. Compliance – Not related to these findings.  
C. Pro-competitiveness – Not related to these findings. 
D. Neutrality – Not related to these findings. 
E. Stability – Not related to these findings.
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Effect of Save Our Homes on School Property Taxes 

 
 
To analyze the impact of Save Our Homes on public school property taxes, the 
Department of Revenue asked the Department of Education to recalculate the 2006 FEFP 
required local effort (RLE) millage rates based on a tax roll minus the effect of the Save 
Our Homes differential.  The statewide RLE millage rate for 2006 is 5.010 mills or about 
half of 1%.  After the necessary adjustments for the level of prior year assessment and the 
90% property tax maximum, the school district millage rates actually ranged from a low 
of 1.442 mills in Franklin County to a high of 5.178 in Highlands and Leon. 
 
The effect of adding the Save Our Homes differential to taxable value resulted in a 
decrease in the RLE millage rate to 3.997 mills in order to generate the same amount of 
dollars statewide.   Since the level of funding is held the same, the only effects are 
distributional in nature.  Of note, in this current-year analysis, there is no independent 
effect from adjustments for the level of assessment.  The only difference prior to the 90% 
adjustment relates to the relative burden between school districts, and these effects are 
noteworthy.  As expected, the millage rate drops in each school district; however, it does 
not follow that the district will generate the same or a lesser amount of required local 
effort.  As stated by the Department of Revenue, “Counties in which the elimination of 
the SOH assessment growth limitation results in a change in taxable value greater than 
the statewide average would experience an increase in required local effort dollars 
levied...”  These changes are proportional to the amount of taxable value previously 
removed from the roll by the differential.  That is, districts with large differentials were 
shielded from the full effect of the RLE requirements.  In the absence of the Save Our 
Home protection, the required dollars for FEFP participation increase for them.  On the 
other hand, counties with relatively small differentials need to generate fewer local 
dollars in the absence of Save Our Homes. 
 
It is clear that the presence of the Save Our Homes assessment growth limitation has had 
a detectable impact on the distribution of the state-funded portion of the FEFP in Florida.  
While the total funding per student is not affected, the mix of local and state funding is 
altered between school districts.  This in turn affects the local property tax burden.  To 
the extent that the greatest differentials have generally occurred in the coastal areas of 
central and south Florida, and the extreme edges of north Florida (as previously found), 
these areas have disproportionately benefited while the other areas have experienced 
higher school property taxes than they otherwise would have. 
 
School funding in Florida has inherent regressive tendencies because of the law requiring 
that local property tax contributions to the FEFP be no more than 90% of each district’s 
FEFP funding.  So, to the extent that the property tax burden has shifted from the 
counties experiencing larger growth in just values to those with lesser growth, the 
regressive tendencies are further enhanced. 
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The ten districts that are impacted by the 90% adjustment are an exception to the above 
discussion.7  They would experience virtually no difference in terms of local taxes 
collected with or without the benefit of the Save Our Homes protection.  And, at least for 
2006, the qualifying districts would be the same under either scenario.  
 
Of the 57 districts that do experience a change in the absence of the Save Our Home 
protection, approximately $135 million or 1.8% of the total required local effort has been 
impacted.  As demonstrated by the simulation adding back the differential, nine districts 
would face larger tax burdens and 48 would experience reductions.  The largest increase 
would affect Broward County (nearly $48 million), and the largest decrease would affect 
Orange County (nearly $32 million).  [See listing of the impact by district on the page 
immediately following this section.] 
 
While school districts with high differentials gain state dollars under the FEFP, they 
potentially lose local dollars under the unequalized portion of the nonvoted discretionary 
millage and under the additional 2 mills for capital improvements.  For these districts, the 
value of 1 mill has been suppressed by the loss of taxable value, so they generate fewer 
dollars than they otherwise would from the discretionary millages.  A full analysis of this 
offsetting effect is not possible from the Department of Revenue data and requires further 
research. 
 
In 1996, the combined school millage rate of 9.893 mills for required, discretionary and 
capital improvement purposes neared the 10 mill constitutional cap.  Today, the 
combined school millage rate is 7.46 mills.  With just and taxable value growth expected 
to slow over the near-term, upward pressure on the millage rate is already likely.  
Proposals that further reduce taxable value will exacerbate this situation.  
 

 

Actual Millage Rates ~ Required, Discretionary & Capital 
Improvements
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7 These counties are: Charlotte, Collier, Franklin, Gulf, Indian River, Lee, Martin, Monroe, Sarasota, and 
Walton. 
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Findings from This Section... 

• The presence of the Save Our Homes assessment growth limitation has had a 
detectable impact on the distribution of the state-funded portion of the FEFP in 
Florida.  While the total funding per student is not affected, the mix of local and 
state funding is altered between school districts.  This is turn affects the local 
property tax burden.  Approximately $135 million or 1.8% of the total required 
local effort has been impacted. 

• To the extent that the greatest differentials have generally occurred in the coastal 
areas of central and south Florida, and the extreme edges of north Florida (as 
previously found), these areas have disproportionately benefited from the 
interaction of the FEFP with the Save Our Homes protection, while the other 
areas have experienced higher school property taxes than they otherwise would 
have. 

 
Discussion of the Principles... 

A. Equity – To the extent that the property tax burden has shifted from the 
counties experiencing larger growth in just values to those with lesser growth, 
the regressive tendencies within the FEFP are further enhanced. 

B. Compliance – Not related to these findings.  
C. Pro-competitiveness – To the extent that the tax burden has been shifted to 

non-residential properties, Florida businesses may be at a disadvantage with 
respect to interstate and international competition.  In this regard, savings and 
investment in physical plants, equipment, people, and technology in this state 
may have been suppressed or relocated to other areas – both within and 
outside of the state. 

D. Neutrality – Save Our Homes has likely increased government involvement in 
private investment decisions, by shifting the relative tax burdens. 

E. Stability – Not related to these findings. 
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1 Alachua (3,858,348)$       -7.07%
2 Baker (186,327)$          -5.61%
3 Bay (6,568,557)$       -7.12%
4 Bradford (275,519)$          -7.30%
5 Brevard 17,312,624$       9.36%
6 Broward 47,940,067$       6.37%
7 Calhoun (197,503)$          -13.41%
8 Charlotte (1,282)$              0.00%
9 Citrus (1,703,663)$       -3.07%

10 Clay (280,957)$          -0.65%
11 Collier 12,065$              0.01%
12 Columbia (916,319)$          -8.38%
13 Miami-Dade 12,898,780$       1.27%
14 DeSoto (442,302)$          -5.25%
15 Dixie (333,400)$          -12.20%
16 Duval (13,996,700)$     -5.74%
17 Escambia (1,940,221)$       -2.66%
18 Flagler (3,931,427)$       -7.49%
19 Franklin 3,572$                0.06%
20 Gadsden (501,799)$          -8.39%
21 Gilchrist (167,855)$          -6.16%
22 Glades (356,616)$          -11.53%
23 Gulf (1,076)$              -0.01%
24 Hamilton (494,225)$          -15.55%
25 Hardee (1,135,181)$       -15.66%
26 Hendry (1,386,294)$       -10.17%
27 Hernando (842,461)$          -1.79%
28 Highlands (916,999)$          -3.19%
29 Hillsborough 718,132$            0.19%
30 Holmes (258,220)$          -12.78%
31 Indian River (2,098)$              0.00%
32 Jackson (923,144)$          -14.67%
33 Jefferson (288,192)$          -12.04%
34 Lafayette (56,041)$            -5.54%
35 Lake (7,059,121)$       -7.96%
36 Lee (21,754)$            -0.01%
37 Leon (4,047,705)$       -5.61%
38 Levy (365,153)$          -3.31%
39 Liberty (127,644)$          -10.49%
40 Madison (372,793)$          -12.16%
41 Manatee (3,652,945)$       -2.52%
42 Marion (4,014,811)$       -4.75%
43 Martin 1,433$                0.00%
44 Monroe 938$                   0.00%
45 Nassau (2,679,873)$       -7.73%
46 Okaloosa (2,979,203)$       -3.37%
47 Okeechobee (966,845)$          -8.95%
48 Orange (31,780,504)$     -7.31%
49 Osceola (11,447,824)$     -10.91%
50 Palm Beach 26,278,698$       3.37%
51 Pasco 807,693$            0.67%
52 Pinellas 20,767,486$       5.73%
53 Polk (8,067,518)$       -5.65%
54 Putnam (1,407,521)$       -7.45%
55 St. Johns (3,120,082)$       -2.95%
56 St. Lucie (4,654,612)$       -3.98%
57 Santa Rosa (1,093,080)$       -2.62%
58 Sarasota 13,941$              0.01%
59 Seminole 3,180,537$         2.24%
60 Sumter (1,718,473)$       -7.59%
61 Suwannee (273,713)$          -3.78%
62 Taylor (916,168)$          -17.33%
63 Union (102,888)$          -10.59%
64 Volusia 5,025,698$         2.76%
65 Wakulla (500,477)$          -7.53%
66 Walton (8,094)$              -0.03%
67 Washington (747,860)$          -16.20%

Save Our Homes Impact on FEFP                     
2006
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Fiscal Impact of Save Our Homes Portability 

 
 
 

One of the most frequently mentioned proposed changes to the current property tax 
structure is the portability of any previously accumulated differential (that is, the 
amount of the reduced assessment related to the Save Our Homes protection) from a 
prior homestead to a new homestead.  Most of the proposals require that the “ported” 
amount be subtracted from the new homestead’s just value to determine the new 
assessed value, with the caveat that the resulting assessed value is at least equal to the 
previous homestead’s assessed value at the time of sale.  However, many variations to 
the basic framework have been offered over the past two years. 
 
