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ANALYSIS OF THE RECENT LEGISLATIVE POLICY CONCERNING  
THE REQUIRED LOCAL EFFORT MILLAGE RATE 

 
1. The Florida Constitution and the legislation related to K-12 public education in Florida establish that 
 public education funding is a joint responsibility of the local school district and the Legislature.  
 
2. Most of the funds for the operation of schools are provided by the Legislature in the annual General 
 Appropriations Act, the state budget. 
 
3. Most of the operating funds for Florida Public Schools are allocated by a part of Florida Statutes 
 called the Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP) 
 
4. State and local revenue are provided to fund the FEFP. State money comes mainly from state 
 General Revenue, and the Lottery. 
 
5. Most local funds are generated by the Required Local Effort (RLE). 
 
6.  The RLE is exactly that. It is required and it must come from local school district funds through 
 School Board levied property taxes. 
 
7. The RLE  is the sum of money that the local school boards are required to generate to participate 
 in the FEFP formula and gain access to the state revenues included in the FEFP. 
 
8. When the Legislature establishes the RLE, it first determines the amount of revenue that must be 
 raised by the Required Local Effort (for example $8 billion),  and then backs into the millage rates 
 necessary to be levied to generate that revenue.  
 
9. The actual formula to calculate that millage rate includes consideration of the varying values of the 
 tax base in school districts and applies an equalization formula that limits the amount of revenue 
 the most "property rich” school districts are required to raise locally and adds state support to 
 districts with the lowest property values to ensure that the resources for students are equitable 
 without regard to where a student lives. 
 
10. The recession of 2007 and the events that followed during the recovery affected the RLE. 
 
11. During the early part of the recession the Legislature took steps to bolster operating revenue by 
 increasing the RLE millage rate to drive up operating dollars.  
 
12. Because the members of the Legislative Leadership and the Governor oppose tax increases, they 
 offset the increase in the amount of the RLE millage by reducing the amount of local capital 
 improvement discretionary millage that the district school boards were authorized to levy. The 
 maximum levy authorized dropped from 2.0 mills to 1.75 mills in 2008 and then to 1.5 mills in 2009. 
 
13. After these adjustments to the RLE millage rates the Legislature generally followed the policy that 
 the size of the appropriation required to be provided by the RLE would be amount raised by applying 
 the prior year’s millage rate to the new year’s estimated school taxable value.  
 
14. This policy basically captured all of the revenue generated by the growth in value of the tax base. 
 
15. During the 2016 Legislative session a dispute arose concerning tax cut claims being made by some 
 officials. As a result of that dispute the level of revenue required to be raised by the RLE was held 
 at the same level as provided in FY 2015-2016, and the RLE millage rates were dropped to levels 
 that would generate no new revenue.  
 
16. This dispute became more problematic when the leaders of the House of Representatives took the 
 position that if the RLE generated any additional revenue that would constitute a “tax increase,” 
 despite the fact that current law does not include this provision.1  



November 8, 2019  HBEC Group Inc.  

 
17. During the 2017 Legislative session the House leadership persisted in the claim that if  any new 
 revenue was generated by the RLE that action would constitute a property tax increase and they 
 insisted they would not pass a tax increase.  
 
18. The position of the House Speaker prevailed and again the amount of the revenue to be generated 
 by the RLE was held constant at the 2015-2016 level, and the RLE millage rate was further reduced 
 to a “no new revenue” level. 
 
19. In the 2018 session a compromise was reached between the House and the Senate. The RLE 
 amount was set at a level that reflected a “rolled back rate,” not a no new revenue rate, and the 
 millage rate was decreased but to a level that allowed about $108 million to be added to the revenue 
 generated by the RLE. 
 
20. In the 2019 session the same compromise was reached, and the application of the “rolled back 
 rate” reduced the amount by which the RLE millage was reduced and about $142.5 million was 
 added to the local funds generated by the RLE. 
 
21. The impact of these policy changes accumulates each year.  
 
22. If the long standing Legislative policy of holding the RLE millage rate constant and applying it to 
 the school taxable value in each district to capture the revenue generated by increased property 
 values that occur through development, construction, and resale of propertied, the revenue that 
 was not collected in 2016, would have been collected in each subsequent year. 
 
23. It is estimated that had the original Legislative policy concerning RLE millage rates been retained 
 there would been a total of about $3.565 billion more in RLE funds in the FEFP over the past four 
 years. 
 
1 Many observers believe that an RLE tax increase occurs only when the millage rate is increased. That understanding is not consistent 
with the language of s. 200.065 and s. 200.069 Florida Statutes. These sections of law stipulate that if property values increase the 
taxing authority is obligated to decrease millage rates at least to the “rolled back rate” which would generate revenue from the value 
added to the tax base by new construction and substantial improvements to existing property, improvements that raise values by at 
least 100%. If a current year’s millage is held constant, and not “rolled back” to limit new revenue to the impact of the millage rate on 
the increase in property values caused by new construction and substantial improvement that action must be advertised as a “tax 
increase.” The amount of any such “tax increase’ caused by the RLE millage not being reduced to the rolled back rate must be 
advertised as a tax increase “required by state law.” That is the “tax increase” to which the House Speaker was objecting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


