CITRUS COUNTY
VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
AGENDA ● FEBRUARY 28, 2017
Regular Meeting

Citrus County Courthouse

9:00 AM

Room 100, 110 N. Apopka Avenue, Inverness, FL 34450
Brian Coleman, Board of County Commission
Member
Jimmie Smith, Board of County Commission
Member
Douglas Dodd, Vice Chair, School Board Member
Mark Stone, Citizen Member
Tony Wahl, Citizen Member

Angela Vick, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
Board Legal Counsel, Attorney Richard R. Kosan

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC
Citrus County Government is a value-driven organization dedicated to responsive
citizen service by providing quality programs, services and facilities to build a strong
community and promote the best quality of life for our citizens
Any person who decides to appeal any decision of the Governing Board with respect to
any matter considered at this meeting will need a record of the proceedings and for
such purpose may need to provide that a verbatim record of proceeding is made, which
record includes testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. (Section
286.0105, Florida Statutes)
Any person requiring reasonable accommodation at this meeting because of a disability
or physical impairment should contact the County Administrator's Office, Citrus County
Courthouse, 110 N. Apopka Avenue, Inverness, Florida 34450, (352) 341-6560, at least
two days before the meeting.
A.

CALL TO ORDER
February 28, 2017, Citrus County Courthouse

1. Pledge of Allegiance
2. Roll Call
3. Public Comment
A.3.1. Accept comments from the public on issues not related to specific petitions which are
noted below for approval by the Value Adjustment Board.

B.

MINUTES
B.1. Value Adjustment Board - Organizational Meeting - Dec 6, 2016 9:00 AM

Citrus County

Page 1

Updated 2/22/2017 3:58 PM

Agenda

Value Adjustment Board

C.

February 28, 2017

SPECIAL MAGISTRATE RECOMMENDED DECISIONS
C.1. VAB Recommended Decisions
a. Allow for public comment.
b. Consider and adopt the recommended decisions signed by the appointed special magistrates
for the following petition numbers: 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 93, 94, 118, 120, 121, 126, 129,
132, 135, 159, 160, 161,162, 190, 192, 194, 198, 199, 208, 209, 210, 213, 215, 216
c. Approve and authorize the Chair to execute Form DR 485V - Decision of the Value Adjustment
Board for the petitions listed above.

D.

2016 VAB FORMS
D.1. 2016 VAB Forms
Approve and authorize the Chair to sign the following forms:


DR-488 - Certification of the Value Adjustment Board for Real Property;



DR-488 - Certification of the Value Adjustment Board for Tangible Personal Property; and



DR-529 - Notice of Tax Impact of the Value Adjustment Board.

E.

PAYMENT OF VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD SERVICES
E.1. Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Special Magistrates
a. Approve payment to Edwin R. Barfield LLC In the amount of $1,625.00.
b. Approve payment to Parwani Law, PA in the amount of $843.75.
c. Approve payment to Robert S. Sutte in the amount of $3,468.75
d. Approve payment to Vista Appraisal Services, Inc (Lawrence J. Golicz) in the amount
of $5,593.75.
E.2. Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel
Approve payment to Attorney Richard R. Kosan P.A. In the amount of $5,557.50.

F.

REPORTS AND ANALYSIS
F.1. 2016 Petition Filing Results and Revenue and Expense Report
Review the current "Petition Filing Results" and "Revenue and Expense Report," both of which
are current through February 22, 2017.

G.

VAB BUSINESS FORMALITIES
G.1. Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel
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Authorize the Board Clerk to (a) extend the contract with Mr. Kosan (current legal counsel until
terminated by either party) or (b) proceed with a request for legal services to obtain responses
from qualified applicants interested in serving as the Citrus County VAB legal counsel.
G.2. Special Magistrate Rates
Discuss and set special magistrate rates for 2017.
G.3. 2017 Special Magistrate Services
Authorize the Board Clerk to seek Special Magistrate Services.
G.4. Value Adjustment Board Resolution
Determine the petition filing fee (not to exceed $15), and adopt and authorize the Chair to
execute a resolution relating to imposing a petition filing fee upon certain petitions.

H.

UPCOMING MEETING
H.1. Next Value Adjustment Board Meeting
Set the Organizational Meeting of the 2017 Value Adjustment Board for Tuesday, August 8, 2017,
at 9:00 a.m., in the Citrus County Courthouse, Room 100, 110 North Apopka Avenue, Inverness,
Florida, for the purpose of setting the organizational structure, to appoint special magistrates, and
for any other business deemed necessary.

I.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS TO COME BEFORE THE BOARD

J.

ADJOURN
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CITRUS COUNTY
VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
MINUTES ● DECEMBER 6, 2016
Organizational Meeting

Citrus County Courthouse

9:00 AM

Room 100, 110 N. Apopka Avenue, Inverness, FL 34450

A.

CALL TO ORDER
December 06, 2016 Citrus County Courthouse
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 AM

1. Pledge of Allegiance

Attendee
Name
Brian J.
Coleman
Jimmie T.
Smith
Douglas A
Dodd
Mark H. Stone
Tony R. Wahl
Richard R
Kosan
Tifani White
Georgette
Tozer

Title

Status

Board of County Commission
Member
Board of County Commission
Member
Vice Chair, School Board
Member
Citizen Member
Citizen Member
Value Adjustment Board
Attorney
Deputy Clerk
Deputy Clerk

Present

Arrived

Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present

3. Public Comment
There was no public comment. School Board Member Doug Dodd noted minor corrections
under items D2 and K.

B.

VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD LEGAL COUNSEL
Attorney Richard R. Kosan provided information of a recent Department of Revenue advisory
memorandum and commented on petition issues. Discussion was held.

C.

VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD MEMBERS AND CLERK
C.1. Value Adjustment Board Members and Clerk
Introduce the members of the board and the clerk (or designee) and provide contact information.
School Board Member Doug Dodd introduced the Board members and Clerks.

D.

Citrus County

SELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT
BOARD
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2. Roll Call

B.1
Minutes

Value Adjustment Board

December 6, 2016

D.1. 2016 Value Adjustment Board Chair
2016 Value Adjustment Board Vice Chair Doug Dodd (or alternate) to open nominations for chair
of the 2016 Value Adjustment Board and ask for a motion to cease nominations.
Motion to appoint Commissioner Brian Coleman as Chair.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Jimmie T. Smith, Board of County Commission Member
Tony R. Wahl, Citizen Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

Chair-elect of the 2016 Value Adjustment Board to open nominations for the vice-chair and ask
for a motion to cease nominations.
Motion to appoint School Board Member Doug Dodd as Vice-Chair.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

E.

ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Brian J. Coleman, Board of County Commission Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD MEETING MINUTES
E.1. Value Adjustment Board - Organizational Meeting - Aug 9, 2016 9:00 AM
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

F.

ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Douglas A Dodd, Vice Chair, School Board Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD REFERENCE MATERIALS
F.1. Value Adjustment Board Rules and Guidelines
Review the following value adjustment board rules and guidelines and announce that this
information is accessible on the Florida Department of Revenue's website,
http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/property/vab. A link to the department's website is also available on
the Citrus County Clerk of Circuit Court and Comptroller's website, www.clerk.citrus.fl.us.


Rule Chapter 12D-9, F.A.C., and associated forms;



Rule Chapter 12D-10, F.A.C.;



Rule Chapters 12D-51.001, 51.002, and 51.003, F.A.C.;



Chapters 192 through 195, F.S.;



Florida's Government in the Sunshine/Open Government Laws
Attorney Richard R. Kosan briefly commented on this item.
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D.2. 2016 Value Adjustment Board Vice-Chair

B.1
Minutes

Value Adjustment Board

G.

December 6, 2016

SPECIAL MAGISTRATE RECOMMENDED DECISIONS
G.1. VAB Recommended Decisions
a. Consider and adopt the recommended decisions signed by the appointed special magistrates
for the following petition numbers: 6, 10, 56, 57, 74, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 104, 105, 106,
109, 127, 128, 130, 136, 137, 138, 139, 142, 145, 147, 149, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156,
157, 158, 176, 185, 187, 188, 189, 191, and 193.

b. Approve and authorize the Chair to execute Forms DR-485V and DR-485XC - Decisions of the
Value Adjustment Board for the petitions listed above.

RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 6, 2016 9:00 AM (Minutes)

Motion to approve item G1a.
ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Jimmie T. Smith, Board of County Commission Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

. Motion to accept item G1b.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

H.

ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Tony R. Wahl, Citizen Member
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

PAYMENT OF VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD SERVICES
H.1. Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel
Approve payment to Richard R. Kosan, Attorney At Law in the amount of $5,557.50.
Short discussion was held regarding the invoices submitted by special magistrates.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Jimmie T. Smith, Board of County Commission Member
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

H.2. Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Special Magistrate, Lawrence J. Golicz
Approve payment to Vista Appraisal Services, Inc., in the amount of $2,750.00
Attorney Richard R. Kosan and Deputy Clerk Tifani White responded to questions raised by
Citizen Member Mark Stone regarding performance of the special magistrates.
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RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

December 6, 2016

ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Douglas A Dodd, Vice Chair, School Board Member
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

H.3. Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Special Magistrate, Rinky Parwani
Approve payment to Parwani Law, P.A. In the amount of $1,375.00.
ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Jimmie T. Smith, Board of County Commission Member
Douglas A Dodd, Vice Chair, School Board Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

H.4. Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Special Magistrate, Edgar Fleri
Approve payment to Edgar Fleri, MAI, CCIM in the amount of $3,531.25.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Jimmie T. Smith, Board of County Commission Member
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

H.5. Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Special Magistrate, Edwin Barfield
Approve payment to Edwin R. Barfield, LLC in the amount of $9,875.00.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

I.

ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Jimmie T. Smith, Board of County Commission Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

ANY OTHER BUSINESS TO COME BEFORE THE BOARD
I.1. 2016 Revenue and Expense Report and Petition Filing Results
Review the current "Revenue and Expense Report" and "Petition Filing Results," both of which
are current through December 1, 2016.
School Board Member Doug Dodd requested clarification from Attorney Richard R. Kosan on
the reports.

J.

UPCOMING MEETING
J.1. Next Value Adjustment Board Meeting
Set the next meeting of the Value Adjustment Board for Tuesday, February 28, 2017, at 9:00 a.m.
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RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

B.1
Minutes

Value Adjustment Board

RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

K.

December 6, 2016

ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Mark H. Stone, Citizen Member
Jimmie T. Smith, Board of County Commission Member
Coleman, Smith, Dodd, Stone, Wahl

ADJOURN

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Dec 6, 2016 9:00 AM (Minutes)

The meeting was adjourned at 9:35 AM
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C.1

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

VAB Recommended Decisions

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:
Reference Rule Chapter 12D-9.031(1): All recommended decisions shall comply with
Sections 194.301, 194.034(2), and 194.035(1), F.S. A special magistrate shall not
submit to the board, and the board shall not adopt, any recommended decision that is
not in compliance with Sections 194.301, 194.034(2), and 194.035(1), F.S.
Reference Rule Chapter 12D-9.031(2): As provided in Sections 194-034(2) and
194.035(1), F.S., the board shall consider the recommended decisions of special
magistrates and may act upon the recommended decisions without further hearing. The
Board shall consider whether the recommended decisions meet the requirements of
subsection (1), and may rely on board legal counsel for such determination. Adoption of
recommended decisions need not include a review of the underlying record.

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
a. Allow for public comment.
b. Consider and adopt the recommended decisions signed by the appointed special
magistrates for the following petition numbers: 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 93, 94,
118, 120, 121, 126, 129, 132, 135, 159, 160, 161,162, 190, 192, 194, 198, 199, 208,
209, 210, 213, 215, 216
c. Approve and authorize the Chair to execute Form DR 485V - Decision of the Value
Adjustment Board for the petitions listed above.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Value Adjustment Board
FROM: John Steelfox, Director of Assessment Control
DATE: February 22, 2017
RE: VAB Petitions #94 & #126

As the Director of Assessment Control for the Citrus County Property Appraiser I am providing
the following information below for your review concerning your pending action to adopt the
special magistrates recommended decisions for the referenced petitions.
In providing this information it is our goal to inform and contribute to the high level of public
trust you promote and maintain in the fairness of the Citrus County administrative review
process. Information provided below is based on a review of the record only. No additional
evidence is considered.
We are not requesting new hearings or the submission of new or additional evidence.
We respectfully request the Board to consider our information in order to produce a final
decision that meets the requirements of Florida law.
Attached to every Magistrates decision is a “Note regarding the Value Adjustment Board
Hearing to consider special magistrate’s recommended decision”. (attached)
We understand that we may not “re-argue the facts concerning your application”, but would like
to reference number 4 where it states “Whether the special magistrate made adequate finding of
fact and conclusions of law and adequately set out the reasons for those findings and
conclusions”. We believe there are several “facts” not taken into proper consideration.
We would also like to reference number 5 as it states “Whether the special magistrate followed
proper methodology in arriving at the findings and conclusions”. We believe the information
provided will objectively state where we believe the special magistrate did not follow proper
methodology.
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Attachment: Director of Assessment Control Memo to the Value Adjustment Board 2017 (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

C.1.a

C.1.a

Comments Regarding the Decision on Forest Ridge Apartments

Information provided below is based on a review of the record only. No additional evidence is
considered.
The Magistrate rejects part of the Property Appraisers evidence, fails to consider other parts and
recommends acceptance of the Petitioners value which if adopted by this board creates a value
that is arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices
generally applied by the property appraiser to comparable property within the same county.
The following paragraphs raises concern that the magistrate failed to make “adequate finding of
fact and conclusions of law and adequately set out the reasons for those findings and
conclusions”.
The Special Magistrate incorrectly states the total size of the project, the square feet per unit, and
the land size. It appears in his decision that the magistrate took those sizes from a preconstruction appraisal report submitted by the petitioner that he previously ruled as inadmissible
at the hearing. It is apparent the special magistrate referenced that report since, not only is the
decision a quote of incorrect sizes but the magistrate also quotes other details about the project
that are only indicated within that report.
The following paragraph raises concern that the magistrate failed to “follow proper methodology
in arriving at the findings and conclusions”.
The magistrate suggests that the Property Appraiser is wrong for using expense comparables
from the Institute of Real Estate Management (IREM) southeastern United States Region 4, but
these are the only Section 42 LIHTC comparables that rightfully apply to the subject that were
introduced at the hearing. The magistrate then goes on to compare those same comparables to
the subject in his analysis.
The main objection the Property Appraiser had with the petitioner's value was due to the
extraordinary management and administrative fees they were claiming. The Special Magistrate
objected to the Property Appraiser using a reasonable expense for accounting of $4,500 per year,
but then goes on to use $59,934 as submitted by the petitioner.
Further, the magistrate neglects to first take out the real estate taxes from the expenses before
calculating the value in the income approach and then uses a capitalization rate that includes a
rate to account for real estate taxes. It is totally incorrect and the real estate taxes are being
double counted at the end. The amount of the real estate taxes the Special Magistrate leaves in
the calculation is $47,600, which is the budgeted amount the petitioner projected for 2016.
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Petition 94
Forest Ridge Apartments
Special Magistrate: Larry Golicz

C.1.a

Effective Gross Income
Expenses
Net Operating Income
Cap Rate
Value Indication
Difference

CCPA
$773,377
-397,297
$376,080
÷ 0.0772
= $4,871,503

Special Magistrate
$773,377
-519,673
$253,704
÷ 0.0772
= $3,286,321

$1,585,182

Excerpts on Accepted Methods for Analyzing the Ad Valorem Tax Expense
The excerpts below further support the Department of Revenues method of addressing the ad
valorem tax expense in the income capitalization approach. The following excerpt explains the
proper method for estimating the real estate tax expense in ad valorem tax appraisal.
"Because any deduction from gross income affects value in the income approach, only typical
and reasonable expenses can be deducted in calculating net operating income. When property is
valued for ad valorem tax purposes, therefore, property taxes cannot be shown as an operating
expense because the actual taxes are not known as of the assessment date. Indeed, the appraisal
is often done to estimate the amount of the tax. The problem can be resolved by developing an
effective tax rate and including it in the capitalization rate for the subject property. 3
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The difference in capitalized value is $1,585,182, as shown below.

International Association of Assessing Officers, Property Appraisal and Assessment
Administration (Chicago: International Association of Assessing Officers, 1990), page 287

C.1.a

3

Petition 126
RKM Crystal, LLC
Special Magistrate: Larry Golicz
The following paragraphs raises concern that the magistrate failed to make “adequate findings of
fact and conclusions of law and adequately set out the reasons for those findings and
conclusions”.