The Revenue Estimating Conference worked closely with the Department of Revenue 
over the past summer to refine the methodology used for previous fiscal impact 
estimates of the portability proposals.  A new assumption regarding the “turnover 
rate” was the most important adjustment.  Clearly, a census-styled turnover rate 
equating to every seven or eight years is too broad since it reflects all types of moves, 
including those made by renters who are the most transient population.  For the 
portability analysis, a more discrete measure is needed to capture just the percentage 
of homestead owners who move and directly buy another property in Florida which 
then becomes their homestead.  Only this group of homeowners will be eligible for 
portability.  In this regard, the “turnover rate” is more accurately a homestead transfer 
rate.  Based on actual data, the annual homestead transfer rate is about 3.35% of all 
homesteads.  This represents roughly 140,000 homes per year. 
 
Of particular interest, the Department of Revenue noted but did not comment on the 
fact that the number of homes purchased within a given year has been dropping since 
2003.  In theory, this may lend support to the existence of a lock-in effect where 
homeowners feel compelled to stay in their existing homes – at least longer than they 
otherwise would have – because of the tax advantages.  Currently, the portability 
analysis does not address this effect.  Undoubtedly, more research in this area is 
needed.  
 
Other research focused on whether the homestead-to-homestead class upsized or 
downsized in the transfer.  Based on the data, roughly 3 out of 4 owners of 
homesteaded property purchasing a new homestead buy a more expensive one.  The 
differential available for porting is only slightly lower for those downsizing. 
 
Running the data through the estimating model produces the results displayed on the 
following page for full portability.8  Full portability, if implemented with the 2008 
roll, would reduce the ad valorem tax base by $13.6 billion in the first year.  This 
reduction in taxable value would grow to $65.0 billion in the fifth year.  At the 2005 

                                                 
8 “Full” portability has no limitation on the resulting assessed value. 
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average weighted millage of 19.6 mills, these tax base reductions would amount to 
reduced revenues ranging from $267 million in 2008 to $1.3 billion in 2012, if 
millage rates were held constant.   
 

  
Reduction in Taxable 

Value 
Tax Impact at 19.6 

mills 
2008  $   (13,603,219,767)      (266,623,107.43) 
2009  $   (26,812,389,308)      (525,522,830.44) 
2010  $   (39,852,551,744)      (781,110,014.17) 
2011  $   (52,408,088,113)   (1,027,198,527.01) 
2012  $   (65,001,494,478)   (1,274,029,291.77) 
    

  
Total Taxable Value 

REC – Nov. 2006 
Official REC Growth 

Rates 
Change as % of Tax 

Base 
2007  $  1,795,449,000,000  9.2%   
2008  $  1,936,479,000,000  7.9% -0.7% 
2009  $  2,098,129,000,000  8.3% -1.3% 
2010  $  2,280,667,000,000  8.7% -1.7% 
2011  $  2,488,898,000,000  9.1% -2.1% 
2012  $  2,729,348,000,000  9.7% -2.4% 

 
In operation, portability is merely an extension of Save Our Homes.  Because the 
differential can be transferred from one home to another, portability has the practical 
effect of intensifying all of the previous findings related to Save Our Homes.  Both the 
magnitude and duration of the effects are increased. 
 
From an economic perspective, portability also changes the nature of the tax.  Today, 
everything centers on a specific piece of property, and its interaction with certain 
characteristics of the owner.  With the introduction of portability, the tax preference is 
completely divorced from the property and travels with the owner to another location.  
This feature has economic implications that need to be further researched.  
 

  
Findings from This Section... 

• Adoption of portability will further reduce tax rolls below the levels they would 
otherwise have attained. 

• Full portability, if implemented with the 2008 roll, would reduce the ad valorem 
tax base by $13.6 billion in the first year.  This reduction in taxable value would 
grow to $65.0 billion in the fifth year.  At the 2005 average weighted millage of 
19.6 mills, these tax base reductions would amount to reduced revenues ranging 
from $267 million in 2008 to $1.3 billion in 2012, if millage rates were held 
constant.  

• In operation, portability is merely an extension of Save Our Homes.  Because the 
differential can be transferred from one home to another, portability has the 
practical effect of intensifying all of the previous findings related to Save Our 
Homes.  Both the magnitude and duration of the effects are increased. 
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Discussion of the Principles... 

A. Equity – Portability will further shift the tax burden onto non-homestead 
residential and non-residential property, increasing the regressivity of the tax 
system for residential renters of lower incomes. The tax burdens created on 
people in similar circumstances will be made even more dissimilar because 
the length of ownership will be extended through the transfer of the 
differential. Tax shifting issues unique to the FEFP will also be heightened. 

B. Compliance – Not related to these findings.  
C. Pro-competitiveness – To the extent that the tax burden is further shifted to 

non-residential properties, Florida businesses may be at a disadvantage with 
respect to interstate and international competition.  In this regard, savings and 
investment in physical plants, equipment, people, and technology in this state 
could be suppressed or relocated to other areas – both within and outside of 
the state. 

D. Neutrality – Portability will likely increase government involvement in private 
investment decisions, by shifting the relative tax burdens. 

E. Stability – Not related to these findings. 
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Comparison of the Millage Rate to the Rolled-Back Rate  
 
 

As discussed previously, a local government levying the rolled-back rate should raise 
revenues approximately equal to the previous year’s revenues plus a percentage increase 
equal to the percent of new construction on the current year roll.  The percentage increase 
for new construction is deliberately outside the rolled-back rate definition because it is 
intended to be an allowance for growth; as such, it does not need to be advertised as a tax 
increase under the TRIM process.  Statewide, this allowance has ranged from 8.1% in 
1974 to 1.8% in 1993. 
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According to the Department of Revenue, for the 33 year period from 1974 to 2006, 
Florida taxing districts as a whole levied below the rolled-back rate in three years, and 
those were related to identifiable external events.  The rest of the years have been above 
the rolled-back rate. 
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For the entire period, local taxing jurisdictions levied millages that were an average of 
6.1% above the rolled-back rate.  For public school levies, this average was 5.8%, and for 
all other taxing jurisdictions, 6.4%.   
 

Pecentage Over / Under the Rolled-Back Rate for 
Public Schools and All Others
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The recent increase in the “percentage over the rolled-back rate” clearly begins in 2001 
and runs through today.  This period of time conforms to Florida’s housing boom, which 
came with double-digit price appreciation and resulting increases in just values.  As 
discussed previously, taxable values also increased during this period of time, although 
moderately less than the just value due to the existence of the Save Our Homes 
protection.  To the extent that homesteaded properties were protected by Save Our 
Homes, the tax increases fell disproportionately on non-homesteaded properties. 
 

Comparison of Percentage Over/Under the Rolled-
Back Rate to Growth in Taxable Value
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By design, rate increases above the rolled-back rate are tax increases.  The Department of 
Revenue data cannot answer the question of whether those increases are actually justified 
or reasonable.  This answer involves an analysis of how the increased revenues are being 
used – a topic which is outside the scope of the interim report.  In the absence of this 
analysis, it is only possible to make a few observations about tax burdens.  To the extent 
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that the burden merely represents the cost of public goods and services to the taxpayer, 
the tax increases necessarily mean that the tax burden has increased for many Floridians. 
However, attempts to translate this statement directly into a discussion of individual 
affordability and ability-to-pay should be viewed with some caution.  While the dollar 
value of the tax burden may have increased for many Floridians, the tax shifting caused 
by the Save Our Homes protection leads the increases to produce dissimilar results for 
individual taxpayers.  One property appraiser has calculated that in 2004-05, 73% of 
additional revenue raised by local taxes in his county came from non-homestead 
property, 22% came from new homestead property, and only 5% came from existing 
homestead property. 
 
Moreover, the percentage that burden represented of taxable value has not appreciably 
increased.  Looking at the ratio of taxes levied to taxable value (another view of the 
millage rate) from 1974 to 2006, the movement stayed within a fairly narrow band 
running from a low of 1.6% in 1982 to a high of 2.2% during the period 1993 through 
1998.  Of note, the last three years (2004, 2005 and 2006) have actually seen percentages 
at or below the average level for the entire period, with a downward drift beginning in 
1999. 
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This means that property tax increases essentially rode the growth in just values and 
increasing real estate wealth.  In fact, the wealth effect arising from the housing boom has 
been studied by many economists, with the general conclusion that the recent home price 
appreciation (coupled with low interest rates) led to increased personal consumption and 
expenditures in excess of direct income (the negative savings rate) as people felt more 
wealthy. 
 
Similarly, measures that simply look at the growth of personal income in Florida relative 
to the growth in property taxes over the last few years are suspect.  First, Florida personal 
income does not fully capture housing wealth unless that wealth is derived from rental 
income.  Second, Florida residents do not bear 100% of the property tax burden.  To the 
extent that a not insignificant portion of the total tax levy is exported, the actual burden is 
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less.  Further, Florida personal income does not capture the income from out-of-state 
buyers of second homes.  While the exact level of second homeownership in Florida is 
currently unknown, this market has the potential to be significant, particularly given 
Florida’s recent level of real estate activity. 
 
