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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Florida affirmed judgments validating Cedar Grove's proposed tax-increment-

financed bonds for two community redevelopment areas. The court held that section 163.346, Florida

Statutes, did not require two public readings of the redevelopment resolutions and concluded that the

bonds did not violate the referendum requirement of article VII, section 12 of the Florida Constitution

because they did not pledge ad valorem taxing power. Separate opinions disagreed with the

constitutional analysis.
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Bay County appealed two consolidated final judgments of the circuit
court validating tax-increment-financed bonds proposed by the Town

of Cedar Grove.

The Supreme Court reviews factual findings in a bond-validation
proceeding for substantial competent evidence and conclusions of law
de novo. Statutory interpretation and constitutional interpretation are

reviewed de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether section 163.346, Florida Statutes, requires two public readings at two public meetings for

municipal resolutions adopted under the Community Redevelopment Act.

2. Whether Cedar Grove's proposed tax-increment-financed bonds violate article VII, section 12 of the

Florida Constitution by being payable from ad valorem taxation without voter approval.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 163.346 incorporates only the public-notice requirements of sections 166.041(3)(a) and
125.66(2), Florida Statutes, and therefore does not require two readings at two public meetings for

resolutions adopted under the Community Redevelopment Act.

2. The proposed bonds do not violate article VII, section 12 and may be issued without referendum
approval because the bonds do not pledge governmental ad valorem taxing power and bondholders

cannot compel an ad valorem tax levy.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because section 163.346 incorporates only the public notice requirements of sections 166.041(3)(a) and
125.66(2), we find that section 163.346 does not impose a two-reading requirement for resolutions adopted
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Act.” (at 168)

“Consequently, the proposed tax-increment-financed bonds are constitutional without a referendum.” (at 170)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Cedar Grove established the Core and Brannonville community redevelopment areas, adopted redevelopment
plans, created trust funds, and authorized tax-increment financing for capital-project bonds. The bond resolutions
pledged redevelopment trust-fund revenues, including 95 percent of specified incremental ad valorem tax
increases, but expressly disclaimed any pledge of governmental taxing power and provided that bondholders
could not compel an ad valorem tax levy. Cedar Grove sought judicial validation of bonds totaling up to
$41,835,609 for the Core area and $23,688,708 for the Brannonville area.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cedar Grove adopted resolutions, redevelopment plans, ordinances, and bond resolutions for its Core and
Brannonville redevelopment areas. It filed separate complaints seeking validation of the bond proposals, and
Bay County intervened. After a consolidated hearing, the circuit court entered final judgments validating both

proposals; Bay County appealed to the Supreme Court of Florida.
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