In this decision, the Special Magistrate sites details of the building construction and site details
that were not reported in the hearing, which indicates that he made a personal investigation and
inspection of the property. This is a violation of proper VAB procedure for a special magistrate
to conduct their own investigation of evidence. On several occasions, the magistrates goes
outside of the evidence presented to not only do his own investigation but to assume evidence
not presented.
The magistrate says there is no confirmation of the store being a ʺnon-performing" store, but then
goes on to categorize it as a ʺnon-performing" store throughout the write-up. This is
inconsistent.
The magistrate states the property ʺstood vacant for almost a year." He says (Pg. 2, para 7) it
was on the market 322 days, which is incorrect. Listed on June 22, 2015, closed on February 4,
2016. That's 227 days, or 62% of a year, well short of a year. We introduced into evidence the
sale verification from the broker stating that interest from buyers came quickly, the property
drew four serious bids, and then it sat for an extensive time in the hands of Walgreens corporate
office. It is improper to consider this as time on the market.
The magistrate calculates an external obsolescence deduction based on the difference between
the rental rates of an operating drugstore, versus the rental rate we actually used to value the
subject. Both the subject rental rate and the appraisal concept are incorrect. A liquidation sale
price should not be used as a basis for a functional or external obsolescence adjustment. This is
conceptually wrong and mathematically incorrect.
The magistrate makes assumptions about functional and external obsolescence of the property
when it was not known on January 1 if another drugstore was buying the property and able to use
all the features of the property to its highest and best use. Additionally, the magistrate deducts
the cost of renovations. Renovations would have been speculative on the date of value, January
1, 2016, since, as mentioned before, it was not known on that date who had purchased the store
and what tenant lease they had in hand. No one knew if another drugstore was the buyer who
could have used all the features of the property without any modification. Therefore, an
adjustment was unwarranted at that point.
The following paragraphs raises concern that the magistrate failed to “follow proper
methodology in arriving at the findings and conclusions”.
The magistrate suggests that we are to appraise to the value ʺas is.ʺ The accurate basis for the
Property Appraisers office value is the unencumbered fee simple market value, which means we
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Comments Regarding the Decision on the former Walgreens

C.1.a

The magistrate suggests we should have used all liquidation sales to value this property, and
presumably, all other similar properties in the county (Pg. 2, para 7). This is a very poor
interpretation of mass appraisal principles and violates legal precedent – Board of Education of the
Columbus City Schools, et al v. Franklin County Board of Revision, et al, Supreme Court of Ohio, April 11, 2016,
Case No. 2015-2105 that rules what most all appraisers know, that one sale does not make a market.

The magistrate compares the assessed value of the subject with the assessed values of other
properties, which has been ruled inadmissible by case law. (Deltona Corporation v. Bailey, 336 So.
2d 1163 - 1976 - Fla: Supreme Court – the Supreme Court held that a taxpayer’s assessment that does not exceed
just value would not receive a reduction based on comparison of other property assessments unless the taxpayer was
assessed at a higher rate than substantially all other property in the county.)

In Conclusion
This recommended decision ignores the preponderance of evidence, the facts, makes
assumptions not in evidence, and manipulates the valuation procedures in all three approaches to
value to accommodate the petitioner. In addition, he makes several math errors in arriving at his
conclusion of value, which means he performed his valuation in a reckless and careless manner,
making a series of both math and conceptual errors.
The magistrate has the authority to establish a new value if the Property appraiser's presumption
is overcome and there is competent substantial evidence on the record that meets the
requirements of FS 193.011. Case law in Florida requires the Property Appraiser to carefully
consider each of the factors and not arbitrarily reject any one out of hand. The magistrate and
Board are held to that same standard. It is up to the magistrate to place enough scrutiny on the
evidence to see that the resulting value he arrives at based on presented facts is a just one. In this
case the petitioner’s value conclusion was based on evidence containing factual errors,
unsupported adjustments to sales, income and cost values, as well as basic math errors. The
recommended decision also fails to contain sufficient factual and legal information and reasoning
to enable the parties to understand the basis for the decision, and otherwise meet the
requirements of law.
As a side note, this property had already been ruled on by another Special Magistrate, in Petition
96, that confirmed our value.
In the spirit of full disclosure, the Property Appraisers office retained Larry Golicz as a
consultant on various appraisals in the recent past. Mr. Golicz is familiar with the practices of
the Property Appraiser’s Office after years of interaction on certain appraisals that were involved
in litigation. Because of this past relationship, it is our position that there may be an appearance
of impartiality on the part of Mr. Golicz. Already one petitioner requested that he not hear their
case because of his consulting work on behalf of our office. It is imperative that the public have
confidence that the hearings are being conducted impartially and that neither the petitioner
taxpayer nor the Property Appraiser’s Office has an unfair advantage. It is important that the
Value Adjustment Board is aware of our concerns and that even the appearance of any sort of
favoritism is removed from the proceedings in the future.
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are to consider similar properties in a consistent manner and appraise them to their highest and
best use, instead of arbitrarily assigning market value to a property based on one distressed sale.

Attachment: Director of Assessment Control Memo to the Value Adjustment Board 2017 (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

C.1.a
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C.1.b

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 18E17S100180 10280 0120
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

07930 N VINCE DR
CITRUS SPRINGS

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$95730
$95730
$95730
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$82760
$82760
$82760
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$82760
$82760
$82760
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
LAWRENCE
J GOLICZ, Ph.D., MAI, ASA
Print name

________________
01/10/2017
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
01/10/2017
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 75
Petitioner name TORISKIE JOSEPH A
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

C.1.b

Petition # 75
Petitioner Name TORISKIE JOSEPH A

Parcel ID 18E17S100180 10280 0120

Findings of Fact
The hearing for Petition #75 opened at 9:00 A.M. Mr. Joseph Toriskie, owner of the single family dwelling under
petition, appeared to represent himself. The Citrus County Property Appraiser was represented by Mr. Jonathan Franke.

After both participants took the oath, Mr. Franke first testified for the County's appraisal as compliant to F.S. 193.011
taking into account the eight factors of value as well as the use of the mass appraisal applied with a CAMA system. Mr
Franke also used the county's data base employing a sales analysis grid of homes sold in the subject neighborhood,
including three sales less about a block from the subject property. The indicated Just Value after taking into account a
15% adjustment for Factor 8 is $95,730.
Mr. Toriskie then presented his case by noting that the neighborhood was plagued by homes that were vacant and
boarded up, the streets needed repairs, and no new development was occurring, although he presented no physical
evidence by property address or photographs and the number of vacant homes in his subdivision. He then complained of
home sites in his neighborhood that had vehicles parked on the lots along with a lack of site tidiness. Again he provided
no physical evidence by address or photographs and mapping. Finally, he could not accept that the value of his property
had increased in value per the assessment increase of $20,490 over the previous year, when he believed property values
have decreased where he lives.
Yet Mr. Toriskie provided a broker's opinion in evidence exchange with the County Appraiser which he did not discuss.
That opinion, not to be confused with an appraisal, stated that the subject property had an average price of 128,800
against the January 1, 2016 assessment for Just Value at $95,730. Mr. Toriskie also failed to discuss the power line
easement along his property which might affect his property value. It is noted, however, that the County Appraiser
provided a sale that also included that kind of easement in his analysis.
Conclusion of Law
The County Appraiser's assessment was properly obtained in conformity with F.S. 193.011. In order to overcome the
Property Appraiser's presumption of correctness, the Petitioner must show that (1) the Property Appraiser did not
properly consider the criteria in F.S. 193.011, or (2) that the assessment was arbitrarily based on appraisal practices
which are different from appraisal practices generally applied by the Property Appraiser to comparable property within
the same class in the County. In addition, Petitioner's failure to provide sufficient, relevant, or credible evidence to
reasonably challenge the evidence presented by the County Appraiser in the conclusion of a Just Value for the subject
property, offers further support for the County
appraiser compliance with F.S 193.011.
Therefore, it is the special magistrates conclusion that County appraiser met the requirements of Just Value per F.S.
193.011 and F.S. 194.30. Therefore the relief requested by petitioner is denied and this decision is being issued in order
that any right the petitioner may have to bring an action in circuit court is not impaired. (Rule 12D-9.021 (6) & (8),
F.A.C.)
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The subject is a 1,364 SF single family home built in 1995 . It has three bedrooms and two baths. The home site
contains 10,000 SF at 7930 N. Vince Drive, a lot of similar size to the other home sites in Citrus Springs.

C.1.c

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 76
Petitioner name CREATIVE CHOICE HOMES XXVIII LTD
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
X taxpayer's agent
other, explain:

Parcel ID 18E18S15
Property
address

12000 00C0

00265 FATHOM LOOP
BEVERLY HILLS

Clark Mann

X Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$2207440
$2207440
$2207440
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$1865303
$1865303
$1865303
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$1865303
$1865303
$1865303
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
ROBERT
SUTTE
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.c

Petition # 76
Petitioner Name CREATIVE CHOICE HOMES XXVIII LTD

Parcel ID 18E18S15

12000 00C0

Petition 76: Findings of Fact
This petition was heard on October 28, 2016. The subject property is a circa 2004 multi family apartment complex
which includes about 100 residential units. The rents are subsidized so this is identified as a restricted rent community.
Petitions 76, 79, 80, 81, and 82 involve similar restricted rent communities. The extensive evidence and opinion
provided within the petition 81 hearing, where applicable, will also apply to some or all of the other four numbered
petitions.

Cost $2,757,306
Sales$4,080,000
Income $2,757,306
The property appraisers reconciled value estimate was $2,760,000 compared to their estimate of just value of
$2,207,440. In their reconciliation process, almost all weight was given to the income approach. Since the petitioner did
not use the cost or sales approaches to value but relied totally upon his application of the income approach the special
magistrates primary analysis will be the expert witnesses application of this appraisal method. The petitioner's
application of the income approach indicated that the value of the subject property as of January 1, 2016 should be
$875,000. The difference in estimated values is $1,332,440.
Tim Reynard stated, by law, that the government identified apartment rental income should be used as the basis for
valuation. Also, tax credit money should not be a part of the estimated income. The property appraiser relied upon
published IREM (Institute of Real Estate Management) vacancy and operating expense information for their
reconstructed income and expense analysis. The petitioner relied upon reported actual operating expenses.
Mr. Mann provided several years of historic subject property income and expense information as part of his evidence.
His estimated potential gross income was $527,040 compared to the property appraisers estimated income of $535,992.
The major difference between the two applications of the income approach and their resulting estimates of value where
the estimated operating expenses. The petitioner's expenses were estimated at $461,200 including reserves and the
property appraisers estimated expenses including reserves were $270,821. The property appraiser noted that there
appeared to be many business non-real estate expenses included by the property owner within the $461,200 total
reported expenses.
As noted, the most significant difference is the property appraiser's estimated operating expenses of about 51.3 percent
with the petitioner's expenses being about 84.5 percent. Insufficient evidence was provided for the special magistrate to
formulate an opinion as to the appropriate expense amount. Also, there was significant disagreement over the selection
of the overall capitalization rates. Newer building age and reliance upon Realty Rates indicated capitalization rates were
also significant considerations for the property appraiser..
As noted above, both parties relied upon their applications of the income approach to arrive at their estimated values.
The major difference in the estimated values was the amount selected for operating expenses including reserves for
replacements. The special magistrate also concluded the following:
Insufficient information was presented by the petitioner to support a reduction in the assessment.
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The owner's representative for these five petitions is Clark Mann and Tim Reynard and Herb Mack represented the
property appraiser. Mr. Reynard was the lead property appraiser witness and at the request of Mr. Mann provided his
testimony first. The property appraiser developed an estimate of value based upon each of the three generally recognized
approaches. The three indicated values were provided with a minus 15 percent adjustment for costs of sale as follows:

The assessment was not proven to be incorrect.

C.1.c

The property appraisers assessment was developed by generally accepted appraisal methods.
The market value of the subject property is within the discretion of the property appraiser and within a reasonable range
of values for the property.
The property appraiser lawfully considered the eight criteria enumerated in section 193.011, Florida Statutes.

Petition 76: Conclusions of Law

This decision, that relief is denied, means that any right the petitioner may have to bring action in circuit court is not
impaired.
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The petitioner did not show, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the property appraiser's estimation of value does
not represent just a value. Also it was not proven by clear and convincing evidence that the property appraiser's market
value is in excess of just value. It is recommended that the petition be denied and the property appraisers value be
upheld.

C.1.d

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 77
Petitioner name REALTY INCOME PROPERTIES 13 LLC
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
X taxpayer's agent
other, explain:

Parcel ID 17E19S220010 00200 0010
Property
address

03795 S SUNCOAST BLVD
HOMOSASSA

Clark Mann

X Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$1429350
$1429350
$1429350
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$1429350
$1429350
$1429350
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$1429350
$1429350
$1429350
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
ROBERT
SUTTE
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.d

Petition # 77
Petitioner Name REALTY INCOME PROPERTIES 13 LLC

Parcel ID 17E19S220010 00200 0010

Petition 77: Findings of Fact
Petitions 77 and 78 both involve Dollar General retail stores located in Homosassa in Citrus County. Mr. Herb Mack
represented the property appraiser and Mr. Clark Mann represented the property owners. Petition 77 was heard first and
it is noted that any information contained in the petition 77 hearing which is applicable, also applies for consideration of
petition 78. It was suggested that the property appraiser present their evidence first.
Mr. Mack reported that this Dollar General retail store was constructed in year on2012 contained 12,714 square feet. He
noted that he applied all three approaches to value, which resulted in the following value indicators:
Cost $1,253,679

Income $1,429,356
He noted that the average of the three value indicators was $1,562,498. He stated that he applied total weight to the
value indicated by the income approach of $1,429,356. His final estimated value was the assessed value of $1,429,350.
It was noted that the assessed value for year 2015 was also $1,429,350.
Even though the property appraiser stated that he put total weight upon his application of the income approach, it was
noted in the improved comparable sales approach that the subject property sold in January 2014 four $2,064,800, which
is $162.40 per square foot of building area including the value of the land. This compares to the subject assessed value
of $112.42 per square foot. Mr. Mack?s application of the sales comparison approach resulted in an indication of value
ranging from $162.40 (the subject sale) to $200.99 per square foot. His value conclusion was a total amount of $
2,004,458.
The property appraisers income approach was based upon an estimated market rent of $11 per square foot. The selected
overall capitalization rate was 7.91 percent. Substantial support was provided regarding the property
appraiser?s estimated market rent and selected capitalization rate. Again, the income approach indicated a value of
$1,429,356. This final estimated value of $1,429,350 was strongly supported by the property appraiser's application of
the sales comparison approach which included the sale of the subject property.
Mr. Clark Mann stated that he applied the cost approach and the income approach to develop his two indications of
property value. He did not use the sales comparison approach. His value indicators are as follows:
Cost $1,450,000
Income $1,050,000
SalesNot Applicable
The petitioner noted that his application of the cost approach supported the property appraiser's estimated assessed
value. His requested value was $1,250,000.
Mr. Mann's application of the income approach included an estimated rent of $8.00 per square foot based upon 12,320
square feet of building area. He allowed five percent for vacancy and 10 percent for ownership expenses. His selected
overall capitalization rate was 8.0 with an indicated value of $1,047,200 which he rounded and called $1,050,000 or
$85.23 per square foot of building area including the value of the land. He did not present any evidence to support his
estimated rent and only provided published Realty Rates capitalization rate information to support the selection of his
8.0 percent overall capitalization rate.
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Sales$2,004,458

The special magistrate inquired as to whether or not the sale of the subject in January 2014 for $2,064,800 was an arms
C.1.d
length transaction. Mr. Mack provided a letter from the property purchaser, which indicated that it was a single property
purchase for all cash and that it was an arms length transaction.
After consideration of all information provided, the magistrate concluded that the property appraisers evidence was more
complete and more meaningful and represented a preponderance of evidence to support the property appraisers
estimated value. The property appraiser had significant support for his selected market rent and capitalization rate. The
petitioner had no evidence to support his estimated market rent and very limited capitalization rate evidence. The
magistrate also concluded the following:
Insufficient information was presented by the petitioner to support a reduction in the assessment.
The assessment was not proven to be incorrect.

The market value of the subject property is within the discretion of the property appraiser and within a reasonable range
of values for the property.
The property appraiser lawfully considered the eight criteria enumerated in section 193.011, Florida Statutes.

Petition 77: Conclusions of Law
The petitioner did not show, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the property appraiser's estimation of value does
not represent just value. Also it was not proven by clear and convincing evidence that the property appraiser's market
value is in excess of just value. It is recommended that the petition be denied and the property appraisers value be
upheld.
This decision, that relief is denied, means that any right the petitioner may have to bring action in circuit court is not
impaired
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The property appraisers assessment was developed by generally accepted appraisal methods.