Finally, it would appear a logical outcome for taxpayers to vote out of office any local 
elected officials that unreasonably raised their local tax burdens.  According to the 
median voter hypothesis, the fact that this has not significantly occurred would indicate 
that local taxpayers are relatively satisfied with the way things are going.  However, 
another explanation may lie in the shifting tax burden brought about by Save Our Homes.  
The median voter hypothesis indicates that the will of the median voter prevails.  The 
median voter is defined as the householder or homesteader who has the median income.  
Because homesteaders form the class protected by Save Our Homes and their assessment 
growth is limited, there is no real incentive for them to pay attention to local property tax 
increases that largely land on others.  To a great extent, they are shielded from the full 
cost of local services, leading to a tendency to over-demand them relative to what they 
would desire if paying the full price. 
 
More research on all of these topics is needed before the net tax burden on Floridians can 
be meaningfully assessed.  
 
 
 
Findings from This Section... 

• According to the Department of Revenue, for the 33 year period from 1974 to 
2006, Florida taxing districts as a whole levied below the rolled-back rate in 
three years, and those were related to identifiable external events.  For the entire 
period, local taxing jurisdictions levied millages that were an average of 6.1% 
above the rolled-back rate.  For public school levies, this average was 5.8%, and 
for all other taxing jurisdictions, 6.4%.  To the extent that homesteaded properties 
were protected by Save Our Homes, the tax increases fell disproportionately on 
non-homesteaded properties. 

• While the dollar value of the property tax burden may have increased for many 
Floridians, this does not translate directly into statements regarding individual 
affordability and ability-to-pay.  Homesteaders are shielded from the full impact 
of tax increases at the expense of non-homesteaders.  

• The impact of Save Our Homes on net property tax burdens is difficult to assess 
without additional study.  Personal wealth as reflected in higher just values is not 
fully captured by measures of personal income, and tax exportation to other states 
and the federal government is rarely taken into account. 

• Because Save Our Homes has shielded homesteaded property owners from the 
full effect of tax increases, the visibility and awareness of the taxes being paid has 
been reduced, potentially leading to an over-demand of services.  
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Discussion of the Principles... 

A. Equity – Tax increases further shift the tax burden onto non-homestead 
residential and non-residential property, increasing the regressivity of the tax 
system for residential renters of lower incomes.  

B. Compliance – Because Save Our Homes has shielded homesteaded property 
owners from the full effect of tax increases, the visibility and awareness of the 
taxes being paid has been reduced, potentially leading to an over-demand of 
services.  

C. Pro-competitiveness – To the extent that the tax burden is further shifted to 
non-residential properties, Florida businesses may be at a disadvantage with 
respect to interstate and international competition.  In this regard, savings and 
investment in physical plants, equipment, people, and technology in this state 
may be suppressed or relocated to other areas – both within and outside of the 
state. 

D. Neutrality – Higher taxes likely increase government involvement in private 
investment decisions, by shifting the relative tax burdens. 

E. Stability – Not related to these findings. 
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Past Legislative Proposals Regarding Property Taxes 

 
 
 

During the 2005 and 2006 legislative sessions, numerous proposals were filed to make 
changes to the Save Our Homes assessment limitation.  While many of these proposals 
originally stood alone to address specific problems, recent discussions have focused more 
on combining two or more of the proposals to achieve greater equity across the property 
tax system.  The proposed changes generally take one of five forms, but all have variants.  
  
I.  Portability 
 Generally, the amount being “ported” is equivalent to the differential from the prior 

homestead.  That dollar value is then subtracted from the new homestead’s just value 
to determine the new assessed value.  Most of the proposals require that – after the 
calculation – the new property’s assessed value not be less than the previous 
homestead’s assessed value at the time of sale.  Further, most of the proposals 
contemplate that the differential can be ported anywhere in the state (i.e. across taxing 
districts’ geographic boundaries).  However, several significant variants to this basic 
scheme have been suggested: 

1. Only available within qualifying counties (local option: referendum or super 
majority vote of governing body) 

2. Capped amount (income-based) 
3. Capped amount (either a dollar ceiling or a specified percentage of the prior 

differential) 
4. Age-limited (senior citizens) 
5. Directional limit (upsize or downsize only) 
6. One-time availability 
7. Alternative definitions of portability, the most common of which uses the 

sales price minus the prior homestead’s assessed value, the dollar value of 
which is then subtracted from the purchase price of the new home to 
determine the new assessed level 

 
II.  Modification of the Existing Save Our Homes Provision 
 Most of these have been proposed in conjunction with some form of portability or 

other homestead exemption change. 
1. Limit the differential to a certain dollar value or percentage of just value 
2. Limit the duration of the assessment limitation 
3. Treat various classes of homeowners differently (for example, first time 

homeowners receive additional breaks) 
4. Freeze homestead assessments after a specified period of time, either for all 

homeowners or for certain classes of homeowners (based on age, income, etc.) 
 

III.  Increase in the Current Homestead Exemption 
 This can be in conjunction with portability or another proposal.  Some variants index 

the exemption so that it automatically grows.   



 Property Tax Study – Interim Report  - 50 -

 
IV.  Extension of Assessment Limitations to Non-Homesteaded Properties  
 Some proposals replace Save Our Homes with an assessment limit (usually in the 

form of a growth rate) that is applied to all properties.  Others retain the Save Our 
Homes provision, but make it available to all properties.  A variant has assessment 
limitations for all properties, but differing rates between homesteads and all other 
properties. 

 
V.  Elimination of Save Our Homes 
 The underlying concept assumes that existing beneficiaries are not “grandfathered in” 

during a total replacement by some other mechanism such as an income-based circuit 
breaker.  Variants have a grandfather provision. 

 
 
The Governor’s Property Tax Reform Committee identified a list of proposed changes for 
further study, only some of which mirror the items above.  Many of these stand alone and 
could not be implemented in conjunction with the others.  They include in no particular 
order:  
 

1. Assess business property based on current use only, instead of “highest and best 
use” value. 

 
2. Cap tax revenue growth for individual local governments. 

 
3. Cap tax growth for individual properties.  

 
4. Full or partial replacement of the property tax with other forms of taxation. 

 
5. Assess properties using a moving average value of several years’ assessments.  

 
6. Simplify the “Truth in Millage” notice to be more easily understood by taxpayers 

(improving budgetary discipline from taxpayers). 
 

7. Increase the homestead exemption. 
 

8. Save Our Homes Portability. 
 

9. Phase-out of the Save Our Homes tax preference. 
 

10. Partial-year assessment of improvements to real property. 
 

 
For recommendations made by property appraisers, tax collectors and local government 
officials, see the section entitled Summary Survey Results. 
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Hellerstein Legal Analysis 

 
 
 
The Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR) contracted with Walter 
Hellerstein, W. Scott Wright and Charles C. Kearns of Sutherland Asbill & Brennan LLP 
for a legal analysis of the most commonly referenced legislative proposals regarding 
property taxes.  The intent behind this analysis was to identify the potential legal hurdles 
facing the different proposals, allowing proactive steps to protect the state’s best interests.   
 
The report focused primarily on the federal constitutional issues raised by the proposed 
alternatives to the Save Our Homes amendment, which limits property tax assessment 
increases on homestead property.  It also considers the federal constitutional implications 
of proposed alternatives to the homestead exemption, remedial questions, and a number 
of related issues (including the implications of the analysis for the existing Save Our 
Homes provision). By way of background to the federal constitutional analysis of the 
proposed alternatives to Florida’s homestead provisions, the report provides an overview 
of Florida’s ad valorem property tax system as it relates to these provisions and a brief 
survey of similar property tax limitations in other states. 

 
The table on the next page was developed by EDR to summarize the results of the legal 
analysis. The complete analysis, including a ten-page Executive Summary, is attached as 
Appendix B. 
 
The key findings are displayed below. 
 

1. While most of the proposed alternatives to the current property tax structure in 
Florida present no significant federal constitutional issues, portability may 
provide opportunities for legal challenge based on the Commerce Clause, the 
“Interstate” Privileges and Immunities Clause, and the Right to Travel. 

 
2. The extension of assessment limitations to non-homesteaded properties may 

generate Commerce Clause objections, but their strength is currently untested. 
 

3. If any of the proposed alternatives is adopted and later held to be unconstitutional, 
the discrimination or burden would have to be eliminated on a prospective basis and 
remedied through meaningful backward-looking relief on a retrospective basis.  
Meaningful backward-looking relief for a discriminatory tax may entail either a 
refund or any other remedy that cures the discrimination, e.g., taxing the previously 
favored class on a retroactive basis. 
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SIGNIFICANT CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES 
 (Legal Basis for Challenge) 

 
 

 
PROPOSAL 

 
Equal 

Protection 
Clause 

 
Commerce 

Clause 

“Interstate” 
Privileges and 

Immunities 
Clause 

 
Right to Travel 

 
 

DESCRIPTION & 
SPECIAL ISSUES 

Elimination of Save Our 
Homes (effect on current 
beneficiaries) 
 

 
 

None 
 

 
 

None 
 

 
 

None 
 

 
 

None 
 

Grandfathering that continues the 
current provisions for a select 
group would have greater 
vulnerability than a grandfather 
coupled with a freeze. 

Extension of Assessment 
Limitations to Non-
Homesteaded Properties  

 
None 

 

 
Unclear 

 

 
None 

 

 
None 

 

U.S. Supreme Court granted 
certiorari in R.H. Macy case which 
addressed this issue, but taxpayer 
withdrew its petition. 

Increase in the Current 
Homestead Exemption 
 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 

Modification of the Existing 
Save Our Homes Provision 
 

 
None 

 

 
None 

 

 
None 

 

 
None 

 

 

Portability  
 
 
 

None 
 

 
 
 
 

EXIST1 

 

 
 
 
 

EXIST, BUT 
WEAK2 

 
 
 
 

EXIST, AND 
STRONG3 

1. Portability discriminates against 
interstate commerce (burden is of 
greater magnitude than SOH). 
 
2. Portability discriminates 
because only benefits residents 
(same as SOH). 
 
3. Portability deprives newly 
arrived residents of the right to be 
treated equally in their new State 
of residence (greater magnitude). 
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Summary Survey Results 
 
 
 

During the Summer and Fall of 2006, the Legislative Office of Economic and 
Demographic Research (EDR) conducted four surveys of the primary participants in 
Florida’s property tax structure: property appraisers, tax collectors, school officials and 
representatives from local government.  The purpose of the surveys was to elicit specific 
ideas and recommendations from persons on ground zero of the property tax structure – 
the frontline administrators and beneficiaries.  To this end, many of the questions were 
open-ended and all comments were captured and grouped.  Summary information is 
provided below and annotated surveys are contained in Appendix C. 
 
 
Background 
Separate survey questionnaires were developed in order to solicit responses from the four 
different groups.  Each survey had a different due date and these dates were extended 
slightly for all four groups in order to allow for greater response.  Completed surveys that 
were received by September 8, 2006 for county property appraisers, September 15, 2006 
for county tax collectors, September 30, 2006 for School District Superintendents, and 
November 30, 2006 for local government officials were analyzed.  Response rates for the 
four surveys were 47.7 percent, 32.8 percent, 92.5 percent, and 18.2 percent respectively.  
 
 
Results 
The questions on the four questionnaires were customized based on the group being 
surveyed, with some questions appearing on multiple questionnaires.  The rest of this 
section presents the results of the surveys and makes comparisons between similar 
questions across surveys.  Where comparisons could be made, it appears that the 
responses from the local government officials and the county property appraisers were 
more similar than those from the county tax collectors.  The local government officials’ 
and school district superintendents’ surveys included a “Don’t Know” category, whereas 
the first two surveys did not, increasing the number that may have responded to a 
question.  Detailed summary responses for all surveys can be found in Appendix C. 
 
 
Questions Relating to Equitableness of the Tax Burden  
Both local government officials and the county property appraisers feel that the property 
tax burden is not shared equitably among all property owners or among owners of 
homestead property, whereas the tax collectors were evenly divided regarding all owners 
and thought that the burden was equitable for owners of homestead property (see Figure 1 
below). 
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Figure 1 
Property Tax Burden in Florida is Shared Equitably: 
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The majority of respondents in the three groups (property appraisers, tax collectors, and 
local government officials) indicated that the property tax burden was shared equitably 
among non-homestead residential property owners and respondents were more evenly 
split when questioned about nonresidential property owners. 

 
Figure 2 

Property Tax Burden in Florida is Shared Equitably: 
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The survey questionnaires allowed respondents to explain their responses.  Most of the 
comments regarding whether the property tax burden is shared equitably pointed to “Save 
Our Homes” or the class of all exemptions as the cause of the inequities.  Over a quarter 
of the local government officials recommended eliminating, capping or otherwise 
limiting the Save Our Homes protection as a solution.   
 
 
Questions Relating to TRIM 
Questions relating to Truth in Millage (TRIM) were also included on all surveys of 
county appraisers, county tax collectors, and local government officials.  The respondents 

Among all Property Owners Among Owners of Homestead Property 

Among Owners of Non-Homestead Property 
Among Owners of Nonresidential Property 
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were asked to explain the primary purpose of the TRIM process.  The responses were 
varied and wide-ranging indicating that there is no consistent vision of the primary 
purpose of TRIM in Florida.  When asked if TRIM was achieving its purpose, only the 
tax collectors strongly indicated that it was.  About 55 percent of the property appraisers 
said that TRIM was achieving its purpose, compared to almost 69 percent of the tax 
collectors.  Also, just over 70 percent of the tax collectors indicated that the TRIM notice 
is effective in communicating to taxpayers relevant information concerning their property 
assessment, their proposed taxes, and the taxing authority’s proposed budget; while the 
property appraisers and local government officials were split.   
 

Figure 3 
Truth in Millage (TRIM) 
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Comments on the TRIM notice indicated that the form is confusing, hard to understand 
and provides too much information.  Also, some respondents indicated that the TRIM 
notice does not provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets.  
Detailed suggestions on improvements to the TRIM notice in order to improve its 
effectiveness are listed in the appendix.  These suggestions ranged from eliminating or 
simplifying the TRIM process, including the notice; adding other data to the form; 
revising the form, cover letter, and/or envelope; and changing the timing.   
 
 
County Property Appraisers 
The county property appraisers’ survey included questions in order to gain an 
understanding of their impression of Florida’s tax system, the impact that property taxes 
have on different types of buyers, and the impact of the “Save Our Homes” assessment 
differential.  Virtually all of the county property appraisers agree that property taxes 
influence the decisions of residential property buyers in the state (61.3 percent – 
somewhat influence; 35.5 percent – greatly influence).  And almost all believe that 
property taxes impact the decision to purchase second homes for use as vacation homes 
or rental properties.   
 

Achieving Primary Purpose TRIM Notice Effective Form of Communication 
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All respondents indicated that the “Save Our Homes” assessment differential 
significantly encourages an individual with homestead property to stay in their home 
rather than buy another home in the state.  However, the majority do not believe that the 
Save Our Homes assessment differential significantly discourages an individual who does 
not own property from purchasing homestead property. 
 
 
County Tax Collectors 
The county tax collectors’ survey had questions that were added in order to gain an 
understanding of their impression of Florida’s property tax system including information 
on the enforcement and collection of property tax revenues.  All of the county tax 
collectors that responded to the survey indicated that the requirements of the Florida 
property tax system facilitated taxpayer compliance.  Almost three-fourths felt that the 
requirements greatly facilitated compliance.  Tax collectors were split on whether the 
system is very or somewhat easy to understand.  Overall, they indicated that it minimizes 
compliance costs (44.4 percent – greatly and 50.0 percent – somewhat) and slightly over 
52 percent indicated that the system increases the visibility and awareness of the taxes 
being paid.  The degree to which they feel this is shown below in Figure 4. 
 
County tax collectors felt that the enforcement and collection of property tax revenues is 
greatly accomplished in a fair, consistent, professional, predictable, and cost effective 
manner (see Figure 5 below).  When asked, county tax collectors recommended only a 
few alternatives to the Florida property tax system as detailed in Appendix C. 
 

Figure 4 Figure 5 
Property Tax System Accomplishment of Enforcement and Collection of 

Property Tax Revenues 
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School District Superintendents 
The school district superintendents’ survey attempted to gather information on how the 
property tax system affected each district’s operations.  In addition, this survey centered 
on whether school enrollment in 2005-06 and 2006-07 was/is lower than anticipated and 
the possible factors that may influence enrollment.  The survey also asked 
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superintendents whether the lack of affordable housing has affected their district’s ability 
to recruit and retain teachers. 
 
Most (71 percent) of the respondents indicated that the property tax system as currently 
administered in Florida provides a stable and reliable revenue source for funding the 
school districts’ operations.  Respondents were split on the effect on the school district of 
the “Save Our Homes” assessment limitation, with the greatest percentage unsure (40.3 
percent – indicated “Didn’t Know”). 
 
School Districts were split with 45.2 percent indicating that their school enrollment was 
lower than anticipated and 53.2 percent indicating that their student enrollment was not 
lower than anticipated for the 2005-06 school year.  For respondents that indicated that 
their school enrollment was lower than anticipated, affordable housing was cited as the 
primary factor.  Over half (60.7 percent) indicated that the lower than anticipated student 
enrollment was either significantly or greatly impacted by fewer students moving into the 
county due to the lack of affordable housing.  Also, 50 percent indicated that it was either 
significantly or greatly impacted by more students moving out of the county due to the 
lack of affordable housing.  
 
For those superintendents or their representatives who indicated that their school 
enrollment was lower than anticipated for the 2005-06 school year, 75 percent indicated 
that they believed the reasons for lower anticipated enrollment will persist into the 2006-
07 school year.  For those who also indicated that affordable housing was either 
significantly or greatly affecting the lower enrollment, all indicated that high housing 
prices either significantly or greatly influenced affordable housing in their area.  High 
insurance premiums were also a key factor (82.3 percent).  High property taxes and low 
wages were next with slightly over 50 percent indicating that these factors significantly 
or greatly influenced affordable housing in the area. 
 
Slightly over half of the superintendents or their representatives indicated that affordable 
housing affected their district’s ability to recruit teachers.  However, affordable housing 
has not had as much of an effect on the districts’ ability to retain teachers, with 46.8 
percent indicating that it has not had an effect, and 40.3 percent indicating that it has. 
 
 
Local Government Officials 
The local government officials’ survey had questions that were added in order to gain an 
understanding of their impression of Florida’s property tax system and how the property 
tax system is affecting their city or county.  Most of the local government officials 
indicated that the property tax system as currently administered in Florida provides a 
stable and reliable revenue source for funding their city’s or county’s operations.  Only 
10 respondents indicated that there are changes to the property tax system that would 
make it a more stable and reliable revenue source.  About 44 percent of the local 
government officials indicated that the requirements of the Florida property tax system 
greatly facilitate taxpayer compliance; while 32 percent indicated “Didn’t know”.  
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Almost 79 percent of the respondents indicated that the “Save Our Homes” assessment 
differential is affecting their cities or counties.  Most local government officials indicated 
that property taxes influence decisions of residential property buyers in Florida (38.8 
percent – greatly influence; 41.8 percent – somewhat influence).  They also indicated that 
Florida’s property taxes have an impact on the purchase of second homes for use as 
vacation homes or rental property and that the “Save Our Homes” assessment differential 
significantly encourages individuals with homestead property to stay in their homes 
rather than buy another home in Florida.  
 