C.1.e

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 78
Petitioner name HIALEAH ASSETS INC
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 17E20S25
X taxpayer's agent

Property
address

11400 0010

09524 S SUNCOAST BLVD
HOMOSASSA

Clark Mann

X Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$1185190
$1185190
$1185190
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$1185190
$1185190
$1185190
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$1185190
$1185190
$1185190
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
ROBERT
SUTTE
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.e

Petition # 78
Petitioner Name HIALEAH ASSETS INC

Parcel ID 17E20S25

11400 0010

Petition 78: Findings of Fact

Petitions 77 and 78 both involve Dollar General retail stores located in Homosassa in Citrus County. Mr. Herb Mack
represented the property appraiser and Mr. Clark Mann represented the property owners. Petition 77 was heard first and
it is noted that any information contained within the petition 77 hearing which is applicable, also applies for
consideration of petition 78. It was suggested that the property appraiser present their evidence first.
Mr. Mack reported that this Dollar General retail store was constructed in year 2013. It contained 9,167 square feet. He
noted that he applied all three approaches to value, which resulted in the following value indicators:

Sales$1,521,729
Income $1,185,177
He noted that the average of the three value indicators was $1,231,585. He stated that he gave total weight to the value
indicated by the income approach of $1,185,177. His final estimated value was the assessed value of $1,185,190 or
$129.29 per square foot of building area including the value of the land.
Even though the property appraiser noted that he put total weight and reliance upon his application of the income
approach, it was noted in the improved comparable sales approach that the subject property sold in October 2013 for
$1,862,800 which is $203.21 per square foot of building area including the value of the land. This compares to the
subject assessed value of $129.29 per square foot. Mr. Mack?s application of the sales comparison approach resulted
in an indicated unit value ranging from $166.00 to $203 $.21 (the subject sale). The sales person approach indicated a
value to drop of $1,521,729 or $166.00 per square foot.
The property appraisers income approach was based upon an estimated market rent of $12.65 per square foo of building
area. The selected overall capitalization rate was 7.91 percent. Substantial support was provided regarding the property
appraiser's estimated rent and selection of the capitalization rate. Again, the income approach indicated a value of
$1,185,177 and the final value estimate of $1,185,190 was also strongly supported by the application of the sales
comparison approach.
Mr. Clark Mann stated that he applied the cost approach and the income approach to develop his two indications of
property value. He did not use the sales comparison approach. His value indicators are as follows:
Cost $1,130,000
Income $1,077,000
SalesNot Applicable
His requested value was $1,100,000.
Mr. Mann's application of the income approach included an estimated rent of $11.00 per square foot His selected overall
capitalization rate was 8.0 with an indicated value of $1,077,000 He did not present any evidence to support his
estimated rent and only provided published Realty Rates capitalization rate information to support the selection of his
8.0 percent overall capitalization rate.
The special magistrate inquired as to whether or not the sale of the subject in October 2013 for $1,862,800 or $203.21
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Cost$987,850

per square foot was a single property purchase. Mr. Mack reported that this was a reliable comparable sale.

C.1.e

After consideration of all information provided, the magistrate concluded that the property appraisers evidence was more
complete and more meaningful and upheld the presumption of correctness. The property appraiser had significant
support for his selected market rent and capitalization rate. The petitioner had no evidence to support his selected market
rent and very limited capitalization rate evidence. The magistrate also concluded the following:
Insufficient information was presented by the petitioner to support a reduction in the assessment.
The assessment was not proven to be incorrect.
The property appraisers assessment was developed by generally accepted appraisal methods.

The property appraiser lawfully considered the eight criteria enumerated in section 193.011, Florida Statutes.

Petition 78: Conclusions of Law
The petitioner did not show, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the property appraiser's estimation of value does
not represent just value. Also it was not proven by clear and convincing evidence that the property appraiser's market
value is in excess of just value. It is recommended that the petition be denied and the property appraisers value be
upheld.
This decision, that relief is denied, means that any right the petitioner may have to bring action in circuit court is not
impaired.
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The market value of the subject property is within the discretion of the property appraiser and within a reasonable range
of values for the property.

C.1.f

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 79
Petitioner name GIBSONIA LTD
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 20E19S16
X taxpayer's agent

Property
address

33400 0030

00307 WASHINGTON AVE
INVERNESS

Clark Mann

X Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$757120
$757120
$757120
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$642829
$638249
$638249
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$642829
$638249
$638249
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
ROBERT
SUTTE
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.f

Petition # 79
Petitioner Name GIBSONIA LTD

Parcel ID 20E19S16

33400 0030

Petition 79: Findings of Fact
This petition was heard on October 28, 2016. The subject property is an older 1985 multi family apartment complex,
which includes 24residential units. The rents are subsidized so this is identified as a restricted rent community. Petitions
76, 79, 80, 81, and 82 involve similar restricted rent communities. The extensive evidence and opinion provided within
the petition 81 hearing, where applicable, will also apply to some or all of the other four numbered petitions.
The owner's representative for these five petitions is Clark Mann and Tim Reynard and Herb Mack represented the
property appraiser. Mr. Reynard was the lead property appraiser witness and at the request of Mr. Mann provided his
testimony first. The property appraiser developed an estimate of value based upon each of the three generally recognized
approaches. The three indicated values were provided with a minus 15 percent adjustment for costs of sale as follows:

Sales$$807,500
Income $896,922
The property appraisers reconciled value estimate was $895,000 compared to their estimate of assessed value of
$$757,120. In their reconciliation process, almost all weight was given to the income approach. Since the petitioner did
not use the cost or sales approaches to value but relied totally upon his application of the income approach the special
magistrates primary analysis will be the expert witnesses application of this appraisal method. The petitioner's
application of the income approach indicated that the value of the subject property as of January 1, 2016 should be
$$655,000. The difference in estimated values is $102,120.
Tim Reynard stated, by law, that the government identified apartment rental income should be used as the basis for
valuation. Also, tax credit money should not be a part of the estimated income. The property appraiser relied upon
published IREM (Institute of Real Estate Management) vacancy and operating expense information for their
reconstructed income and expense analysis. The petitioner relied on reported actual operating expenses.
Mr. Mann provided several years of historic subject property income and expense information as part of his evidence.
His estimated effective gross income was $180,000 compared to the property appraisers estimated income of $193,037.
The major difference between the two applications of the income approach and their resulting estimates of value where
the estimated operating expenses. The petitioner's expenses were estimated at $120,000 including reserves and the
property appraisers estimated expenses including reserves were $92,350. The property appraiser noted that there
appeared to be many business non-real estate expenses included by the property owner within the $120,000 total
reported expenses.
As noted, the most significant difference is the property appraiser's estimated operating expenses of about 47.8 percent
with the petitioner's expenses being about 66.7 percent. Insufficient evidence was provided for the special magistrate to
formulate an opinion as to the appropriate expense amount. Also, there was significant disagreement over the selection
of the overall capitalization rates. Newer building age and reliance upon Realty Rates indicated capitalization rates were
also significant considerations for the property appraiser.
As noted above, both parties relied upon their applications of the income approach to arrive at their estimated values.
The major difference in the estimated values was the amount selected for operating expenses including reserves for
replacements. The special magistrate also concluded the following:
Insufficient information was presented by the petitioner to support a reduction in the assessment.
The assessment was not proven to be incorrect.
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Cost $896,922

The property appraisers assessment was developed by generally accepted appraisal methods.

C.1.f

The market value of the subject property is within the discretion of the property appraiser and within a reasonable range
of values for the property.
The property appraiser lawfully considered the eight criteria enumerated in section 193.011, Florida Statutes.

Petition 79: Conclusions of Law
The petitioner did not show, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the property appraiser's estimation of value does
not represent just value. Also it was not proven by clear and convincing evidence that the property appraiser's market
value is in excess of just value. It is recommended that the petition be denied and the property appraisers value be
upheld.

Attachment: 2016_79_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

This decision, that relief is denied, means that any right the petitioner may have to bring action in circuit court is not
impaired.
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C.1.g

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 80
Petitioner name KWT RRH LLC
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 20E19S180070 000I0 0010
X taxpayer's agent

Property
address

01719 DRUID RD
INVERNESS

Clark Mann

X Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$668050
$668050
$668050
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$571945
$571945
$571945
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$571945
$571945
$571945
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
ROBERT
SUTTE
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.g

Petition # 80
Petitioner Name KWT RRH LLC

Parcel ID 20E19S180070 000I0 0010

Petition 80: Findings of Fact
This petition was heard on October 28, 2016. The subject property is an older 1985 multi family apartment complex,
which includes 20 residential units. The rents are subsidized so this is identified as a restricted rent community. Petitions
76, 79, 80, 81, and 82 involve similar restricted rent communities. The extensive evidence and opinion provided within
the petition 81 hearing, where applicable, will also apply to some or all of the other four numbered petitions.
The owner's representative for these five petitions is Clark Mann and Tim Reynard and Herb Mack represented the
property appraiser. Mr. Reynard was the lead property appraiser witness and at the request of Mr. Mann provided his
testimony first. The property appraiser developed an estimate of value based upon each of the three generally recognized
approaches. The three indicated values were provided with a minus 15 percent adjustment for costs of sale as follows:

Sales$718,250
Income $$725,452
The property appraisers reconciled value estimate was $725,000 compared to their estimate of assessed value of
$$668,050. In their reconciliation process, almost all weight was given to the income approach. Since the petitioner did
not use the cost or sales approaches to value but relied totally upon his application of the income approach the special
magistrates primary analysis will be the expert witnesses application of this appraisal method. The petitioner's
application of the income approach indicated that the value of the subject property as of January 1, 2016 should be
$604,000. The difference in estimated values is $64,050.
Tim Reynard stated, by law, that the government identified apartment rental income should be used as the basis for
valuation. Also, tax credit money should not be a part of the estimated income. The property appraiser relied upon
published IREM (Institute of Real Estate Management) vacancy and operating expense information for their
reconstructed income and expense analysis. The petitioner relied on reported actual operating expenses.
Mr. Mann provided several years of historic subject property income and expense information as part of his evidence.
His estimated effective gross income was $162,500 compared to the property appraisers estimated income of $170327.
The major difference between the two applications of the income approach and their resulting estimates of value where
the estimated operating expenses. The petitioner's expenses were estimated at $107,240 including reserves and the
property appraisers estimated expenses including reserves were $81,122. The property appraiser noted that there
appeared to be many business non-real estate expenses included by the property owner within the $107,240 total
reported expenses.
As noted, the most significant difference is the property appraiser's estimated operating expenses of about 47.6 percent
with the petitioner's expenses being about 66.0 percent. Insufficient evidence was provided for the special magistrate to
formulate an opinion as to the appropriate expense amount. There was no disagreement over the selection of the overall
capitalization rate as the property appraiser's rate was higher than the petitioners rate.
As noted above, both parties relied upon their applications of the income approach to arrive at their estimated values.
The major difference in the estimated values was the amount selected for operating expenses including reserves for
replacements. The special magistrate also concluded the following:
Insufficient information was presented by the petitioner to support a reduction in the assessment.
The assessment was not proven to be incorrect.
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Cost $ $725,452

The property appraisers assessment was developed by generally accepted appraisal methods.

C.1.g

The market value of the subject property is within the discretion of the property appraiser and within a reasonable range
of values for the property.
The property appraiser lawfully considered the eight criteria enumerated in section 193.011, Florida Statutes.

Petition 80: Conclusions of Law
The petitioner did not show, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the property appraiser's estimation of value does
not represent just value. Also it was not proven by clear and convincing evidence that the property appraiser's market
value is in excess of just value. It is recommended that the petition be denied and the property appraisers value be
upheld.

Attachment: 2016_80_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

This decision, that relief is denied, means that any right the petitioner may have to bring action in circuit court is not
impaired.
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C.1.h
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C.1.i

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 82
Petitioner name JT INVERNESS CLUB LLC
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 20E19S07
X taxpayer's agent

Property
address

21000

00515 TURNER CAMP RD
INVERNESS

Clark Mann

X Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$2281120
$2281120
$2281120
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$2201386
$2201386
$2201386
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$2201386
$2201386
$2201386
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
ROBERT
SUTTE
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
12/14/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.i

Petition # 82
Petitioner Name JT INVERNESS CLUB LLC

Parcel ID 20E19S07

21000

Petition 82: Findings of Fact
This petition was heard on October 28, 2016. The subject property is an older 1991 multi family apartment complex,
which includes 74 one bedroom apartments. The rents are subsidized so this is identified as a restricted rent community.
Petitions 76, 79, 80, 81, and 82 involve similar restricted rent communities. The extensive evidence and opinion
provided within the petition 81 hearing, where applicable, will also apply to some or all of the other four numbered
petitions.

Cost $2,709,000
Sales $2,720,000
Income $2,709,000
The property appraisers reconciled value estimate was $2,710,000 compared to their estimate of assessed value of
$2,281,120. In their reconciliation process, almost all weight was given to the income approach. Since the petitioner did
not use the cost or sales approaches to value but relied totally upon his application of the income approach the special
magistrates primary analysis will be the expert witnesses application of this appraisal method. The petitioner's
application of the income approach indicated that the value of the subject property as of January 1, 2016 should be
$1,415,000. The difference in estimated values is $866,120.
Tim Reynard stated, by law, that the government identified apartment rental income should be used as the basis for
valuation. Also, tax credit money should not be a part of the estimated income. The property appraiser relied upon
published IREM (Institute of Real Estate Management) vacancy and operating expense information for their
reconstructed income and expense analysis. The petitioner relied on reported actual operating expenses.
Mr. Mann provided only year 2015 historic subject property income and expense information as part of his evidence.
His estimated effective gross income was $523,817 compared to the property appraisers estimated income of $581,595.
The major difference between the two applications of the income approach and their resulting estimates of value where
the estimated operating expenses. The petitioner's expenses were estimated at $372,590 including reserves and the
property appraisers estimated expenses including reserves were $278,761. The property appraiser noted that there
appeared to be many business non-real estate expenses included by the property owner within the $372,590 total
estimated expenses.
As noted, the most significant difference is the property appraiser's estimated operating expenses of about 47.9 percent
of the effective gross income with the petitioner's expenses being about 71.1 percent. Insufficient evidence was provided
for the special magistrate to formulate an opinion as to the appropriate expense amount. There was minor disagreement
over the selection of the overall capitalization rate as the property appraiser's rate was a little lower higher than the
petitioners rate.
As noted above, both parties relied upon their applications of the income approach to arrive at their estimated values.
The major difference in the estimated values was the amount selected for operating expenses including reserves for
replacements. The special magistrate also concluded the following:
Insufficient information was presented by the petitioner to support a reduction in the assessment.
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The owner's representative for these five petitions is Clark Mann and Tim Reynard and Herb Mack represented the
property appraiser. Mr. Reynard was the lead property appraiser witness and at the request of Mr. Mann provided his
testimony first. The property appraiser developed an estimate of value based upon each of the three generally recognized
approaches. The three indicated values were provided with a minus 15 percent adjustment for costs of sale as follows:

The assessment was not proven to be incorrect.

C.1.i

The property appraisers assessment was developed by generally accepted appraisal methods.
The market value of the subject property is within the discretion of the property appraiser and within a reasonable range
of values for the property.
The property appraiser lawfully considered the eight criteria enumerated in section 193.011, Florida Statutes.

Petition 82: Conclusions of Law

This decision, that relief is denied, means that any right the petitioner may have to bring action in circuit court is not
impaired.
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The petitioner did not show, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the property appraiser's estimation of value does
not represent just value. Also, it was not proven by clear and convincing evidence that the property appraiser's market
value is in excess of just value. It is recommended that the petition be denied and the property appraisers value be
upheld.