 
Recommendations 
Property appraisers, county tax collectors and local government officials were given an 
opportunity to identify alternatives and additional issues related to Florida’s property tax 
system that should be considered by the Legislature.  The following list reflects the most 
common responses, roughly grouped by the number of times the recommendation was 
made: 
 

• Eliminate or limit Save Our Homes. 
• Abolish all or multiple exemptions, including Save Our Homes and Homestead. 
• Eliminate altogether or greatly simplify the TRIM process and notice format to 

provide better explanations and clarity; change the calculation of the rolled-back 
rate or cease using it. 

• Find an alternative revenue source to replace some or all property taxes. 
• Cap the rate of growth on all properties or tie the assessed value to a percentage of 

the market value for all properties. 
• Control or limit government spending or allowable millage rates. 
• Allow full or limited portability. 
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Additional Areas of Study: Request for Proposal 
 
 

The legislation directing the Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR) to 
conduct an in-depth study of the property tax system also specified certain elements for 
particular review.  These include an evaluation of the Save Our Homes impact on: 
 

• Homeowners’ willingness to purchase a new homestead. 
• Local government budget decisions, including whether the TRIM notification 

process adequately informs taxpayers of local governments’ tax and budget 
decisions. 

 
In addition, EDR is to conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the TRIM process, 
focusing principally on the notice and identifying alternative methods of conveying the 
information. 
 
The legislature included a $500,000 appropriation for the overall analysis.  In August, 
leadership from the House and Senate authorized EDR to release a Request for Proposal 
(RFP) for services related to the study.  State universities and nationally recognized 
property appraisal education and certification organizations were eligible to submit 
proposals specifying how they would supplement EDR’s independent research into 
specific policy options to address the findings in this report.  The RFP was released on 
August 24, 2006. 
 
On October 5, 2006, proposals were received from the following entities:   

1) International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO) 
2) Florida International University Board of Trustees 
3) Florida Atlantic University Board of Trustees 
4) University of Florida 

 
After the evaluation was complete, the University of Florida won the award.  They had 
put together a cross-university consortium with Florida State University consisting of the 
Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing (UF), the Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research (UF), Center for Real Estate Education and Research (FSU), Center for Real 
Estate Studies (UF), and the Pepper Institute on Aging and Public Policy (FSU).  In all, 
eleven of the state’s top researchers in this field will be spending significant portions of 
their time on the project. The principal investigators are: 
 

• Dr. Wayne Archer, Professor of Real Estate and Co-Director of the Center for 
Real Estate Studies, University of Florida 

• Dr. David Denslow, Professor of Economics and Senior Research Economist, 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida 

• Dr. Jim Dewey, Director of Economic Analysis Program, Bureau of Economic 
and Business Research, University of Florida 

• Dr. Dean Gatzlaff, Mark Bane Professor and Chair of the Department of Risk 
Management / Insurance, Real Estate and Business Law, Florida State University  
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• Dr. David Macpherson, Brim Eminent Scholar in Economics and Director of the 
Pepper Institute on Aging and Public Policy, Florida State University 

• Dr. Stefan Norrbin, Professor of Economics, Florida State University 
• Dr. Don Schlagenhauf, Professor of Economics, Florida State University 
• Dr. Stacy Sirmans, Kenneth Bachellor Professor of Real Estate and the Director 

of Research for the Center for Real Estate Education and Research, Florida State 
University 

• Dr. Robert Stroh, Sr., Shimberg Professor of Affordable Housing and Director of 
the Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, University of Florida 

• Ms. Anne Williamson, Associate Director of the Shimberg Center for Affordable 
Housing, University of Florida 

• Dr. Mike Scicchitano, Director of the Florida Survey Research Center, University 
of Florida 

 
In addition to the specific items required by legislation, the consortium is addressing the 
following economic research issues: 
 

• An evaluation of mobility, tenure and the lock-in effect. 
• Consideration of the broader spectrum of affordable housing, including rental 

housing, mobile and manufactured housing, first-time buyers and other abodes for 
people of lower incomes. 

• The effect of property taxes on people’s ability-to-pay. 
• An analysis of the behavioral response of the various proposals to the changing 

real estate market. 
• An evaluation of the actual property tax burden on Floridians. 
• The impact of the alternatives to Save Our Homes on all school property taxes. 
• The impact of Save Our Homes and its alternatives on the budget decisions of 

local governments. 
• Economic implications of portability on tax policy. 
• An in-depth analysis of the TRIM process which includes 600 telephone surveys 

and follow-up focus groups. 
 
The final deliverables are due from the consortium on June 30, 2007.  They will then be 
incorporated into EDR’s final report which will be released by the statutory deadline of 
September 1, 2007. 
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Appendix C1 - County Property Appraisers 
 

Responses received from 47.7% or 31 out of 65 possible respondents  
(two abstained because of their membership on the Governor’s Property Tax Reform Committee) 

 
1. Do you believe that the property tax burden in Florida is shared equitably 
 

a) among all property owners? 
Yes No 

2 27 
6.9% 93.1% 

Please explain:   
• All, or multiple, exemptions make the tax system inequitable (includes SOH) - 11 
• Save Our Homes has made tax system inequitable - 9  
• The entire system is inequitable - 3 
• Homestead exemptions have made the tax system inequitable - 1  
 

b) among all owners of homestead property? 
Yes No 

5 24 
17.2% 82.8% 

 Please explain:   
• Save Our Homes has made tax system inequitable - 16  
• All, or multiple, exemptions make the tax system inequitable (includes SOH) - 3  
• Exemptions have caused more cheating and fraud - 1  
 

c) among all owners of non-homestead residential property? 
 Yes No 

19 11 
63.3% 36.7% 

 Please explain:   
• All, or multiple, exemptions make the tax system inequitable (includes SOH) - 5  
• Save Our Homes has made tax system inequitable - 1 
• The entire system is inequitable - 1 
 

d) among all owners of nonresidential property? 
 Yes No 

16 13 
55.2% 44.8% 

 Please explain: 
• All, or multiple, exemptions make the tax system inequitable (includes SOH) - 6 
• Save Our Homes has made tax system inequitable - 1 
• The entire system is inequitable - 1 
  

If you answered No to any of the above questions, what alternatives or improvements would you recommend that would 
result in a more equitable distribution of the tax burden?  

• Specific recommendations - 8  
 Institute a three or five-year recapture provision for agricultural land converted to other uses - 2  
 Tax the first $25,000 of a property’s value or 50% of the 1st $50,000 in value - 2  
 For portability, make it a percentage of the differential and limit the years to which it would apply - 1  
 Require Schedule F (IRS) to accompany application for agricultural classified use or tighten 

agriculture rules - 1  
 Consider moving toward a system of valuation based on “Value in Use” or existing use - 1  
 Exclude Florida citizens age 65 and over from paying school taxes, and cap the homestead 

assessment of senior citizens 65 and over with a household income of $50,000 or less - 1 
• Abolish all or multiple, exemptions - 6  
• Cap the rate of growth on all properties or tie assessed value to a percentage of market value for all properties - 3  
• Abolish Save Our Homes - 4  
• Introduce portability - 3 
• Control/limit government spending (i.e. budget growth) or allowable millage rates - 3 
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• Increase Homestead exemption - 3   
• Find an alternative revenue source to property taxes - 2  
• Eliminate cheating and fraud related to Save Our Homes and Homestead - 1  
• Abolish Homestead Exemptions - 1  

 
 
2. To what extent do you believe that property taxes influence decisions of residential property buyers in Florida? 

Not at all Somewhat Greatly 
1 19 11 

3.2% 61.3% 35.5% 
Please explain:  

• Increased tax burden (among other things) makes a new or second home less affordable - 8 
• People do not want to lose Save Our Homes tax savings - 3  

 
 

3. Do you believe that Florida property taxes have an impact on the purchase of second homes for use as vacation homes or 
rental properties? 

Yes No Both* 
27 1 2 

90.0% 3.3% 6.7% 
*Response is split based on Income levels or split due to different response for vacation and rental property 
Please explain:   

• Increased tax burden (among other things) makes a new or second home less affordable - 14  
• People who can afford a second home don’t worry about their taxes, or the burden is greater or lesser depending 

on income - 2 
• Exemptions have caused more cheating and fraud - 1  

 
 
4. Do you believe that the “Save Our Homes” assessment differential 
 

a) significantly encourages an individual with homestead property to stay in their home rather than buying another home 
in Florida? 

Yes No Both 
29 0 1 

96.7% 0.0% 3.3% 
*Response is split based on Income levels 
Please explain:  

• People do not want to lose Save Our Homes tax savings - 22 
• Save Our Homes has caused people to move out of state due to increased taxes - 1 

 
b) significantly discourages an individual who doesn’t own property from purchasing homestead property? 