C.1.j

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 18E18S160010 000C0 0030
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

03580 N PINE VALLEY LOOP
LECANTO

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$349474
$349474
$349474
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$338375
$338375
$338375
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$50000
$50000
$50000
4. Taxable value,* required
$288375
$288375
$288375
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
12/03/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
12/03/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 93
Petitioner name STENSING LEONARD
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

C.1.j

Petition # 93
Petitioner Name STENSING LEONARD

Parcel ID 18E18S160010 000C0 0030

Petition # 93
18E18S160010 000C0 0030
Petitioner Name LEONARD STENSING
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a single-family residential property located in the gated community of Black Diamond on a
40,109 SF lot adjacent to the Black Diamond Quarry Golf Course?s 3rd Tee at 3580 North Pine Valley Loop in
Lecanto. This property is improved with 3,144 square feet of living area containing three bedrooms, 3.5 bathrooms, a
three car garage, and a screen enclosed pool. The residence was constructed in 1995, and the screen enclosed pool was
installed in March 2016. Thus, since the effective date of value is January 1, 2016, the pool and screen enclosure are not
considered in the PAO?s market value. The subject property was purchased by the Petitioner in October 2015 for
$343,000 ($109.10/SF of living area). The PAO?s market value is $349,474, the assessed value is $338,375, and the
taxable value is $288,375. The Petitioner's requested market value is $343,000, which is the purchase price of the
subject property in October 2015.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk included: a copy of the Petition; a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of
Hearing; the Procedures for Hearings Regarding Value Adjustment Board Petitions.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence included: Appraisal Summary cover page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property front elevation photograph and subject property information; Improved
Comparable Sales Grid for four improved comparable sales; Supplemental Addendum; interior photographs of the
subject residence; front elevation photographs of the improved comparable sale properties; Subject Property and
Improved Comparable Sales Location Map; Evidence List and Summary; subject property record cards; various
elevation photograph of the subject property improvement; a summary of the Petitioner?s comparable sale properties.
The PAO presented four improved golf course frontage comparable sales located in Black Diamond in support of the
PAO?s estimate of market value for the subject property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO
to be qualified sales and sufficiently similar to the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as
follows:
Comparable 1 sold in February 2015 for $280,000, or $111.11 per SF of living area, and is located at 2645 North
Camcustie Loop adjacent to the Ranch Golf Course, which the PAO considers to be inferior to the Quarry Course. This
one-story single-family residence has an attached two car garage as well as an open porch, fireplace, screen porch and a
pool with spa. It contains three bedrooms and three bathrooms in 2,520 SF of living area, and was built in 2005. The
PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2005, and this sale?s lot size is 15,750 SF. The PAO adjusted
this sale for the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost
of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $407,190 ($161.58/SF).
Comparable 2 sold in March 2015 for $324,900, or $132.77 per SF of living area, and is located at 3421 North
Hammock Dunes Village Point adjacent to the Ranch Golf Course, which the PAO considers to be inferior to the Quarry
Course. This one-story single-family residence has an attached 2.5 car garage, as well as an open porch and a screen
porch. It contains three bedrooms and three bathrooms in 2,447 SF of living area, and was built in 2001. The PAO
considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2010, and this sale?s lot size is 17,063 SF. The PAO adjusted this
sale for the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of
sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $484,815 ($198.13/SF).
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The Petitioner, Leonard Stensing, along with Kathleen Ann Stensing, were the representatives for the Petitioner at the
hearing for Petition 93. The Property Appraiser?s Office (PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke and John
Steelfox. Witness testimony was provided under oath. The recording of the hearing for this Petition Number 93 is on
that recording that also contains the recordings of the Hearings for Petition Numbers 190, 192, 194, 129, 132, 159, 160
and 162.

Comparable 3 sold in July 2015 for $470,000, or $145.60 per SF of living area, and is located at 3230 North Caves C.1.j
Valley Path adjacent to the Ranch Golf Course, which the PAO considers to be inferior to the Quarry Course. This
one-story single-family residence has an attached three car garage as well as a fireplace, an open porch, screen porch and
a pool. It contains three bedrooms and 3.1 bathrooms in 3,228 SF of living area, and was built in 1998. The PAO
considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2001, and this sale?s lot size is 26,492 SF. The PAO adjusted this
sale for the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of
sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $476,211 ($147.53/SF).

The unadjusted range of unit sale prices is $111.11/SF to $194.62/SF, and the adjusted range of unit sale prices is
$135.41/SF to $198.13/SF. Comparable Sales 1 and 2 have smaller living areas, and Comparable Sales 3 and 4 have
larger living areas that the subject property improvement. The PAO?s market value for this subject property is
$349,474, or $111.16/SF, which is at the low end of the range of the unadjusted unit sale prices and below the low end
of the range of adjusted unit sale prices. Thus, the PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property of $349,474 is
considered to be supported by the PAO?s analysis of these five improved comparable sales.
The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence are considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The Petitioner and PAO did conduct an exchange of evidence in compliance with Florida Statutes, so the Parties were
able to review the other Parties evidence prior to the hearing. In addition to the Petitioner?s testimony, the evidence
submitted by the Petitioner at the hearing that was admitted into the record includes: a comparable sales analysis report
for five comparable sale properties; a cover letter to the PAO for the Petitioner?s evidence; property record cards for
the subject property and some of the Petitioner?s comparable sale properties; a copy of the Notice of Hearing; e-mail
correspondence between the VAB Clerk and the VAB Attorney; a copy of the Petitioner?s request to the VAB Clerk
for a rescheduling of the hearing; copies of payment checks for maintenance/repairs made to the subject property
improvement; a copy of receipts for a new washer, dryer, refrigerator, dishwasher, microwave over and hot water heater;
roof inspection/repair receipt; new gutter down spouts receipt; pool heater and tankless heater repairs. The information
on the Petitioner?s comparable properties is summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 is the sale of the subject property that sold in October 2015 for $343,000, or $109.10 per SF of living
area.
Comparable 2 sold in March 2015 for $324,900, or $132.77 per SF of living area, and is the PAO?s Improved
Comparable Sale 2.
Comparable 3 sold in May 2014 for $550,000, or $190.97 per SF of living area, and is located at 1206 West Double
Eagle Court. This one story single-family residence has an attached garage as well as a pool. It contains four bedrooms
and four bathrooms in 2,880 SF of living area, and was built in 2006. This sale?s lot size is 24,167 SF. This
property?s sale date in 2014 is not considered to be relevant to the effective date of value, and since more current sales
within closer proximity to the subject are available for direct comparison with the subject property it is not necessary to
utilize a 2014 sale. A property record card for this sale property was not provided by the Petitioner.
Comparable 4 sold in February 2014 for $535,000, or $178.45 per SF of living area, and is located at 3148 West
Shadow Creek Loop. This one story single-family residence has an attached garage as well as a pool. It contains four
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Comparable 4 sold in September 2015 for $715,000, or $194.62 per SF of living area, and is located at 2646 North
Crosswater Path adjacent to the Highlands Golf Course, which the PAO considers to be inferior to the Quarry Course.
This one-story single-family residence has an attached three car garage as well as two fireplaces, an open porch, screen
porch and a pool. It contains four bedrooms and 3.5 bathrooms in 3,674 SF of living area, and was built in 2008. The
PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2008, and this sale?s lot size is 15,930 SF. The PAO adjusted
this sale for the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost
of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $497,505 ($135.41/SF).

bedrooms and four bathrooms in 2,998 SF of living area, and was built in 2008. This sale?s lot size is 25,712 SF. This
C.1.j
property?s sale date in 2014 is not considered to be relevant to the effective date of value, and since more current sales
within closer proximity to the subject are available for direct comparison with the subject property it is not necessary to
utilize a 2014 sale. A property record card for this sale property was not provided by the Petitioner.
Comparable 5 sold in July 2015 for $470,000, or $145.60 per SF of living area, and is the PAO?s Improved
Comparable Sale 3.

Comparable 7 sold in June 2015 (the PAO?s rebuttal evidence indicates July 29, 2016, but the property record card
indicates June 8, 2015) for $272,000, or $90.49 per SF of living area, and is located at 5493 North Rosedale Circle on a
golf course frontage lot in the Pine Ridge development in Beverly Hills. The PAO considers this sales location in a
non-sentry gated community on a public golf course to be inferior to the subject property?s location. This
single-family residence has an attached three car garage as well as a screen enclosed pool. It contains four bedrooms
and two bathrooms in 3,006 SF of living area, and was built in 1990. This sale?s lot size is 47,392 SF.
Comparable 8 sold in March 2014 for $225,000, or $71.68 per SF of living area, and is located at 3700 North
Grayhawk Loop adjacent to a golf course in the Black Diamond development. This single-family residence has an
attached garage, and contains three bedrooms and three bathrooms in 2,691 SF of living area. The screen enclosed pool
was added subsequent to the sale date. The PAO considers this property?s sale date in 2014 to not be relevant to the
effective date of value, and since more current sales are available for direct comparison with the subject property it is not
necessary to utilized a 2014 sale. The year built is 2000, and this sale?s lot size is 45,543 SF.
Comparable 9 sold in March 2015 for $280,000, or $89.20 per SF of living area, and is located at 3850 West Black
Diamond Circle adjacent to the Quarry Golf Course, but the PAO considers this sale?s location to have an inferior golf
course view. This single-family residence has an attached garage as well as a screen enclosure and summer kitchen. It
contains three bedrooms and 2.5 bathrooms in 3,139 SF of living area, and was built in 1998. This sale?s lot size is
41,248 SF. The PAO reports that the sellers had a loan modification restructuring of their original loan and were under
financial distress. Thus, the PAO considers this sale to not be a qualified transaction. Also, it is indicated on the
property record card that the HVAC system was replaced in July 2015 at a reported cost of $10,837.
Comparable 10 sold in February 2015 for $280,000, or $111.11 per SF of living area, and is the PAO?s Improved
Comparable Sale 1.
The range of unit sale prices for the Petitioner?s improved comparable sale properties referenced in the Petitioner?s
letter to the PAO is $71.68/SF to $1111.11/SF. Comparable Sales 10 is the same as the PAO?s Improved Comparable
Sale 1, which the PAO indicates has an adjusted unit sale price of $161.58/SF after adjustments for the dissimilarities in
this sale property?s characteristics in comparison to the subject property?s characteristics. Petitioner?s Sales 6 and 7
are considered by the PAO to have locations that are inferior to the subject property?s location. Petitioner?s Sale 8
occurred in 2014, and is considered by the PAO to not be relevant to the effective date of value since other more recent
comparable sales are available for direct comparison with the subject property. Petitioner?s Sale 9 is located in the
Black Diamond development, but the PAO reports this sale property has an inferior golf course view in comparison to
the subject?s view, and that the transaction appears to have been under duress. The Petitioner did not state an opinion
of value for the subject property, but considers the subject?s $343,000 sale price to be reflective of market value.
The Petitioner?s evidence indicates expenditures for replacement and repair of appliances, plumbing and roof leaks,
and replacement of rain gutter downspouts. The appliances are considered to be personal property, and the identified
deferred maintenance expenses are considered to be in line with typical property maintenance expenses. Thus, these
expenses are not factors to be considered as having an influence on the subject property?s market value.
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Comparable 6 sold in March 2015 for $331,000, or $106.84 per SF of living area, and is located at 3642 West
Daffodil Drive on a golf course frontage lot in the Pine Ridge development in Beverly Hills. The PAO considers this
sales location in a non-sentry gated community on a public golf course to be inferior to the subject property?s location.
This single-family residence has an attached garage as well as a screen enclosed pool. It contains three bedrooms and
three bathrooms in 3,098 SF of living area, and was built in 1995. This sale?s lot size is 47,900 SF.

The PAO?s market value for this subject property is $349,474, or $111.16/SF, which is below the low end of the rangeC.1.j
of the adjusted and unadjusted unit sale prices, but is above the subject property?s unit sale price of $109.10/SF. The
PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property of $349,474 is considered to be reasonably supported by the PAO?s
analysis of the four improved comparable sales. It was not disclosed as to why the PAO did not also consider the sale of
the subject property in the PAO?s analysis. If the sale of the subject property is an arms-length transaction, which
nothing in the record indicates that it was not, then it is the Special Magistrates opinion that the sale of the subject
property should be considered in an analysis of the market data. Although a single sale should not necessarily be relied
upon as a sole indicator of market value, in this instance the sale of the subject property is considered to be relevant
market data that should at least be discussed and/or included in arriving at an estimate of market value for the subject
property.

The sale of the subject property and the Petitioner?s Sales 2, 5 and 10 provide support for the PAO?s estimate of
market value, but the Petitioner?s other comparable sale properties do not provide support for a determination of a
market value for the subject property that is different than the PAO?s market value. The Petitioner has not provided
sufficient comparable market data to support a determination that the PAO?s just value for the subject property exceeds
the subject?s market value, or for a determination that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily
based on appraisal practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus
County. Therefore, the Petitioner did not present sufficient evidence to refute the PAO?s just value and to overcome
the PAO?s presumption of correctness.
Based on analysis of the evidence presented by the PAO and the Petitioner that has been admitted into the record, the
Special Magistrate considers the sale of the subject property to be relevant market data that should be taken into
consideration in estimating the subject?s market value. Giving consideration to the $343,000 sale price of the subject
property from what appears to have been an arms length transaction indicates that the subject?s sale price is lower than
the PAO?s market value; however, only limited information about the subject sale was presented by both parties.
Thus, the sale of the subject property is considered to provide additional support for the PAO?s value derived by
analysis of the Improved Comparable Sale properties.
The PAO?s comparable sale properties are considered to be sufficiently competitive with this subject property to be
appropriate for utilization in direct comparison with the subject property. The Petitioner?s evidence is insufficient to
establish that the Petitioner?s opinions of value for the subject property have been adequately supported by relevant
and credible market evidence, or that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily based on appraisal
practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus County. The
Petitioner did not present sufficient market data evidence to refute the PAO?s just value, to overcome the PAO?s
presumption of correctness, or to establish that the PAO?s just value exceeds market value.
The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
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The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

C.1.j

Attachment: 2016_93_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
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DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 94
Petitioner name FOREST RIDGE AT BEVERLY HILLS LTD
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
X taxpayer's agent
other, explain:

Parcel ID 18E18S24
Property
address

40000 0015

02757 N FOREST RIDGE BLVD
HERNANDO

Douglas Goldin

Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

X Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$4045300
$4045300
$2793400
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$3920435
$3920435
$2793400
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$3920435
$3920435
$2793400
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
LAWRENCE
J GOLICZ, Ph.D., MAI, ASA
Print name

________________
01/30/2017
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
01/30/2017
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.k

Petition # 94
Petitioner Name FOREST RIDGE AT BEVERLY HILLS LTD

Parcel ID 18E18S24

40000 0015

FINDINGS OF FACT
This hearing opened at 3:00 P.M. with Petition #94. Petitioner is Forest Ridge at Beverly Hills, Ltd. represented by Mr.
Douglas Goldin, Atty. and Mr. Mitchell Rosenstein, a principal. County Appraiser is represented by Mr. Timothy
Reynard, MAI, CFE, State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ 1969. Mr. Reynard was previously sworn and
Messrs. Goldin and Rosenstein were sworn in to begin the hearing.

The subject is a subsidized apartment complex for the elderly, known as Forest Ridge. It is located at 2757 Forest Ridge
Boulevard in Hernando. The property is a two story frame complex built in 2015 with 119 units containing 89,323
square feet of area with an average unit size of 751 square feet. The complex is located on level to gently rolling land
containing 9.92 acres. Unit amenities include a walk-in closet, kitchen pantry, stackable washer and dryer, garbage
disposal, balcony, kitchen breakfast counter, HVAC, and a walk-in shower.
The unit floor plans allow for ambulatory and space use typical of a one bedroom apartment with a good layout and no
wasted space. Site amenities include a club house, a swimming pool, a green house, and playing courts of horse shoes,
bocce ball, shuffle board, and a putting green. Ample landscaped parking is also available.
This is an affordable housing development for the elderly with low income. The project is restricted by deed, for
continued operation as affordable housing for 50 years per approved affordable terms. For incentive purposes and to
help defer construction costs, the property is classified for a Section 42 tax credit to the developer for low income
residents paying lower rents.
The property is fully occupied with minor turnover vacancy. It is well managed according to the standards required by
the affordable housing system. It is well manicured and well finished with amenities to provide an appropriate living
environment for the elderly.
COUNTY APPRAISER TESTIMONY
Mr. Reynard's testimony begins with a highly presumptive statement about the current owners only having a fractional
interest in the subject property, when indeed Petitioner's have full title by deed. He implies by appearances that the
government is a partner in the subject project because of the tax credit subsidy built into the development of the facility.
But in fact the terms of the agreement are a substantial and long term land use restriction. All of the above goes to the
Special Magistrates concern for Mr. Reynard's confusion and lack of discernment about real estate law in this matter.
Mr. Reynard then goes on to dismiss the use of the Cost Approach describing the low rent subsidy as difficult to
measure in terms of economic obsolescence. He also dismissed the Market Approach as not being reliable for
subsidized properties with varying terms, conditions, and rents. And Special Magistrate agrees that the Income
Approach is the only reliable method of getting to the specific value of the subject. Petitioner also agrees.
Problematically, County Appraiser accepts actual rents per statute for this type of property and then presumes to project
his opinion of operating expenses based upon averages developed by IREM but including locations out of state. In so
doing he lowers the actual costs of operation to create a net operating income that generates a capitalized value in excess
of a value indicated by using actual expenses or expenses confirmed by comparable property.
Petitioner rightfully notes that County Appraiser used IREM (Institute of Real Estate Management) expense data for
"Federally Assisted Housing Project Expenses - Region 4." Note that the following graphic taken from IREM REGION
IV shows eight states including Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, and Tennessee. These states vary significantly in
operating costs and cannot be relied upon for any meaningful comparison to Central Florida.
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Subject Property Background

Yet in so doing the County Appraiser in his Income Approach creates a bias in his estimate by loading out of state C.1.k
comparables for estimating the total operating expenses of the subject to be $3,338 per unit when the Petitioner's budget
is actually $519,766 or $4,367 per unit.
Petitioner testifies in its rebuttal that it confirmed with IREM that the County Appraiser used an incorrect property type
for estimating expenses for the subject. (Page 4) IREM confirmed that tax credit properties are different from the
Federally Assisted Housing Projects (See Petitioner's Exhibit G)

In his expense analysis County Appraiser states on page 32 "several items that are likely requirements of the intangible
housing program and are not necessary to maintain the real property." He omits those expenses with an unsupported
and arbitrary conclusion using the word "likely". This kind of conclusion hardly meets the definition of proper support
for his decision.
The credibility of the County Appraiser's expense analysis continues to decline with IREM Region 4 figures
predominantly used in his segmented conclusions for portions of the expense estimate. The following table challenges
credibility beyond reason when an accounting fee of $4,500 is allocated against an actual cost of $45,934 and $14,000
for auditing, all of which go the provision and confirmation of income statements for tenants and their analysis against
the original tax credits sold and used to develop the property per Florida Statute. In addition to deleting the actual
accounting costs the County Appraiser omits expenses for tenant social events and employees because they don't add
income the real estate. Special Magistrate disagrees. Expenses for tenant and employee appreciation are a very
important part of supporting long term occupancy and good management contributing to the stabilized value of the real
estate.
Despite such badly supported deductions and the use of comparable expenses from other states and federal projects with
lower operating costs, the County Appraiser estimated the Income Value of the subject as follows:
Gross Potential Rental Income $776,112
Less Vacancy & Collection Loss($31,044)
Gross Rental Income
$745,068
Other Income at 3.6%
$28,309
Effective Gross Income$773,377
Less Operating Expenses @ $3,338.63/Unit
($397,297)
Net Operating Income $376,080
Value at Capitalization Rate of 7.72%
$4,866,460
Sufficiency rests upon the factors considered and reasoning applied to a valuation. County Appraiser has based his
conclusion of value upon presumptions which are not properly supported with data, including remote comparables, and
conjectural conclusions about expenses for tenants and employees.
As such the evidence submitted by the County Appraiser does not prove by a preponderance of the evidence 1. that the
County Appraiser's just valuation methodology complies with §193.011 AND 2. that the County Appraiser used
professionally accepted appraisal practices. Accordingly, the County Appraiser failed to establish a presumption of
correctness for the assessment.
The record created in this matter contains competent substantial evidence for the Special Magistrate to establish a
revised just value assessment, and the competent substantial evidence of just value cumulatively complies with
§193.011, as well as meeting the competent substantial evidence of just value per professionally accepted appraisal
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IREM advised the Petitioner that Section 42 Tax Credit properties are included in the conventional Apartment Income
Expense Analysis Report, Not the Federally Assisted data used by the County Appraiser. IREM employees
recommended to Petitioner the use of Central Florida Comparables labeled IREM Orlando Garden, IREM Section 42 or
IREM Orlando Age 2000-2009 for comparing actual expense of the subject with nearby similarly operated properties.
The expenses per these categories are $5,015 per unit, $4,161 per unit, and $4,992 per unit. The average of these more
local comparable sources is $4,722. The indicated expense for the subject by the Petitioner is $4,367 per unit which is
only an 8.5% difference. (See Petitioner's Composite Exhibit H).

practices.

C.1.k

Special Magistrate has determined that there is more than adequate evidence to support the revision of the County
Appraiser's expense amount and applying that revision to the Income Approach demonstrated above. This is done
below using the County Appraiser's base factors before expenses and also his capitalization rate. The change made by
the Special Magistrate is in the County Appraiser's expense per unit for the subject from $3,338 per unit to the actual
rate reported by Petitioner at $4,367 per unit. It is noted the Petitioner's expense per unit is also lower than the average
rate $4,722 for the three types of apartments reported by IREM for Central Florida.

Gross Potential Rental Income $776,112
Less Vacancy & Collection Loss($31,044)
Gross Rental Income
$745,068
Other Income at 3.6%
$28,309
Effective Gross Income$773,377
Less Operating Expenses @ $4,367/Unit
($519,673)
Net Operating Income $253,704
Value at Capitalization Rate of 7.72%
$3,286,321
LESS 1st & 8th Factors in FS 193.01 @15%
Indicated Just Value of the Real Estate

($492,948)

$2,793,373

ROUNDED $2,793,400
Special Magistrate recommends to the Value Adjustment Board that the subject assessment be reduced to $2,793,400

CONCLUSION OF LAW
The evidence submitted by the PA does not prove by a preponderance of the evidence 1. that the County Appraiser's just
valuation methodology complies with §193.011 AND 2. that the County Appraiser used professionally accepted
appraisal practices. Accordingly, the County Appraiser failed to establish a presumption of correctness for the
assessment.
Yet the record created in this matter contains competent substantial evidence to establish a revised just value assessment,
and the competent substantial evidence of just value cumulatively complies with §193.011, as well as the competent
substantial evidence of just value meeting professionally accepted appraisal practices.
Since it is the special magistrates conclusion that the County Appraiser valued the subject property in excess of just
value, therefore the relief requested by Petitioner is provided by a value revision as noted above and provided by the
Special Magistrate in view of the substantial evidence of just value available in the record. This decision is being issued
in order that any right the Petitioner may have to bring an action in circuit court is not impaired. (Rule 12D-9.021 (6) &
(8), F.A.C.)
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As such the adjusted value of the subject property by the Income Approach is indicated as follows.

C.1.l

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 118
Petitioner name WELLS FARGO BANK
CANTRELL MCCULLOCH INC
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 20E19S180050 D0030 0010
X taxpayer's agent

Property
address

00920 LOUNDS ST
INVERNESS

Larry Kosowsky

Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

X Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$5306840
$5306840
$2899400
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$5306840
$5306840
$2899400
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$5306840
$5306840
$2899400
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
LAWRENCE
J GOLICZ, Ph.D., MAI, ASA
Print name

________________
01/11/2017
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
01/11/2017
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.l

Petition # 118
Petitioner Name WELLS FARGO BANK

Parcel ID 20E19S180050 D0030 0010

FINDINGS OF FACT
This hearing, starting with Petition 118, was moved forward from 1:00 P.M. to just before noon to facilitate petitioner's
flight schedule. Petitioner is Wells Fargo Bank represented by Mr. Larry Kosowsky of Cantrell McCulloch, Inc. of
Dallas Texas. County Appraiser is represented by Mr. Herb Mack, CFE. Mr. Mack was previously sworn while Mr.
Kosowsky was sworn to open the hearing.

Known as the Inverness Regional Shopping Center, the subject property includes a KMART big box as well as an
adjacent vacant parcel west of the KMART parcel used for parking and outside lawn and garden sales. The remaining
shopping center includes a former Publix vacant store, a currently occupied Bealls Outlet, and variously sized smaller in
line retailers in the backside center of the complex, some of which are vacant.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
The subject shopping center includes a total of 19.89 acres of land and a net rentable area of 204,070 square feet,
comprising 26 separate retail spaces. The KMART big box anchor contains 83,552 square feet. The two junior anchors
include 30,625 square feet for Bealls and 38,520 square feet for the vacant Publix location. Small shops account for
51,373 square feet and range in size from 629 square feet to 7,475 square feet.
The construction consists of exterior load bearing masonry walls and interior masonry walls for separating various retail
spaces. The complex rests on a reinforced concrete slab with metal roof framing covered with wood sheathing,
insulation, and various types of water proofing from rubber based skins to built up asphalt and tar compositions. The
interior finish includes drop ceilings, interior fluorescent lighting, mixed floor finishes with resilient tiles, some
carpeting and composite sealer, and wood studded painted drywall partitions, including restrooms for each retail space to
code, separate electrical service and roof mounted HVAC for each retail location. The store fronts are plate glass mixed
with split stone masonry, and have aluminum framed glass entry doors.
Built in 1984 and remodeled in 1999, the subject property was foreclosed, due to debt default, by Wells Fargo on
November 19, 2015. As of January 1, 2016, the subject was a distressed property, with a declining occupancy at 68%
that began with the loss of the Publix store as a major anchor tenant two years prior. Additionally, retail sales for
KMART had been declining over the last thirteen years. Retail sales per square foot in 2001 were at $174 and had
dropped to $94 in 2013. Since KMART's lease in 2014 was up for a five year lease extension, and given the slow retail
market in Inverness, KMART decided to only renew its lease for two years. The lease terms included a vacate notice
without renewal and per the Petitioner. A likely KMART decision to vacate would be no surprise to a knowledgeable
buyer of shopping centers with big boxes. In Florida, since 2011, KMART closed 32 stores located in slower markets
like that of the subject.
As of January 1, 2016, any buyer looking at the subject property would exercise due diligence. The subject property
was distressed, foreclosed, and had a high vacancy and only a short term KMART lease ending in five months. Without
a renewal, the vacancy rate would drop to 24%, which did happen in May of 2016.
For all intents and purposes, a prudent buyer would have to consider a price for the subject that would reflect a high
vacancy and all of the costs to bring the property back to a stabilized operating income at a minimum of 85% occupancy.
Given these circumstances the property has been listed for sale with an asking price of $5,900,000. The price was based
upon the two appraisals submitted with this petition, one made in April of 2015 and the other made in April of 2016.
THE COUNTY APPRAISER VALUATION
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For the sake of efficiency, this hearing proceeded to hear the evidence for the subject shopping center in its totality as
there are three separate tax parcels with three separate appeal notices.

First to speak in the hearing, Mr. Mack made his presentation for the first parcel of three, Petition 118, which is that part
C.1.l
of the center that includes the vacant Publix store, the occupied Bealls store, and all of the small store front inline spaces
extending north of the Bealls store.
Mr. Mack's Cost Approach provides for a replacement cost for 122,129 square feet of building area at $93.37 per square
foot, to total $11,402,678, less 22%, an age life depreciation at $2,511,090, to indicate a RCNLD of $8,891,588.
Miscellaneous Improvements total $337,694 plus land value at $1,449,000. This provided for a total value indication of
$10,678,282.

(Occupancy rate is a standard requirement for comparing sales between shopping centers. Actual occupancy rate, the
credit of the tenants, and the remaining length of lease terms reflect the price a buyer is willing to pay. Most shopping
centers that have below market occupancy and growing vacancies with leases near termination are purchased with
discounted prices to reflect the cost to bring an occupancy up to market.)
For the Income Approach Mr. Mack continues his analysis. He makes no reference to the cost of releasing the property.
Given the fact that as of January 1, the subject already had a 32.8% vacancy rate in place for more than a year, Mr. Mack
constructs a pro forma income statement with a 15% vacancy rate, despite vacancy issues, poor maintenance and a short
term lease without renewal on a dying KMART which led to a 24% vacancy. His conclusion of value is $6,243,204.
Mr. Mack's Final Conclusion of Value for Petition 118 is $5,306,840. The total value for the Shopping Center including
the KMART parcel (120) follows along the same incomplete lines of appraisal. The KMART segment is appraised at
$2,801,780 and the vacant parcel (121) at $171,600 to total an indicated Just Value of $8,280,220.
To summarize the sufficiency of Mr. Mack's appraisal, his report fails to take into account the cost to cure the distressed
nature of the subject property, while making his conclusions of value as if it were not distressed. In this respect, his
report reflects a lack of completeness and thus the lack of credibility regarding his value conclusion of $5,306,840 as
well as the value of KMART's space which assumes valuing the property as if it were occupied to 85%.
As such 1.)the County Appraiser failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the County Appraiser's just
valuation methodology complies with §193.011, and 2. failed to comply with professionally accepted appraisal
practices.

PETITIONER'S VALUATION
The following petitioner testimony includes all three parcels appraised as one and are included as such for each appeal
wherein an allocation of the petitioner's estimate of Just Value is based upon a value per square foot of relevant building
area, or if unimproved, by land area.
Mr. Kosowsky made his presentation including the evidence from two appraisals, one made in April of 2015 and one
made in April of 2016. These were done at the behest of NAI Global, a firm charged with managing and selling the
subject property for the bank.
Mr. Kosowsky noted that Wells Fargo was offered $5,100,000 for the entire property but after due diligence and other
issues, the buyer did not close on the offer. He emphasized that big box spaces are hard to rent, especially associated
with a significantly distressed shopping center with few major anchors in place. He concluded that the subject shopping
center is in a below grade market on a secondary commercial corridor in a stagnant retail market. His conclusions are
based upon the information he obtained from the following appraisals which he then offered into evidence as added
testimony to his clients petition.
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Mr. Mack then goes on to the Market Approach. He lists three sales. In the adjustment grid, two of these sales have no
adjustments for differences even though one sale was built in 2002 and those two are located in a superior market in
Ocala. (Confusion exists with Comparable #1 which is located in Crystal River on the Sales Comparable Map, but
which is listed in the Comparable #1 write up as being in Hudson on Page 14.) Importantly, Mr. Mack does not note the
occupancy rate of these properties at the time of sale.

The first appraisal report with 120 pages, plus addenda, was provided by CBRE of Tampa. The valuation was performed
C.1.l
by Laura Grill, MAI and John R. Fabian III, MAI. The date of the appraisal is April 5, 2015, eight months prior to the
assessment date of January 1, 2016. The appraisers developed all three approaches to value. They concluded their value
for an "As Is" value as well as one for a stabilized value.
The appraisers performed in depth research regarding the retail sales and retail rental market in Inverness.
The appraisers also noted that the subject is poorly located for traffic at less than half that of Highway 44 where
Walmart is located. Also they noted that the then current occupancy decline to 68% would not foster any improvement
in Kmart's sales and concluded that Kmart, with a high probability, would vacate the subject at the end of its two year
extension.

After significant and description of the property, its highest and best use, and sufficient market and neighborhood
analysis, the appraisers provided a valuation with the Cost, Market, and Income Approaches.
COST APPROACH
Their Cost Approach included an effective age of 25 years with an economic life expectancy of 45 years per Marshall
Valuation Service. With a remaining life of 20 years they concluded accrued incurable depreciation at 55.6%. Their
land value totaled $2,270,000 or $2.62 per square foot.
Their cost summary using Marshall Valuation is listed as follows:
Base Cost for 204,070 SF @ $110.82/SF
$22,615,647
Site Improvements
914,000
Indirect Costs
3,529,447
Entrepreneurial Profit @ 15%
4,058,850
Replacement Cost New
$31,117,850
Less Incurable Depreciation @ 55.6%
(16,698,806)
Less External Obsolescence
(6,609,683)
Depreciated Replacement Cost
$7,809,362
Plus Land Value
2,870,000
Indicated Stabilized Value
10,079,362
Rounded
$10,100,000
Less Curable Physical Deterioration
1,060,000
Less Lease Up Discount
2,870,000
INDICATED VALUE "AS IS"
$6,170,000
Rounded
$6,200,000
VALUE PER SQUARE FOOT
$30.38
The appraisers rightly take into account as economic obsolescence, the poor rent potential of the Inverness Market even
at its stabilized occupancy. They estimated that a feasible net operating income (NOI) for new construction, would be
$1,543,737, but that the Inverness market stabilized pro forma at 85% occupancy with the going rents could only
achieve a $932,341 NOI. The income differential is $611,396 which was capitalized at 9.25% to indicate a lost value
from economic obsolescence against cost new of the subject at $6,609,683. After taking into account incurable
depreciation and economic obsolescence, the appraisers then deducted the cost to cure the deferred maintenance on the
property at $1,060,00. (This is an estimated amount which has also been made in a similar amount in the second
appraisal, a year later where an engineer's cost report was made.)
The adjusted cost process indicated a value of $6,200,000.
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The location of the subject is also in a low density residential area with variable commercial development that declines
in quality as one goes north of the subject on US 41. Their conclusion of decline in the subject neighborhood is also
supported by the City of Inverness, which has designating the subject property's immediate neighborhood as a
Community Redevelopment Area.