Yes No Both 
5 22 1 

17.9% 78.6% 3.6% 
*Response is split based on Income levels 
Please explain:  

• People know they will receive Save Our Homes tax savings in the future - 5 
• Increased tax burden (among other things) makes a new or second home less affordable - 3 
• Full disclosure and notice of actual tax difference upon sale is needed - 1 

 
 
5. Are there any alternatives to the Florida property tax system that you would recommend? 

• Abolish all or multiple, exemptions - 6 
• Find an alternative revenue source to property taxes - 5 
• Control/limit government spending (i.e. budget growth) or allowable millage rates - 5 
• Cap the rate of growth on all properties or tie assessed value to a percentage of market value for all properties - 3 
• Introduce portability - 2 
• Abolish Homestead exemptions - 1 
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6. a) What do you believe is the primary purpose of the Truth in Millage (TRIM) process (Chapter 200, F.S.)?  
NOTE:  Responses were varied and wide-ranging, and could not be grouped.  Property Appraisers do not share a 
consistent vision of the primary purpose of TRIM in Florida. 

 
b) Do you believe that TRIM is achieving this purpose? 

Yes No 
17 14 

54.8% 45.2% 
 Please explain:   

• Property owners do not bother to read the TRIM - 7  
• TRIM notice is confusing, hard to understand or provides too much information - 5  
• TRIM doesn’t provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets - 5 
 
 

7. Do you believe that the Notice of Proposed Property Taxes (TRIM notice) is effective in communicating to taxpayers 
relevant information concerning their property assessment, their proposed taxes, and the taxing authority’s proposed 
budget? 

Yes No 
14 12 

53.8% 46.2% 
 Please explain: 

• TRIM notice is confusing, hard to understand or provides too much information - 8 
• TRIM doesn’t provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets - 5 
• Property owners do not bother to read the TRIM notice - 3 
• Specific recommendations - 3 

 TRIM - Do not exclude “new construction” from taxable value when calculating the rollback rate  - 1 
 TRIM - Split the single notice into several notices from different entities - 1 
 TRIM - Include the percentage of budget increases, making the notice more similar to the newspaper 

publication - 1 
 
 
8. Do you have any suggestions for how the Notice of Proposed Property Taxes (TRIM notice) could be changed to 

increase its effectiveness?  
• Specific recommendations - 16 

 TRIM - Include the percentage of budget increases, making the notice more similar to the newspaper 
publication - 8 

 TRIM - Eliminate “Do Not Pay” or replace with “Please Read” - 3 
 TRIM - Split the single notice into several notices from different entities - 3 
 TRIM - Remove or eliminate the roll-back concept - 2 
 TRIM - Annotated envelopes - 1 
 TRIM - Do not include information regarding non-ad valorem charges and fees - 1 

• TRIM notice is confusing, hard to understand or provides too much information - 1 
• TRIM doesn’t provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets - 1 

 
 
9. Please feel free to mention any additional issues related to the property tax structure in Florida that should be considered by 

the Legislature.  
• Specific recommendations - 6 

 TRIM - Do not exclude “new construction” from taxable value when calculating the rollback rate - 2 
 TRIM - Change the timing/calendar to require budget development prior to roll submission - 2 
 Require Schedule F (IRS) to accompany application for agricultural classified use or tighten agriculture 

rules - 2 
 Institute a three or five-year recapture provision for agricultural land converted to other uses - 1 
 Replace Save Our Homes with an income-based circuit breaker - 1 
 TRIM - Annotated envelopes - 1 

• Abolish all or multiple, exemptions - 2 
• Cap the rate of growth on all properties or tie assessed value to a percentage of market value for all properties - 2 
• Find an alternative revenue source to property taxes - 2 
• Introduce portability - 1 
• Control/limit government spending (i.e. budget growth) or allowable millage rates - 1 
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Appendix C2 - County Tax Collectors 
 

Responses received from 32.8% or 22 out of 67 possible respondents 
 
 
1. Do you believe that the property tax burden in Florida is shared equitably 
 

a) among all property owners? 
Yes No 

8 7 
53.3% 46.7% 

Please explain:   
• All, or multiple, exemptions make the tax system inequitable (includes SOH) - 1 
• Save Our Homes has made tax system inequitable - 1 
 

b) among all owners of homestead property? 
Yes No 

9 5 
64.3% 35.7% 

 Please explain:   
• Save Our Homes has made tax system inequitable - 3 
 

c) among all owners of non-homestead residential property? 
Yes No 

9 4 
69.2% 30.8% 

 Please explain:   
• All, or multiple, exemptions make the tax system inequitable (includes SOH) - 1 
 

d) among all owners of nonresidential property? 
Yes No 

7 5 
58.3% 41.7% 

 
If you answered No to any of the above questions, what alternatives or improvements would you recommend that 
would result in a more equitable distribution of the tax burden?  

• Specific recommendations - 2 
 Change property assessment basis from current selling price to 3-year average prevailing 

market value - 1 
 Cap the rate of growth on all properties or tie assessed value to a percentage of market value 

for all properties - 1 
• Limit Property Appraiser discretion - 2 
• Abolish all or multiple, exemptions - 2 
• Control/limit government spending (i.e. budget growth) or allowable millage rates - 1 
• Abolish Homestead exemptions - 1 

 
 
2. To what extent do you feel that the requirements of the Florida property tax system facilitate taxpayer compliance? 

Not at all Somewhat Greatly 
0 6 15 

0.0% 28.6% 71.4% 
  

Please explain:  
• Enforcement of tangible personal property tax is problematic - 2 
• Law should require mortgage and title companies to provide information to 1st time home buyers - 1 
• Taxpayer information is available on websites - 1 
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3. To what extent do you feel that the property tax system: 

a) is easy to understand for the taxpayer? 
Not at all Somewhat Very 

2 9 9 
10.0% 45.0% 45.0% 

  Please explain: 

• Notification is needed to taxpayers that it is taxing authorities that establish amount of taxes  through 
setting of millage - 2 

• Tangible personal property is confusing - 1 
• Understanding delinquent taxes is confusing - 1 

 
b) minimizes compliance costs? 

Not at all Somewhat Greatly 
1 9 8 

5.6% 50.0% 44.4% 
  Please explain: 

• Collecting/advertising delinquent taxes is costly  - 1 
• Taxpayers who mistakenly pay the full amount when a discounted amount is due based on when they 

pay their taxes should not receive an automatic refund unless they request it  - 1 
• Does not minimize compliance costs for tangible personal property taxes - 1 

 
c) increases the visibility and awareness of the taxes being paid? 

Not at all Somewhat Greatly 
4 6 11 

19.0% 28.6% 52.4% 
  Please explain: 

• Need better information as to how taxes fund vital services of taxing authorities - 1 
• Notification is needed to taxpayers that it is taxing authorities that establish amount of taxes  through 

setting of millage - 1 
• Taxpayer education is critical to foster increased understanding of property tax system - 1 

 
 
4. To what extent do you feel that the enforcement and collection of property tax revenues is accomplished in a: 

 Not at all Somewhat Greatly 
1 1 20 a) Fair manner 

4.5% 4.5% 90.9% 
0 3 19 b) Consistent 

manner 0.0% 13.6% 86.4% 
0 1 21 c) Professional 

manner 0.0% 4.5% 95.5% 
0 2 19 d) Predictable 

manner 0.0% 9.5% 90.5% 
1 6 15 e) Cost effective 

manner 4.5% 27.3% 68.2% 
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5. Are there any alternatives to the Florida property tax system that you would recommend? 
 Please explain: 

• Control/limit government spending (i.e. budget growth) or allowable millage rates - 2 
• Find an alternative revenue source to property taxes - 1 
• Exemptions should be expressed as a percentage versus a dollar value - 1 
• Eliminate/Reduce advertising requirement for delinquent taxes - 1 
• Explore flat tax system - 1 
• Limit Property Appraiser discretion - 1 
• Restructure administration of tangible personal property - 1 

 
 
6. a) What do you believe is the primary purpose of the Truth in Millage (TRIM) process (Chapter 200, F.S.)?  

Responses were varied and wide-ranging, and could not be grouped.  Tax Collectors do not share a 
consistent vision of the primary purpose of TRIM in Florida. 

 
c) Do you believe that TRIM is achieving this purpose? 

Yes No 
11 5 

68.8% 31.3% 
 Please explain:   

• Property owners do not bother to read the TRIM - 5 
• TRIM notice is confusing, hard to understand or provides too much information - 2 
• TRIM doesn’t provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets - 1 

 
 
7. Do you believe that the Notice of Proposed Property Taxes (TRIM notice) is effective in communicating to 

taxpayers relevant information concerning their property assessment, their proposed taxes, and the taxing 
authority’s proposed budget? 

Yes No 
12 5 

70.6% 29.4% 
  Please explain: 

• TRIM notice is confusing, hard to understand or provides too much information - 6 
• TRIM doesn’t provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets - 1 
• Non-ad valorem assessments should be included on the TRIM notice - 3 
 
 

8. Do you have any suggestions for how the Notice of Proposed Property Taxes (TRIM notice) could be changed 
to increase its effectiveness?  