MARKET APPROACH

C.1.l

In the Market Approach, the appraisers' analysis included sales of shopping centers noting their occupancy rate at the
point of sale. None of them had any notable vacancies. The appraisers concluded an assumed value for the subject at
market assuming a stabilized occupancy and then they adjusted the value by subtracting for lease up and deferred
maintenance costs to determine a buyers willingness to pay a certain discounted price summarized as follows:
Market Value at Stable Occupancy by Comparison with Stabilized Sales
Stabilized Value Indication
$10,820,000
Less Deferred Maintenance Cost to Cure 1,060,000
Less Lease Up Costs
2,870,000
"AS IS" VALUE
6,890,000
ROUNDED
$6,900,000
VALUE PER SQUARE FOOT
$33.81

After a detailed market rent comparable analysis, the appaisers concluded upon rents for anchor space and in line small
shop space with a grid adjustment of rents relative to the market appeal and location of the subject. (Big box rents
included KMARTS, RURAL KINGS, AND BEALLS, with RURAL KINGS typically renting vacated KMART spaces
in the $2 to $4 range.) The actual last two year extension for the subject KMART rent was $2.86 per square foot. In the
appraisers' approach, all rents were estimated at triple net rate, and all CAM expenses are presented in detail. Because
the subject location is within an economically challenged area and is distressed, the upper range of capitalization was
applied at 9.25%.
The appraisers conclude upon the direct capitalization summary of their appraisal for an "As Is" value as follows:
Effective Gross Income $1,594,909
Expenses
662,568
Net Operating Income
932,341
Capitalized at
9.25%
Stabilized Value
$10,079,362
Rounded
$10,080,000
Less Deferred Mnten.
1,060,000
Less Lease Up Cost
2,870,000
VALUE "AS IS"
$6,149,362
ROUNDED
$6,150,000
VALUE PER SF
$30.14
A detailed discounted cash flow analysis was also provided to indicate a final reconciled Income Approach Value "AS
IS" of $5,700,000
The final conclusion of value for the property was reconciled to $5,700,000 to best reflect the discounted cash flow
method and the actions of buyers and sellers for non-performing property similar to the subject shopping center. The
price per square foot was $27.93 per square foot.
To summarize, although there is no presumption of correctness for the County Appraiser's evidence, there is competent,
substantial evidence in the record as provided by the Petitioner to comply with §193.011 and professionally accepted
appraisal practices. As such Special Magistrate has recommends a just value as allocated by the Special Magistrate and
based upon the above petitioner record.

APPLYING PETITIONER APPRAISED VALUE FACTORS TO PETITION 118, 120, AND 121
For Petition 118, on an allocation basis for this segment of the entire property with that part of the shopping center
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INCOME APPROACH

containing 122,129 square feet using $27.93/SF, the indicted value is $3,411,062, rounded to $3,411,000 and
summarized as follows for a Just Value indication.

C.1.l

Petition 118 122,129 SF Bealls, Publix, Inline Stores @ $27.93/SF = $3,411,000 Rounded
Less 15% Factor 8
511,650
Just Value Indication $2,899,400 Rounded
For Petition 120 the Petitioner's appraisers land value per square foot is applied to for 28,732 square feet of land
considered part of the shopping center and west of the KMART big box, as noted earlier used for access to lawn and
garden sales as as well as parking. The appraisers note that the site is inferior to general commercial frontage. It is
below grade with limited visibility, a narrow frontage and an extended depth as well as being south of a vacant
restaurant. The appraisers considered the entire site to have a value of $2,270,000 or $2.62 per square foot. To value this
small parcel separately as a small unrelated parcel does not reflect its related use to the shopping center. The allocated
value for Petition 120 for a Just Value incorporating all of the appraisal by CBRE as reference is indicated as follows:
$75,300

For Petition 121, for the KMART big box, the value per square foot for the entire improved center is applied to the
83,552 square feet at $27.93 per square foot. The "AS IS" Just Value is indicated as follows:
Petition 121 KMART big box with 83,552 @ 27.93/SF = $2,333,607; Less $75,300 for Lot 93 Next Door
FINAL "AS IS" VALUE $2,258,300
Less 15% Factor 8
338,745
Just Value Indication $1,919,600 Rounded

INVERNESS REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTER PETITIONER BASED TOTAL JUST VALUE INDICATION
$4,894,300

By reference, the other submitted appraisal by Colliers reported by its highly qualified MAI appraisers, Mr. P.J.
Cusmano, MAI, MRICS and Mr. Jerry P. Gisclair II, MAI, MRICS, who combined have over 40 years of experience
appraising commercial property, indicated a value of the entire property including the KMART and Lot 93 at
$5,650,000.
This appraisal, dated by inspection only ten months after the CBRE appraisal, is incorporated in this Magistrates
recommendation in support of the previously detailed appraisal. Although the Collier Appraisal did not use the Cost
Approach, it employed the Income and Market Approach in a 108 page report plus addenda.
In this case the appraisers inspected the property on February 10, 2016, only 41 days after January 1, 2016, which by
definition is the date of the appraised value.
The Collier appraisers also indicate a distressed property with a poor occupancy and a lack of general maintenance. The
subject within its market, was deemed a non-performing shopping center. They noted the 15,000 car traffic count on US
41 compared to the 44,000 traffic count on US 44, the major commercial corridor going east and west from Crystal
River to Inverness.
Their complete inspection of the property by engineers, indicated a fair to poor condition of roofing, a need for HVAC
replacements and repairs, deferred maintenance with pealing paint on masonry walls with staining and mortar
deterioration, and various repairs on mechanicals. This is in addition to project design and management. The report by
Partner Engineering and Science indicated deferred cost to cure at $535,845 and including replacements at $1,308,400.
Functionally, the appraisers demonstrated with market data on retail space that the subject shopping center is an
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Petition 120 Lot 93 with 28,732 SF @ $2.62/SF = $75,277 Rounded to
Less 15% Factor 8
11,295
Just Value Indication $64,000 Rounded

overbuilt retail center with the in line stores having poor exposure that are too narrow and too deep to offer attractive C.1.l
space to small shop retailers. They concluded that the vacant anchor space is a result of a retail market that is slow with
little or no growth in the last ten years. Like the previous appraisers, the Collier appraisers go into detail with the costs
to refit and re-rent a declining center including rent loss over a 36 month period, new tenant improvements at landlord
expense, leasing commissions, and free start up rent as well as the expense of improving the appearance of an aging
complex with condition problems.
Using the Income Approach the appraisers capitalized the NOI income of $827,677 at 9% to indicate a stabilized value
of $9,210,000 rounded. Lease Up Costs were estimated at $3,090,429.with deferred maintenance at $535,845 to total
$5,646390 rounded to $5,650,000. Using ARGUS software a discounted cash flow analysis indicated a value of
$5,000,000. The reconciled difference was $5,250,000.

To conclude this magistrates analysis, the timing of the two petitioner appraisals is appropriate and they are an excellent
analysis of the value components of the distressed subject shopping center. With the application of an extended and
detailed effort to properly demonstrate the Just Value of the subject property, the petitioner has readily overcome the
presumption of correctness of the county appraiser.
The special magistrate recommends to the Value Adjustment Board the following JUST VALUE for the subject
property.
JUST VALUE
PETITION #118

$2,899,400

PETITION #120

$64,000

PETITION #121

$1,919,600

CONCLUSION OF LAW
The County Appraiser failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the County Appraiser's just valuation
methodology complies with §193.011, and 2. failed to comply with professionally accepted appraisal practices.
Although there is no presumption, there is competent substantial evidence in the record to comply with §193.011 and
professionally accepted appraisal practices. With due consideration of the record, the Special Magistrate has determined
that the totality of the evidence in the record contains sufficient evidence that meets both F.S. 193.011 and
professionally accepted practices. Petitioner's demonstration of a value for the subject property has sufficiency and
completeness, therefore allowing for special magistrate's consideration of Petitioner's estimate of value. As such the
Special Magistrate has establish a revised value for the subject property as indicated above.
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Using the Sales Approach all comparables were sales of stabilized shopping centers with occupancy at or near market
from 73% to 91%. The appraisers view the subject at stability with 85% occupancy. The adjusted comparables indicate
$45 per square foot for the subject at its stabilization with an 85% occupancy. Deductions for lease up costs and
deferred maintenance indicate an "AS IS" value of $5,620,000 on page 103 with a final value conclusion of $5,300,000.

C.1.m

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 120
Petitioner name WELLS FARGO BANK
CANTRELL MCCULLOCH INC
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 20E19S180050 D0030 0011
taxpayer's agent

Property
address

INVERNESS

Mr. Larry Kosowsky

Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

X Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$171600
$171600
$64000
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$171600
$171600
$64000
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$171600
$171600
$64000
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
LAWRENCE
J GOLICZ, Ph.D., MAI, ASA
Print name

________________
01/11/2017
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
01/11/2017
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.m

Petition # 120
Petitioner Name WELLS FARGO BANK

Parcel ID 20E19S180050 D0030 0011

FINDINGS OF FACT
This hearing, starting with Petition 118, was moved forward from 1:00 P.M. to just before noon to facilitate petitioner's
flight schedule. Petitioner is Wells Fargo Bank represented by Mr. Larry Kosowsky of Cantrell McCulloch, Inc. of
Dallas Texas. County Appraiser is represented by Mr. Herb Mack, CFE. Mr. Mack was previously sworn while Mr.
Kosowsky was sworn to open the hearing.

Known as the Inverness Regional Shopping Center, the subject property includes a KMART big box as well as an
adjacent vacant parcel west of the KMART parcel used for parking and outside lawn and garden sales. The remaining
shopping center includes a former Publix vacant store, a currently occupied Bealls Outlet, and variously sized smaller in
line retailers in the backside center of the complex, some of which are vacant.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
The subject shopping center includes a total of 19.89 acres of land and a net rentable area of 204,070 square feet,
comprising 26 separate retail spaces. The KMART big box anchor contains 83,552 square feet. The two junior anchors
include 30,625 square feet for Bealls and 38,520 square feet for the vacant Publix location. Small shops account for
51,373 square feet and range in size from 629 square feet to 7,475 square feet.
The construction consists of exterior load bearing masonry walls and interior masonry walls for separating various retail
spaces. The complex rests on a reinforced concrete slab with metal roof framing covered with wood sheathing,
insulation, and various types of water proofing from rubber based skins to built up asphalt and tar compositions. The
interior finish includes drop ceilings, interior fluorescent lighting, mixed floor finishes with resilient tiles, some
carpeting and composite sealer, and wood studded painted drywall partitions, including restrooms for each retail space to
code, separate electrical service and roof mounted HVAC for each retail location. The store fronts are plate glass mixed
with split stone masonry, and have aluminum framed glass entry doors.
Built in 1984 and remodeled in 1999, the subject property was foreclosed, due to debt default, by Wells Fargo on
November 19, 2015. As of January 1, 2016, the subject was a distressed property, with a declining occupancy at 68%
that began with the loss of the Publix store as a major anchor tenant two years prior. Additionally, retail sales for
KMART had been declining over the last thirteen years. Retail sales per square foot in 2001 were at $174 and had
dropped to $94 in 2013. Since KMART's lease in 2014 was up for a five year lease extension, and given the slow retail
market in Inverness, KMART decided to only renew its lease for two years. The lease terms included a vacate notice
without renewal and per the Petitioner. A likely KMART decision to vacate would be no surprise to a knowledgeable
buyer of shopping centers with big boxes. In Florida, since 2011, KMART closed 32 stores located in slower markets
like that of the subject.
As of January 1, 2016, any buyer looking at the subject property would exercise due diligence. The subject property
was distressed, foreclosed, and had a high vacancy and only a short term KMART lease ending in five months. Without
a renewal, the vacancy rate would drop to 24%, which did happen in May of 2016.
For all intents and purposes, a prudent buyer would have to consider a price for the subject that would reflect a high
vacancy and all of the costs to bring the property back to a stabilized operating income at a minimum of 85% occupancy.
Given these circumstances the property has been listed for sale with an asking price of $5,900,000. The price was based
upon the two appraisals submitted with this petition, one made in April of 2015 and the other made in April of 2016.
THE COUNTY APPRAISER VALUATION
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For the sake of efficiency, this hearing proceeded to hear the evidence for the subject shopping center in its totality as
there are three separate tax parcels with three separate appeal notices.

First to speak in the hearing, Mr. Mack made his presentation for the first parcel of three, Petition 118, which is that part
C.1.m
of the center that includes the vacant Publix store, the occupied Bealls store, and all of the small store front inline spaces
extending north of the Bealls store.
Mr. Mack's Cost Approach provides for a replacement cost for 122,129 square feet of building area at $93.37 per square
foot, to total $11,402,678, less 22%, an age life depreciation at $2,511,090, to indicate a RCNLD of $8,891,588.
Miscellaneous Improvements total $337,694 plus land value at $1,449,000. This provided for a total value indication of
$10,678,282.

(Occupancy rate is a standard requirement for comparing sales between shopping centers. Actual occupancy rate, the
credit of the tenants, and the remaining length of lease terms reflect the price a buyer is willing to pay. Most shopping
centers that have below market occupancy and growing vacancies with leases near termination are purchased with
discounted prices to reflect the cost to bring an occupancy up to market.)
For the Income Approach Mr. Mack continues his analysis. He makes no reference to the cost of releasing the property.
Given the fact that as of January 1, the subject already had a 32.8% vacancy rate in place for more than a year, Mr. Mack
constructs a pro forma income statement with a 15% vacancy rate, despite vacancy issues, poor maintenance and a short
term lease without renewal on a dying KMART which led to a 24% vacancy. His conclusion of value is $6,243,204.
Mr. Mack's Final Conclusion of Value for Petition 118 is $5,306,840. The total value for the Shopping Center including
the KMART parcel (120) follows along the same incomplete lines of appraisal. The KMART segment is appraised at
$2,801,780 and the vacant parcel (121) at $171,600 to total an indicated Just Value of $8,280,220.
To summarize the sufficiency of Mr. Mack's appraisal, his report fails to take into account the cost to cure the distressed
nature of the subject property, while making his conclusions of value as if it were not distressed. In this respect, his
report reflects a lack of completeness and thus the lack of credibility regarding his value conclusion of $5,306,840 as
well as the value of KMART's space which assumes valuing the property as if it were occupied to 85%.
As such 1.)the County Appraiser failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the County Appraiser's just
valuation methodology complies with §193.011, and 2. failed to comply with professionally accepted appraisal
practices.

PETITIONER'S VALUATION
The following petitioner testimony includes all three parcels appraised as one and are included as such for each appeal
wherein an allocation of the petitioner's estimate of Just Value is based upon a value per square foot of relevant building
area, or if unimproved, by land area.
Mr. Kosowsky made his presentation including the evidence from two appraisals, one made in April of 2015 and one
made in April of 2016. These were done at the behest of NAI Global, a firm charged with managing and selling the
subject property for the bank.
Mr. Kosowsky noted that Wells Fargo was offered $5,100,000 for the entire property but after due diligence and other
issues, the buyer did not close on the offer. He emphasized that big box spaces are hard to rent, especially associated
with a significantly distressed shopping center with few major anchors in place. He concluded that the subject shopping
center is in a below grade market on a secondary commercial corridor in a stagnant retail market. His conclusions are
based upon the information he obtained from the following appraisals which he then offered into evidence as added
testimony to his clients petition.
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Mr. Mack then goes on to the Market Approach. He lists three sales. In the adjustment grid, two of these sales have no
adjustments for differences even though one sale was built in 2002 and those two are located in a superior market in
Ocala. (Confusion exists with Comparable #1 which is located in Crystal River on the Sales Comparable Map, but
which is listed in the Comparable #1 write up as being in Hudson on Page 14.) Importantly, Mr. Mack does not note the
occupancy rate of these properties at the time of sale.

The first appraisal report with 120 pages, plus addenda, was provided by CBRE of Tampa. The valuation was performed
C.1.m
by Laura Grill, MAI and John R. Fabian III, MAI. The date of the appraisal is April 5, 2015, eight months prior to the
assessment date of January 1, 2016. The appraisers developed all three approaches to value. They concluded their value
for an "As Is" value as well as one for a stabilized value.
The appraisers performed in depth research regarding the retail sales and retail rental market in Inverness.
The appraisers also noted that the subject is poorly located for traffic at less than half that of Highway 44 where
Walmart is located. Also they noted that the then current occupancy decline to 68% would not foster any improvement
in Kmart's sales and concluded that Kmart, with a high probability, would vacate the subject at the end of its two year
extension.

After significant and description of the property, its highest and best use, and sufficient market and neighborhood
analysis, the appraisers provided a valuation with the Cost, Market, and Income Approaches.
COST APPROACH
Their Cost Approach included an effective age of 25 years with an economic life expectancy of 45 years per Marshall
Valuation Service. With a remaining life of 20 years they concluded accrued incurable depreciation at 55.6%. Their
land value totaled $2,270,000 or $2.62 per square foot.
Their cost summary using Marshall Valuation is listed as follows:
Base Cost for 204,070 SF @ $110.82/SF
$22,615,647
Site Improvements
914,000
Indirect Costs
3,529,447
Entrepreneurial Profit @ 15%
4,058,850
Replacement Cost New
$31,117,850
Less Incurable Depreciation @ 55.6%
(16,698,806)
Less External Obsolescence
(6,609,683)
Depreciated Replacement Cost
$7,809,362
Plus Land Value
2,870,000
Indicated Stabilized Value
10,079,362
Rounded
$10,100,000
Less Curable Physical Deterioration
1,060,000
Less Lease Up Discount
2,870,000
INDICATED VALUE "AS IS"
$6,170,000
Rounded
$6,200,000
VALUE PER SQUARE FOOT
$30.38
The appraisers rightly take into account as economic obsolescence, the poor rent potential of the Inverness Market even
at its stabilized occupancy. They estimated that a feasible net operating income (NOI) for new construction, would be
$1,543,737, but that the Inverness market stabilized pro forma at 85% occupancy with the going rents could only
achieve a $932,341 NOI. The income differential is $611,396 which was capitalized at 9.25% to indicate a lost value
from economic obsolescence against cost new of the subject at $6,609,683. After taking into account incurable
depreciation and economic obsolescence, the appraisers then deducted the cost to cure the deferred maintenance on the
property at $1,060,00. (This is an estimated amount which has also been made in a similar amount in the second
appraisal, a year later where an engineer's cost report was made.)
The adjusted cost process indicated a value of $6,200,000.
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The location of the subject is also in a low density residential area with variable commercial development that declines
in quality as one goes north of the subject on US 41. Their conclusion of decline in the subject neighborhood is also
supported by the City of Inverness, which has designating the subject property's immediate neighborhood as a
Community Redevelopment Area.