• Specific recommendations - 4 
 TRIM - Include non-ad valorem assessments - 3  
 TRIM - Remove or eliminate the roll-back concept - 1 

• TRIM doesn’t provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets - 2 
 
 
9. Please feel free to mention any additional issues related to the property tax structure in Florida that should be 

considered by the Legislature. 
• Revamp tangible personal property provisions - 2 
• Require Sheriff’s Office involvement in delinquent tangible tax warrant process provided in Chapter 197, 

Florida Statutes - 1 
• Increase tax relief for seniors - 1 
• Revise installment payment and electronic billing processes - 1 
• Eliminate the 5 percent guarantee rate of interest on tax sale certificates and go with bid rate - 1 
• Change Property Appraiser assessment date to November 1 to eliminate glitch resulting from sale of 

properties - 1 
• Cap the rate of growth on all properties or tie assessed value to a percentage of market value for all 

properties - 2 
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Appendix C3 - School District Superintendents 
 
 

Responses received from 62 of 67 school superintendents or their representatives– 92.5% response rate 
 
 
1. Was your school district's student enrollment lower than anticipated for the 2005-06 school year?  

Yes No Don’t Know 
28 33 1 

45.2% 53.2% 1.6% 
 
 
For those that responded “Yes” in Question 1 above: 
 
2. Please indicate the extent that the factors below affected the lower than anticipated student enrollment. 

 

Factor Significantly 
(1) 

Greatly 
(2) 

Moderately 
(3) 

Marginally 
(4) 

Not At All 
(5) 

Don’t  
Know 

Did Not 
Respond 

1 3 6 9 5 3 1 a) Fewer students moved into 
county due to the perception of 
hurricane risk 3.6% 10.7% 21.4% 32.1% 17.9% 10.7% 3.6% 

0 2 8 5 7 5 1 b) More students moved out of 
the county due to perception of 
hurricane risk 0.0% 7.1% 28.6% 17.9% 25.0% 17.9% 3.6% 

1 1 4 11 10 1 0 c) Private schools and home 
schooling enrolled a larger 
share of the school-age 
population 3.6% 3.6% 14.3% 39.3% 35.7% 3.6% 0.0% 

9 8 6 1 2 1 1 d) Fewer students moved into 
county due to lack of affordable 
housing 32.1% 28.6% 21.4% 3.6% 7.1% 3.6% 3.6% 

8 6 3 5 3 2 1 e) More students moved out of 
the county due to lack of 
affordable housing 28.6% 21.4% 10.7% 17.9% 10.7% 7.1% 3.6% 

1 0 3 4 11 8 1 f) Fewer students moved into the 
county from a foreign country  
(foreign countries do not 
include Puerto Rico or US 
territories) 3.6% 0.0% 10.7% 14.3% 39.3% 28.6% 3.6% 

2 2 7 3 12 2 0 g) There is a lack of jobs in 
county 7.1% 7.1% 25.0% 10.7% 42.9% 7.1% 0.0% 

0 0 2 8 14 4 0 h) More students left school 
before graduation to enter adult 
education or GED options 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 28.6% 50.0% 14.3% 0.0% 

0 0 3 6 17 2 0 i) More students left school 
before graduation and did not 
continue their education 0.0% 0.0% 10.7% 21.4% 60.7% 7.1% 0.0% 

2 1 4 0 17 3 1 j) Trends did not change; 
forecasting process is to blame 7.1% 3.6% 14.3% 0.0% 60.7% 10.7% 3.6% 

k) Other (please specify) 

Charter Schools 
Loss of Housing / Temporary Migration Due to Hurricanes 
Windstorm Rate Increases 
Condo Conversions 
Investment / 2nd Home Market 
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Respondents were asked to:  Please explain the factors that you indicated above as either having “Significantly” or 
“Greatly” affected the lower than expected student enrollment. 

Setting: 
• Home school, private school, or virtual school - 3 
• No Child Left Behind  - 1 
• Perception of schools that are not meeting state standards - 1 

Housing: 
• Affordability of housing – 7 

 low salaries 
 conversions 
 windstorm insurance 
 flipping 
 new residents (grown kids or wealthy without kids) 

• Increased rent due to excessive property insurance premium increases and lack of homestead exemptions - 1 
Jobs: 

• Lack of jobs - no growth (most jobs are prison or government related) - 1 
• Rural area has limited opportunity for employment and housing - 1 

Hurricane: 
• Fear of hurricanes - 1 
• Fewer jobs due to damage from hurricanes - 1 
• Enrollment was increased due to temporary relocation of students due to 2004-05 hurricanes – 1 

 

For those that responded “Yes” in Question 1 above: 
3. Do you think any of the reasons for lower anticipated enrollment in 2005-06 will persist into the 2006-07 school 

year? 

Yes No Don’t Know 
21 5 2 

75.0% 17.9% 7.1% 
 
Please explain: 

Setting: 
• Private schools and McKay scholarships continue to increase - 1 

Projections:  
• Growth appears to be lower than anticipated - 4 
• Will be close to 2006-2007 projections - 1 
• Models not providing good data due to changing trends - 1 
• Enrollment declined between 2005 and 2006 for students (K-12), the first decline since 1971 - 1 

Housing:  
• High home prices - 2 
• Availability and cost of insurance - 2 
• High property taxes - 1 
• Affordable housing has only been intensified by loss of housing from Hurricane Wilma - 1 
• Salaries are not high enough to support the high housing prices - 1 
• Affordable housing will be a major deterrent for attracting new students - 1 
• Rising cost of living for energy & transportation - 1 

Employment: 
• Lack of industry jobs - 1 
• Slower job growth -1 

Economy: 
• Saturated housing market with a directional change in the economy - 1 

Demographics: 
• The declining birth rate is expected to continue - 1 
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For those that responded “Yes” in Question 1 and that answered “Significantly” or “Greatly” in Question “2d” 
or Question “2e”: 
 
4. Please indicate the extent that the factors below influence affordable housing in your school district. 

 
 
5. Has a lack of affordable housing affected your district’s ability to recruit teachers?  

Yes No Don’t Know 
34 26 2 

54.8% 41.9% 3.2% 
 
Please explain: 

Housing / Salaries:  
• Teachers live in neighboring counties where housing is more affordable or starting teachers are sharing apartments / 

condos - 2 
• Lack of affordable housing and low salaries - 1 
• Few rentals units available due to condo conversions - 1 
• Spike in property values, insurance premiums, and rental fees - 1 
• Hurricanes created a shortage of housing - 1 
• Limited number of housing for rent - 1 
• Adequate affordable housing is available - 1 
• Worked with builders and lenders to arrange special financing and affordable housing - 1 
• This is s topic for discussion with teacher’s union and administration – 1 

Economy: 
• High fuel prices limit commuting distance - 1 

 

6. Has a lack of affordable housing affected your district’s ability to retain teachers?  

Yes No Don’t 
Know 

25 29 8 
40.3% 46.8% 12.9% 

 
Please explain: 

Housing:  
• Older staff mortgage premiums not affected - 1 
• Added a new line item to track the reason for departures in the future - 1 
• Cost of property taxes and property insurance -1 

Salaries: 
• Teachers moving to other districts with higher salaries - 1 

 

Factor Significantly 
(1) 

Greatly 
(2) 

Moderately 
(3) 

Marginally 
(4) 

Not At All 
(5) 

Don’t 
 Know 

14 3 0 0 0 0 a) High housing prices 
82.4% 17.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4 5 4 3 0 1 b) Low wages 
23.5% 29.4% 23.5% 17.6% 0.0% 5.9% 

8 1 5 3 0 0 c) High property taxes 
47.1% 5.9% 29.4% 17.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

10 4 3 0 0 0 d) High insurance premiums 
58.8% 23.5% 17.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

3 5 1 1 6 1 e) Lack of available land 
17.6% 29.4% 5.9% 5.9% 35.3% 5.9% 

0 1 5 4 4 3 f) Transportation issues 
0.0% 5.9% 29.4 23.5% 23.5% 17.6% 

g) Other (please specify) 

Rental Properties Converting to Condos 
Price of Gas 
Publicity Associated with Past Hurricanes 
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7. Does the property tax system as currently administered in Florida provide a stable and reliable revenue source for 
funding your school district’s operations?  

Yes No Don’t Know Did Not 
Respond 

44 16 0 2 
71.0 25.8% 0.0% 3.2% 

 

a) For those that answered “No” in Question 7, are there changes to the property tax system that would 
make it a more stable and reliable revenue source for funding your school district’s operations? 

Yes No Don’t Know 
9 1 6 

56.3% 6.3% 37.5% 
 
Please explain: 

Other taxes:  
• Tax timber companies - 1 
• Everyone needs to pay a certain level of taxes - 1 
• Possibly taxing mobile homes as “real property” or increasing tag fees - 1 
• Too much reliance on sales tax dollars at state level - 1 
• Increases and decreases in state revenue increase the unreliability of funding for education - 1 
• Do not roll back the millage rate each year - 1 
• Eliminate second home deduction - 1 
• Allow 2 mill to float to cover cost of property insurance thus keeping money in operating fund - 1 
• Millage for capital outlay does not generate enough funds for the replacement of old schools built in the 30s and 40s - 1 

Homestead: 
• Change homestead exemption - 2 

 Tax the first $25,000 and exempt the second $25,000 for homestead exemption 
Finances: 

• TANS loan is needed because so much of revenue is received in December 
 

8. Is the “Save Our Homes” assessment differential affecting your school district? 

Yes No Don’t Know Did Not 
Respond 

20 15 25 2 

32.3% 24.2% 40.3 3.2% 
 
Please explain: 
Most of the responses summarized the impact of limiting the tax base due to “Save Our Homes” and stated to what 
degree this might or might not be an impact on education in their county. 
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Appendix C4 - Local Government Officials 
 

Responses received from 18.2% or 86 out of 472 possible respondents 
 
 

1. Is the property tax burden in Florida shared equitably 
 

a) among all property owners? 
Yes No Don’t Know 
12 60 3 

16.0% 80.0% 4.0%  
 

Please explain: 
• SOH has created inequity - 30 
• Exemptions create inequity - 13 
• Non-residential has an increased burden - 11 
• Property Appraiser has too much discretion - 1 
• SOH should be portable - 1 
• There is no reasonable expectation of equity in the existing structure - 1 

 
b) among all owners of homestead property? 