MARKET APPROACH

C.1.m

In the Market Approach, the appraisers' analysis included sales of shopping centers noting their occupancy rate at the
point of sale. None of them had any notable vacancies. The appraisers concluded an assumed value for the subject at
market assuming a stabilized occupancy and then they adjusted the value by subtracting for lease up and deferred
maintenance costs to determine a buyers willingness to pay a certain discounted price summarized as follows:
Market Value at Stable Occupancy by Comparison with Stabilized Sales
Stabilized Value Indication
$10,820,000
Less Deferred Maintenance Cost to Cure 1,060,000
Less Lease Up Costs
2,870,000
"AS IS" VALUE
6,890,000
ROUNDED
$6,900,000
VALUE PER SQUARE FOOT
$33.81

After a detailed market rent comparable analysis, the appraisers concluded upon rents for anchor space and in line small
shop space with a grid adjustment of rents relative to the market appeal and location of the subject. (Big box rents
included KMARTS, RURAL KINGS, AND BEALLS, with RURAL KINGS typically renting vacated KMART spaces
in the $2 to $4 range.) The actual last two year extension for the subject KMART rent was $2.86 per square foot. In the
appraisers' approach, all rents were estimated at triple net rate, and all CAM expenses are presented in detail. Because
the subject location is within an economically challenged area and is distressed, the upper range of capitalization was
applied at 9.25%.
The appraisers conclude upon the direct capitalization summary of their appraisal for an "As Is" value as follows:
Effective Gross Income $1,594,909
Expenses
662,568
Net Operating Income
932,341
Capitalized at
9.25%
Stabilized Value
$10,079,362
Rounded
$10,080,000
Less Deferred Mnten.
1,060,000
Less Lease Up Cost
2,870,000
VALUE "AS IS"
$6,149,362
ROUNDED
$6,150,000
VALUE PER SF
$30.14
A detailed discounted cash flow analysis was also provided to indicate a final reconciled Income Approach Value "AS
IS" of $5,700,000
The final conclusion of value for the property was reconciled to $5,700,000 to best reflect the discounted cash flow
method and the actions of buyers and sellers for non-performing property similar to the subject shopping center. The
price per square foot was $27.93 per square foot.
To summarize, although there is no presumption of correctness for the County Appraiser's evidence, there is competent,
substantial evidence in the record as provided by the Petitioner to comply with §193.011 and professionally accepted
appraisal practices. As such Special Magistrate has recommends a just value as allocated by the Special Magistrate and
based upon the above petitioner record.

APPLYING PETITIONER APPRAISED VALUE FACTORS TO PETITION 118, 120, AND 121
For Petition 118, on an allocation basis for this segment of the entire property with that part of the shopping center

Packet Pg. 60

Attachment: 2016_120_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

INCOME APPROACH

containing 122,129 square feet using $27.93/SF, the indicted value is $3,411,062, rounded to $3,411,000 and
summarized as follows for a Just Value indication.

C.1.m

Petition 118 122,129 SF Bealls, Publix, Inline Stores @ $27.93/SF = $3,411,000 Rounded
Less 15% Factor 8
511,650
Just Value Indication $2,899,400 Rounded
For Petition 120 the Petitioner's appraisers land value per square foot is applied to for 28,732 square feet of land
considered part of the shopping center and west of the KMART big box, as noted earlier used for access to lawn and
garden sales as as well as parking. The appraisers note that the site is inferior to general commercial frontage. It is
below grade with limited visibility, a narrow frontage and an extended depth as well as being south of a vacant
restaurant. The appraisers considered the entire site to have a value of $2,270,000 or $2.62 per square foot. To value this
small parcel separately as a small unrelated parcel does not reflect its related use to the shopping center. The allocated
value for Petition 120 for a Just Value incorporating all of the appraisal by CBRE as reference is indicated as follows:
$75,300

For Petition 121, for the KMART big box, the value per square foot for the entire improved center is applied to the
83,552 square feet at $27.93 per square foot. The "AS IS" Just Value is indicated as follows:
Petition 121 KMART big box with 83,552 @ 27.93/SF = $2,333,607; Less $75,300 for Lot 93 Next Door
FINAL "AS IS" VALUE $2,258,300
Less 15% Factor 8
338,745
Just Value Indication $1,919,600 Rounded

INVERNESS REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTER PETITIONER BASED TOTAL JUST VALUE INDICATION
$4,894,300

By reference, the other submitted appraisal by Colliers reported by its highly qualified MAI appraisers, Mr. P.J.
Cusmano, MAI, MRICS and Mr. Jerry P. Gisclair II, MAI, MRICS, who combined have over 40 years of experience
appraising commercial property, indicated a value of the entire property including the KMART and Lot 93 at
$5,650,000.
This appraisal, dated by inspection only ten months after the CBRE appraisal, is incorporated in this Magistrates
recommendation in support of the previously detailed appraisal. Although the Collier Appraisal did not use the Cost
Approach, it employed the Income and Market Approach in a 108 page report plus addenda.
In this case the appraisers inspected the property on February 10, 2016, only 41 days after January 1, 2016, which by
definition is the date of the appraised value.
The Collier appraisers also indicate a distressed property with a poor occupancy and a lack of general maintenance. The
subject within its market, was deemed a non-performing shopping center. They noted the 15,000 car traffic count on US
41 compared to the 44,000 traffic count on US 44, the major commercial corridor going east and west from Crystal
River to Inverness.
Their complete inspection of the property by engineers, indicated a fair to poor condition of roofing, a need for HVAC
replacements and repairs, deferred maintenance with pealing paint on masonry walls with staining and mortar
deterioration, and various repairs on mechanicals. This is in addition to project design and management. The report by
Partner Engineering and Science indicated deferred cost to cure at $535,845 and including replacements at $1,308,400.
Functionally, the appraisers demonstrated with market data on retail space that the subject shopping center is an

Packet Pg. 61

Attachment: 2016_120_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Petition 120 Lot 93 with 28,732 SF @ $2.62/SF = $75,277 Rounded to
Less 15% Factor 8
11,295
Just Value Indication $64,000 Rounded

overbuilt retail center with the in line stores having poor exposure that are too narrow and too deep to offer attractiveC.1.m
space to small shop retailers. They concluded that the vacant anchor space is a result of a retail market that is slow with
little or no growth in the last ten years. Like the previous appraisers, the Collier appraisers go into detail with the costs
to refit and re-rent a declining center including rent loss over a 36 month period, new tenant improvements at landlord
expense, leasing commissions, and free start up rent as well as the expense of improving the appearance of an aging
complex with condition problems.
Using the Income Approach the appraisers capitalized the NOI income of $827,677 at 9% to indicate a stabilized value
of $9,210,000 rounded. Lease Up Costs were estimated at $3,090,429.with deferred maintenance at $535,845 to total
$5,646390 rounded to $5,650,000. Using ARGUS software a discounted cash flow analysis indicated a value of
$5,000,000. The reconciled difference was $5,250,000.

To conclude this magistrates analysis, the timing of the two petitioner appraisals is appropriate and they are an excellent
analysis of the value components of the distressed subject shopping center. With the application of an extended and
detailed effort to properly demonstrate the Just Value of the subject property, the petitioner has readily overcome the
presumption of correctness of the county appraiser.
The special magistrate recommends to the Value Adjustment Board the following JUST VALUE for the subject
property.
JUST VALUE
PETITION #118

$2,899,400

PETITION #120

$64,000

PETITION #121

$1,919,600

CONCLUSION OF LAW
The County Appraiser failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the County Appraiser's just valuation
methodology complies with §193.011, and 2. failed to comply with professionally accepted appraisal practices.
Although there is no presumption, there is competent substantial evidence in the record to comply with §193.011 and
professionally accepted appraisal practices. With due consideration of the record, the Special Magistrate has determined
that the totality of the evidence in the record contains sufficient evidence that meets both F.S. 193.011 and
professionally accepted practices. Petitioner's demonstration of a value for the subject property has sufficiency and
completeness, therefore allowing for special magistrate's consideration of Petitioner's estimate of value. As such the
Special Magistrate has establish a revised value for the subject property as indicated above.
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Using the Sales Approach all comparables were sales of stabilized shopping centers with occupancy at or near market
from 73% to 91%. The appraisers view the subject at stability with 85% occupancy. The adjusted comparables indicate
$45 per square foot for the subject at its stabilization with an 85% occupancy. Deductions for lease up costs and
deferred maintenance indicate an "AS IS" value of $5,620,000 on page 103 with a final value conclusion of $5,300,000.

C.1.n

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 121
Petitioner name WELLS FARGO BANK
CANTRELL MCCULLOCH INC
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 20E19S180050 D0030 0014
X taxpayer's agent

Property
address

01660 N US HWY 41
INVERNESS

Mr. Larry Kosowsky

Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

X Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$2801780
$2801780
$1919600
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$2801780
$2801780
$1919600
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$2801780
$2801780
$1919600
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
LAWRENCE
J GOLICZ, Ph.D., MAI, ASA
Print name

________________
01/11/2017
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
01/11/2017
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.n

Petition # 121
Petitioner Name WELLS FARGO BANK

Parcel ID 20E19S180050 D0030 0014

FINDINGS OF FACT
This hearing, starting with Petition 118, was moved forward from 1:00 P.M. to just before noon to facilitate petitioner's
flight schedule. Petitioner is Wells Fargo Bank represented by Mr. Larry Kosowsky of Cantrell McCulloch, Inc. of
Dallas Texas. County Appraiser is represented by Mr. Herb Mack, CFE. Mr. Mack was previously sworn while Mr.
Kosowsky was sworn to open the hearing.

Known as the Inverness Regional Shopping Center, the subject property includes a KMART big box as well as an
adjacent vacant parcel west of the KMART parcel used for parking and outside lawn and garden sales. The remaining
shopping center includes a former Publix vacant store, a currently occupied Bealls Outlet, and variously sized smaller in
line retailers in the backside center of the complex, some of which are vacant.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
The subject shopping center includes a total of 19.89 acres of land and a net rentable area of 204,070 square feet,
comprising 26 separate retail spaces. The KMART big box anchor contains 83,552 square feet. The two junior anchors
include 30,625 square feet for Bealls and 38,520 square feet for the vacant Publix location. Small shops account for
51,373 square feet and range in size from 629 square feet to 7,475 square feet.
The construction consists of exterior load bearing masonry walls and interior masonry walls for separating various retail
spaces. The complex rests on a reinforced concrete slab with metal roof framing covered with wood sheathing,
insulation, and various types of water proofing from rubber based skins to built up asphalt and tar compositions. The
interior finish includes drop ceilings, interior fluorescent lighting, mixed floor finishes with resilient tiles, some
carpeting and composite sealer, and wood studded painted drywall partitions, including restrooms for each retail space to
code, separate electrical service and roof mounted HVAC for each retail location. The store fronts are plate glass mixed
with split stone masonry, and have aluminum framed glass entry doors.
Built in 1984 and remodeled in 1999, the subject property was foreclosed, due to debt default, by Wells Fargo on
November 19, 2015. As of January 1, 2016, the subject was a distressed property, with a declining occupancy at 68%
that began with the loss of the Publix store as a major anchor tenant two years prior. Additionally, retail sales for
KMART had been declining over the last thirteen years. Retail sales per square foot in 2001 were at $174 and had
dropped to $94 in 2013. Since KMART's lease in 2014 was up for a five year lease extension, and given the slow retail
market in Inverness, KMART decided to only renew its lease for two years. The lease terms included a vacate notice
without renewal and per the Petitioner. A likely KMART decision to vacate would be no surprise to a knowledgeable
buyer of shopping centers with big boxes. In Florida, since 2011, KMART closed 32 stores located in slower markets
like that of the subject.
As of January 1, 2016, any buyer looking at the subject property would exercise due diligence. The subject property
was distressed, foreclosed, and had a high vacancy and only a short term KMART lease ending in five months. Without
a renewal, the vacancy rate would drop to 24%, which did happen in May of 2016.
For all intents and purposes, a prudent buyer would have to consider a price for the subject that would reflect a high
vacancy and all of the costs to bring the property back to a stabilized operating income at a minimum of 85% occupancy.
Given these circumstances the property has been listed for sale with an asking price of $5,900,000. The price was based
upon the two appraisals submitted with this petition, one made in April of 2015 and the other made in April of 2016.
THE COUNTY APPRAISER VALUATION
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For the sake of efficiency, this hearing proceeded to hear the evidence for the subject shopping center in its totality as
there are three separate tax parcels with three separate appeal notices.

First to speak in the hearing, Mr. Mack made his presentation for the first parcel of three, Petition 118, which is that part
C.1.n
of the center that includes the vacant Publix store, the occupied Bealls store, and all of the small store front inline spaces
extending north of the Bealls store.
Mr. Mack's Cost Approach provides for a replacement cost for 122,129 square feet of building area at $93.37 per square
foot, to total $11,402,678, less 22%, an age life depreciation at $2,511,090, to indicate a RCNLD of $8,891,588.
Miscellaneous Improvements total $337,694 plus land value at $1,449,000. This provided for a total value indication of
$10,678,282.

(Occupancy rate is a standard requirement for comparing sales between shopping centers. Actual occupancy rate, the
credit of the tenants, and the remaining length of lease terms reflect the price a buyer is willing to pay. Most shopping
centers that have below market occupancy and growing vacancies with leases near termination are purchased with
discounted prices to reflect the cost to bring an occupancy up to market.)
For the Income Approach Mr. Mack continues his analysis. He makes no reference to the cost of releasing the property.
Given the fact that as of January 1, the subject already had a 32.8% vacancy rate in place for more than a year, Mr. Mack
constructs a pro forma income statement with a 15% vacancy rate, despite vacancy issues, poor maintenance and a short
term lease without renewal on a dying KMART which led to a 24% vacancy. His conclusion of value is $6,243,204.
Mr. Mack's Final Conclusion of Value for Petition 118 is $5,306,840. The total value for the Shopping Center including
the KMART parcel (120) follows along the same incomplete lines of appraisal. The KMART segment is appraised at
$2,801,780 and the vacant parcel (121) at $171,600 to total an indicated Just Value of $8,280,220.
To summarize the sufficiency of Mr. Mack's appraisal, his report fails to take into account the cost to cure the distressed
nature of the subject property, while making his conclusions of value as if it were not distressed. In this respect, his
report reflects a lack of completeness and thus the lack of credibility regarding his value conclusion of $5,306,840 as
well as the value of KMART's space which assumes valuing the property as if it were occupied to 85%.
As such 1.)the County Appraiser failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the County Appraiser's just
valuation methodology complies with §193.011, and 2. failed to comply with professionally accepted appraisal
practices.

PETITIONER'S VALUATION
The following petitioner testimony includes all three parcels appraised as one and are included as such for each appeal
wherein an allocation of the petitioner's estimate of Just Value is based upon a value per square foot of relevant building
area, or if unimproved, by land area.
Mr. Kosowsky made his presentation including the evidence from two appraisals, one made in April of 2015 and one
made in April of 2016. These were done at the behest of NAI Global, a firm charged with managing and selling the
subject property for the bank.
Mr. Kosowsky noted that Wells Fargo was offered $5,100,000 for the entire property but after due diligence and other
issues, the buyer did not close on the offer. He emphasized that big box spaces are hard to rent, especially associated
with a significantly distressed shopping center with few major anchors in place. He concluded that the subject shopping
center is in a below grade market on a secondary commercial corridor in a stagnant retail market. His conclusions are
based upon the information he obtained from the following appraisals which he then offered into evidence as added
testimony to his clients petition.
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Mr. Mack then goes on to the Market Approach. He lists three sales. In the adjustment grid, two of these sales have no
adjustments for differences even though one sale was built in 2002 and those two are located in a superior market in
Ocala. (Confusion exists with Comparable #1 which is located in Crystal River on the Sales Comparable Map, but
which is listed in the Comparable #1 write up as being in Hudson on Page 14.) Importantly, Mr. Mack does not note the
occupancy rate of these properties at the time of sale.