Yes No Don’t Know 
23 48 3 

31.1% 64.9% 4.1%  
 

Please explain: 
• Not equitable because of SOH - 29 
• Not equitable because of exemptions - 5 
• Apply homestead exemption to value after predetermined amount ($25,000 -$50,000) - 1 
• Not equitable because of property appraiser discretion - 1 
• There is no reasonable expectation of equity in the present system - 1 
• Timing and location create inequities - 1 

 
c) among all owners of non-homestead residential property? 

Yes No Don’t Know 
40 31 6 

51.9% 40.3% 7.8%  
 

Please explain:   
• Residential non-homesteaders (and indirectly renters) pay an unfair burden - 9 
• Not equitable because of SOH - 6 
• Not equitable because of exemptions - 3 
• Concept of highest and best use in appraising creates inequities - 2 
• Not equitable because of property appraiser discretion - 2 
• There is no reasonable expectation of equity in the present system - 1 
• Timing (market swings) creates inequities - 1 
• Vacant properties pay disproportionate share - 1 
 

d) among all owners of nonresidential property? 
Yes No Don’t Know 
36 34 4 

48.6% 45.9% 5.4%  
 

Please explain:   
• Concept of highest and best use in appraising creates inequities - 4 
• Not equitable because of SOH - 4 
• Not equitable because of exemptions - 3 
• Not equitable because of property appraiser discretion - 1 
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• There is no reasonable expectation of equity in the present system - 1 
• Timing (market swings) create inequities - 1 
• Residential non-homesteaders (and indirectly renters) pay an unfair burden - 1 

 

If you answered No to any of the above questions, what alternatives or improvements would you recommend that 
would result in a more equitable distribution of the tax burden?  

• Eliminate/cap/limit SOH - 23 
• Apply homestead exemption to value after predetermined amount ($25,000 -$50,000) - 9 
• Eliminate exemption(s) - 6 
• Increase homestead exemption - 6 
• Implement additional revenue source(s) - 5 
• Eliminate  property appraiser discretion - 3 
• Institute SOH cap and exemptions for commercial properties - 2 
• Index properties - 2 
• Implement portability - 2 
• Multiple modifications to existing structure - 2 
• Assess equally, except for commercial - 1 
• Use market based system  - 1 
• Revise restrictions on re-evaluation of homestead - 1 
• Institute flat rate - 1 

 

2. Does the property tax system as currently administered in Florida provide a stable and reliable revenue source for 
funding your city’s or county’s operations?  

Yes No Don’t Know 
56 12 3 

78.9% 16.9% 4.2%  
 

b) Are there changes to the property tax system that would make it a more stable and reliable revenue source 
for funding your city’s or county’s operations? 

Yes No Don’t Know 
10 1 4 

66.7% 6.7% 26.7%  
 

Please explain:   
• Eliminate SOH - 3 
• Revamp TRIM notice - 1 
• Eliminate rollback - 1 
• Tax all property on fair market value - 1 
• Implement indexing - 1 
• Implement additional revenue source(s) - 1 
• Revise timing of TRIM/assessment process - 1 

 
 
3. To what extent do the requirements of the Florida property tax system facilitate taxpayer compliance? 

Greatly Somewhat Not at All Don’t Know 
29 16 0 21 

43.9% 24.2% 0.0% 31.8%  
 

 Please explain:   
• People are registering multiple homesteads (cheating) - 5 
• Revise process to get taxes from new properties sooner - 1 
• Taxpayers have too long to pay - 1 
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4. Is the “Save Our Homes” assessment differential affecting your city or county? 

Yes No Don’t Know 
44 12 0 

78.6% 21.4% 0.0%  
 

 Please explain:   
• Rapid growth of high value new properties offsets effects of SOH and exemptions - 3 

 
 
5. To what extent do property taxes influence decisions of residential property buyers in Florida?   

Greatly Somewhat Not at All Don’t Know 
26 28 0 13 

38.8% 41.8% 0.0% 19.4%  
 
 Please explain:   

• Property owners will stay in existing homestead properties longer - 1 
• Impacts affordable housing - 1 

 
 
6. Do Florida property taxes have an impact on the purchase of second homes for use as vacation homes or rental 

properties?  

Yes No Don’t Know 
46 11 0 

80.7% 19.3% 0.0%  
 
 Please explain: 

• According to realtors,  it is the decrease in second home purchases that is currently adversely affecting 
the housing market - 1 

• Taxes are not a major concern for purchasers of second homes - 1 
• Insurance is a more significant concern - 1 

 
7. Does the “Save Our Homes” assessment differential significantly encourage an individual with homestead 

property to stay in their home rather than buy another home in Florida? 

Yes No Don’t Know 
46 4 0 

92.0% 8.0% 0.0%  
 
 Please explain:   

• Because will lose SOH differential/pay higher price for new home so many will not downsize or upsize - 
28 

• Not a consideration or downsizing and lower costs will offset increase in taxes - 3 
 
 
8. What alternatives to the Florida property tax system would you recommend?  

• Provide additional revenue sources (general or specific)  - 11 
• Eliminate or limit SOH - 6 
• Implement portability - 5 
• Reduce or eliminate one or all exemptions - 4 
• Increase homestead exemption - 3 
• Assess all property at market rate or same rate - 3 
• Cap assessments or eliminate property taxes - 3 
• Apply homestead exemption to value after predetermined amount ($25,000 -$50,000) - 2 
• Fund schools from state revenue sources - 1 
• Don’t implement portability - 1 
• Index parcels to most recent sale - 1 
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• Control local government spending - 1 
• Allow limited portability - 1 
• Need to do something about property tax structure - 1 
• Eliminate highest and best use requirement for assessments - 1 
• Implement multi-year moving averages on assessments  increasing as years in home increase - 1 
• Eliminate taxing authority 10 mil cap - 1 
• Change special benefit requirement for special assessments from “to property” to personal health, safety & 

welfare - 1 
 
9. What is the primary purpose of the Truth in Millage (TRIM) process (Chapter 200, F.S.)?  

 Responses were varied and wide-ranging, and could not be grouped.  Local Government Officials do 
not share a consistent vision of the primary purpose of TRIM in Florida. 

 
10. Is TRIM achieving its purpose?  

Yes No Don’t Know 
24 26 14 

37.5% 40.6% 21.9%  
 
 Please explain:   

• TRIM notice is confusing, hard to understand or provides too much information - 27 
• TRIM doesn’t provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets - 11 

 
11. Is the Notice of Proposed Property Taxes (TRIM notice) effective in communicating to taxpayers relevant 

information concerning their property assessment, their proposed taxes, and the taxing authority’s proposed 
budget? 

Yes No Don’t Know 
32 32 8 

44.4% 44.4% 11.1%  
 
 Please explain:   

• TRIM notice is confusing, hard to understand or provides too much information - 16 
• TRIM doesn’t provide the right kind of information regarding taxes and budgets - 5 

 
 
12. Please list any suggestions for how the Notice of Proposed Property Taxes (TRIM notice) could be changed to 

increase its effectiveness? 

• Eliminate altogether or simplify TRIM process/notice format - 12 
• Provide more written explanation or different written explanation - 11 
• Cease use of roll back rate - 3 
• Eliminate TRIM requirement to advertise in newspaper - 3 
• Eliminate SOH - 3 
• Should highlight changes more or show what rate would be allowing for inflation - 3 
• Modify timing of TRIM process - 3 
• Revise roll back rate - 2 
• More clearly identify property appraiser and taxing authority phone numbers - 1 
• Have TRIM apply to general fund only and not enterprise or special revenue funds - 1 
• Show impact of SOH - 1 
• Improve cover letter - 1 
• Include column for non-homestead properties informing what taxes would be if homestead were applied  - 1 
• Modify to explain the differing rolls of the tax collector and property appraiser - 1 
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13. Please feel free to mention any additional issues related to the property tax structure in Florida that should be 

considered by the Legislature.  

• Expand tax base relying more on consumptive uses or other non-property taxes - 3 
• Should be revamped to provide relief to homeowners and include other sources - 2 
• Reduce or eliminate taxes on businesses/small businesses - 2 
• Eliminate SOH - 2 
• Should provide equal treatment except where there is special need - 1 
• Eliminate exemptions - 1 
• Cease legislating mandates to local governments - 1 
• Find another source for funding schools - 1 
• Establish cap for non-homestead properties - 1 
• First increment of taxable value ($10,000 - $25,000) should not be subject to Homestead exemption - 1 
• Implement portability - 3 
• Should revamp structure to be more fair - 1 
• Do not increase exemptions - 1 
• Remove 10 mil cap - 1 
• Simplify tax structure - 1 
• Eliminate use of “greenbelt” by non-farm property owners to avoid taxes - 1 
• Eliminate elected Property Appraisers - 1 
• Control local government spending - 1 
• Eliminate disincentives to improve real property - 1 
• Reassess all Florida real estate to eliminate inflated assessments - 1 
• Challenge constitutionality of SOH and homestead exemption - 1 
• Increase use of non-ad valorem assessments - 1 
• Modify TRIM to allow local increases consistent with the rate of inflation not to be considered increases - 1 
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