The first appraisal report with 120 pages, plus addenda, was provided by CBRE of Tampa. The valuation was performed
C.1.n
by Laura Grill, MAI and John R. Fabian III, MAI. The date of the appraisal is April 5, 2015, eight months prior to the
assessment date of January 1, 2016. The appraisers developed all three approaches to value. They concluded their value
for an "As Is" value as well as one for a stabilized value.
The appraisers performed in depth research regarding the retail sales and retail rental market in Inverness.
The appraisers also noted that the subject is poorly located for traffic at less than half that of Highway 44 where
Walmart is located. Also they noted that the then current occupancy decline to 68% would not foster any improvement
in Kmart's sales and concluded that Kmart, with a high probability, would vacate the subject at the end of its two year
extension.

After significant and description of the property, its highest and best use, and sufficient market and neighborhood
analysis, the appraisers provided a valuation with the Cost, Market, and Income Approaches.
COST APPROACH
Their Cost Approach included an effective age of 25 years with an economic life expectancy of 45 years per Marshall
Valuation Service. With a remaining life of 20 years they concluded accrued incurable depreciation at 55.6%. Their
land value totaled $2,270,000 or $2.62 per square foot.
Their cost summary using Marshall Valuation is listed as follows:
Base Cost for 204,070 SF @ $110.82/SF
$22,615,647
Site Improvements
914,000
Indirect Costs
3,529,447
Entrepreneurial Profit @ 15%
4,058,850
Replacement Cost New
$31,117,850
Less Incurable Depreciation @ 55.6%
(16,698,806)
Less External Obsolescence
(6,609,683)
Depreciated Replacement Cost
$7,809,362
Plus Land Value
2,870,000
Indicated Stabilized Value
10,079,362
Rounded
$10,100,000
Less Curable Physical Deterioration
1,060,000
Less Lease Up Discount
2,870,000
INDICATED VALUE "AS IS"
$6,170,000
Rounded
$6,200,000
VALUE PER SQUARE FOOT
$30.38
The appraisers rightly take into account as economic obsolescence, the poor rent potential of the Inverness Market even
at its stabilized occupancy. They estimated that a feasible net operating income (NOI) for new construction, would be
$1,543,737, but that the Inverness market stabilized pro forma at 85% occupancy with the going rents could only
achieve a $932,341 NOI. The income differential is $611,396 which was capitalized at 9.25% to indicate a lost value
from economic obsolescence against cost new of the subject at $6,609,683. After taking into account incurable
depreciation and economic obsolescence, the appraisers then deducted the cost to cure the deferred maintenance on the
property at $1,060,00. (This is an estimated amount which has also been made in a similar amount in the second
appraisal, a year later where an engineer's cost report was made.)
The adjusted cost process indicated a value of $6,200,000.
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The location of the subject is also in a low density residential area with variable commercial development that declines
in quality as one goes north of the subject on US 41. Their conclusion of decline in the subject neighborhood is also
supported by the City of Inverness, which has designating the subject property's immediate neighborhood as a
Community Redevelopment Area.

MARKET APPROACH

C.1.n

In the Market Approach, the appraisers' analysis included sales of shopping centers noting their occupancy rate at the
point of sale. None of them had any notable vacancies. The appraisers concluded an assumed value for the subject at
market assuming a stabilized occupancy and then they adjusted the value by subtracting for lease up and deferred
maintenance costs to determine a buyers willingness to pay a certain discounted price summarized as follows:
Market Value at Stable Occupancy by Comparison with Stabilized Sales
Stabilized Value Indication
$10,820,000
Less Deferred Maintenance Cost to Cure 1,060,000
Less Lease Up Costs
2,870,000
"AS IS" VALUE
6,890,000
ROUNDED
$6,900,000
VALUE PER SQUARE FOOT
$33.81

After a detailed market rent comparable analysis, the appraiser's concluded upon rents for anchor space and in line small
shop space with a grid adjustment of rents relative to the market appeal and location of the subject. (Big box rents
included KMARTS, RURAL KINGS, AND BEALLS, with RURAL KINGS typically renting vacated KMART spaces
in the $2 to $4 range.) The actual last two year extension for the subject KMART rent was $2.86 per square foot. In the
appraisers' approach, all rents were estimated at triple net rate, and all CAM expenses are presented in detail. Because
the subject location is within an economically challenged area and is distressed, the upper range of capitalization was
applied at 9.25%.
The appraisers conclude upon the direct capitalization summary of their appraisal for an "As Is" value as follows:
Effective Gross Income $1,594,909
Expenses
662,568
Net Operating Income
932,341
Capitalized at
9.25%
Stabilized Value
$10,079,362
Rounded
$10,080,000
Less Deferred Mnten.
1,060,000
Less Lease Up Cost
2,870,000
VALUE "AS IS"
$6,149,362
ROUNDED
$6,150,000
VALUE PER SF
$30.14
A detailed discounted cash flow analysis was also provided to indicate a final reconciled Income Approach Value "AS
IS" of $5,700,000
The final conclusion of value for the property was reconciled to $5,700,000 to best reflect the discounted cash flow
method and the actions of buyers and sellers for non-performing property similar to the subject shopping center. The
price per square foot was $27.93 per square foot.
To summarize, although there is no presumption of correctness for the County Appraiser's evidence, there is competent,
substantial evidence in the record as provided by the Petitioner to comply with §193.011 and professionally accepted
appraisal practices. As such Special Magistrate has recommends a just value as allocated by the Special Magistrate and
based upon the above petitioner record.

APPLYING PETITIONER APPRAISED VALUE FACTORS TO PETITION 118, 120, AND 121
For Petition 118, on an allocation basis for this segment of the entire property with that part of the shopping center
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INCOME APPROACH

containing 122,129 square feet using $27.93/SF, the indicted value is $3,411,062, rounded to $3,411,000 and
summarized as follows for a Just Value indication.

C.1.n

Petition 118 122,129 SF Beills, Publix, Inline Stores @ $27.93/SF = $3,411,000 Rounded
Less 15% Factor 8
511,650
Just Value Indication $2,899,400 Rounded
For Petition 120 the Petitioner's appraisers land value per square foot is applied to for 28,732 square feet of land
considered part of the shopping center and west of the KMART big box, as noted earlier used for access to lawn and
garden sales as as well as parking. The appraisers note that the site is inferior to general commercial frontage. It is
below grade with limited visibility, a narrow frontage and an extended depth as well as being south of a vacant
restaurant. The appraisers considered the entire site to have a value of $2,270,000 or $2.62 per square foot. To value this
small parcel separately as a small unrelated parcel does not reflect its related use to the shopping center. The allocated
value for Petition 120 for a Just Value incorporating all of the appraisal by CBRE as reference is indicated as follows:
$75,300

For Petition 121, for the KMART big box, the value per square foot for the entire improved center is applied to the
83,552 square feet at $27.93 per square foot. The "AS IS" Just Value is indicated as follows:
Petition 121 KMART big box with 83,552 @ 27.93/SF = $2,333,607; Less $75,300 for Lot 93 Next Door
FINAL "AS IS" VALUE $2,258,300
Less 15% Factor 8
338,745
Just Value Indication $1,919,600 Rounded

INVERNESS REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTER PETITIONER BASED TOTAL JUST VALUE INDICATION
$4,894,300

By reference, the other submitted appraisal by Colliers reported by its highly qualified MAI appraisers, Mr. P.J.
Cusmano, MAI, MRICS and Mr. Jerry P. Gisclair II, MAI, MRICS, who combined have over 40 years of experience
appraising commercial property, indicated a value of the entire property including the KMART and Lot 93 at
$5,650,000.
This appraisal, dated by inspection only ten months after the CBRE appraisal, is incorporated in this Magistrates
recommendation in support of the previously detailed appraisal. Although the Collier Appraisal did not use the Cost
Approach, it employed the Income and Market Approach in a 108 page report plus addenda.
In this case the appraisers inspected the property on February 10, 2016, only 41 days after January 1, 2016, which by
definition is the date of the appraised value.
The Collier appraisers also indicate a distressed property with a poor occupancy and a lack of general maintenance. The
subject within its market, was deemed a non-performing shopping center. They noted the 15,000 car traffic count on US
41 compared to the 44,000 traffic count on US 44, the major commercial corridor going east and west from Crystal
River to Inverness.
Their complete inspection of the property by engineers, indicated a fair to poor condition of roofing, a need for HVAC
replacements and repairs, deferred maintenance with pealing paint on masonry walls with staining and mortar
deterioration, and various repairs on mechanicals. This is in addition to project design and management. The report by
Partner Engineering and Science indicated deferred cost to cure at $535,845 and including replacements at $1,308,400.
Functionally, the appraisers demonstrated with market data on retail space that the subject shopping center is an
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Petition 120 Lot 93 with 28,732 SF @ $2.62/SF = $75,277 Rounded to
Less 15% Factor 8
11,295
Just Value Indication $64,000 Rounded

overbuilt retail center with the in line stores having poor exposure that are too narrow and too deep to offer attractive C.1.n
space to small shop retailers. They concluded that the vacant anchor space is a result of a retail market that is slow with
little or no growth in the last ten years. Like the previous appraisers, the Collier appraisers go into detail with the costs
to refit and re-rent a declining center including rent loss over a 36 month period, new tenant improvements at landlord
expense, leasing commissions, and free start up rent as well as the expense of improving the appearance of an aging
complex with condition problems.
Using the Income Approach the appraisers capitalized the NOI income of $827,677 at 9% to indicate a stabilized value
of $9,210,000 rounded. Lease Up Costs were estimated at $3,090,429.with deferred maintenance at $535,845 to total
$5,646390 rounded to $5,650,000. Using ARGUS software a discounted cash flow analysis indicated a value of
$5,000,000. The reconciled difference was $5,250,000.

To conclude this magistrates analysis, the timing of the two petitioner appraisals is appropriate and they are an excellent
analysis of the value components of the distressed subject shopping center. With the application of an extended and
detailed effort to properly demonstrate the Just Value of the subject property, the petitioner has readily overcome the
presumption of correctness of the county appraiser.
The special magistrate recommends to the Value Adjustment Board the following JUST VALUE for the subject
property.
JUST VALUE
PETITION #118

$2,899,400

PETITION #120

$64,000

PETITION #121

$1,919,600

CONCLUSION OF LAW
The County Appraiser failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the County Appraiser's just valuation
methodology complies with §193.011, and 2. failed to comply with professionally accepted appraisal practices.
Although there is no presumption, there is competent substantial evidence in the record to comply with §193.011 and
professionally accepted appraisal practices. With due consideration of the record, the Special Magistrate has determined
that the totality of the evidence in the record contains sufficient evidence that meets both F.S. 193.011 and
professionally accepted practices. Petitioner's demonstration of a value for the subject property has sufficiency and
completeness, therefore allowing for special magistrate's consideration of Petitioner's estimate of value. As such the
Special Magistrate has establish a revised value for the subject property as indicated above.
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Using the Sales Approach all comparables were sales of stabilized shopping centers with occupancy at or near market
from 73% to 91%. The appraisers view the subject at stability with 85% occupancy. The adjusted comparables indicate
$45 per square foot for the subject at its stabilization with an 85% occupancy. Deductions for lease up costs and
deferred maintenance indicate an "AS IS" value of $5,620,000 on page 103 with a final value conclusion of $5,300,000.

C.1.o

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 126
Petitioner name RKM CRYSTAL LLC
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 19E19S130030 00050 0130
X taxpayer's agent

Property
address

02705 HWY 44 W
INVERNESS

Christopher Hines

Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

X Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$2396260
$2396260
$1300000
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$2396260
$2396260
$1300000
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$2396260
$2396260
$1300000
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
LAWRENCE
J GOLICZ, Ph.D., MAI, ASA
Print name

________________
01/20/2017
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
01/20/2017
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.o

Petition # 126
Petitioner Name RKM CRYSTAL LLC

Parcel ID 19E19S130030 00050 0130

FINDINGS OF FACT
This hearing opened with Petition #126 at 10:30 A.M. Petitioner is RKM Crystal, LLC of St. Petersburg, represented by
Mr. Christopher Hines, of Tampa. County Appraiser is represented by Mr. Timothy Reynard, MAI, CFE,
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ 1969. Mr. Reynard and Mr. Hines were sworn in to begin the
hearing.

Formerly known as a Walgreens Drugstore, the subject is now occupied by Ashley Home Store Selects, a home furniture
retailer. The property includes a one story masonry building with 12,230 square feet of useable area and an irregularly
shaped parcel of land with an area at 1.568 acres. Its frontage rests at a less than 30 degree angle to create a corner with
frontage on a little used side road and also on the opposite side of the traffic light going east on US 44 with no
deceleration lane to facilitate a right turn on the property in an area with a 45-55 miles per hour heavy traffic stream
with over 37,000 cars per day.
The building construction consists of exterior load bearing masonry walls with a white stucco finish and a brick/stone
knee wall along the fronting walls. The walls are supported by a reinforced concrete slab with perimeter footings There
is tile roofing over the covered walk areas along the front and on the roof of the iconic non-functional window in a
boxed space located above the first story atop the front entrance. The roof is steel framed with trusses and includes
insulation behind metal sheathing covered by a water proof, sealed in place, single membrane rubberized material, base
mounted and to the coving and parapet walls. The interior partitions are wood framed covered with painted drywall with
a resilient floor finish. Ceilings are drop in panels in a steel grid with fluorescent fixtures. Mechanicals include roof
mounted HVAC units, sewer and water are provided along with ample electrical service and plumbing including four
restrooms, all to code.
The interior was originally designed for a drugstore use with a shielded and tamper proof door system for a secured
pharmacy and a heavy duty, vandal proof drive up window. Built in 2008, after seven years of operation, the store was
closed by Walgreens on June 15, 2015 as a non-performing location. It is noted that the subject location is along a
major highway at the southeast corner of traffic light intersected by a tertiary street with little or no traffic. It's access
on the east side of the intersection is hampered without a deceleration lane for the two lane east bound vehicles moving
at 45 to 50 mph .
History of the Sale of the Subject Property
In 2015, as an empty building carrying an iconic drugstore image in its construction, Walgreens put the subject up for
sale at 1.1 million dollars. It stood vacant for almost a year while various investors narrowed down to four prospects
until it sold on February 4, of 2016 for 1.2 million dollars to the Petitioner. The buyer made the bid with a lease in hand
for a furniture store.
The lease was included in the Petitioner's evidence. The lease itself questions the retail viability of the subject property,
that is, the higher risk in occupancy for achieving sufficient sales per square foot. With a ten year term, for the first
four years, the tenant has the right to cancel the lease if the subject location does not generate 2.5 million dollars in floor
sales to meet an agreed rent of $13.75 per square foot, NN. Additionally, there is a "Go Dark" clause which provides for
the tenant to leave the premises without further liability if the business fails, a reasonable addition in view of the fact that
the previous occupant failed to maintain an operational profit with that building at that location despite an iconic
franchise identity. At this point, it is evident that the subject lease, as well as the actual price for a Gone Dark building,
reflects an above average risk to the landlord and tenant.
It is noted that there was no restriction on the deed for resale of the property to another drug store user. And no drug
store user came to the plate to buy the property upon vacancy of the subject. This signals an obvious unlikely re-use of
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Subject Property Background

the subject as a drug store. Indeed, most dark stores reflect a failing location or a slowing market with a changing orC.1.o
an
inadequate customer base to support inventory turnover.
County Appraiser's Testimony
The County Appraiser Testified to his valuation of Just Value at $2,400, 000
The County Appraiser's analysis employed the three approaches to value. He referred in rebuttal that the subject sale, at
$1,200,000 was not arms length and that he would not use the sale to determine just value for the subject.

County Appraiser admits such stores are typically sold annually nationwide, at from 1-5% of the building inventory.
And County Appraiser admits that Walgreens typically pares its inventory of stores that do not meet operating standards.
Indeed, Walgreens has 8,177 stores nationwide and the paring of 300 non-performing stores, while adding other
locations to replace them, amounts to only 4% of the total. One can reasonably conclude that selling these stores could
hardly be considered "dumping property" in the normal operation of the second largest drug store chain in the country .
Yet County Appraiser deems to disqualify the sale of the subject as a liquidation to meet the terms of a proposed merger.
By this assertion, he denies the legitimate and prudent disposal of the subject as a "defunct" store, but labels it a
liquidation for a merger.
County Appraiser's rejection of the subject sale has no basis in fact. There is no statement from Walgreens to support
his conclusion. The subject sale meets the definition of an arms length sale, on the open market, without restrictions, and
sold to the highest bidder for the highest and best use, general retailing. The subject was vacant and on the open market
for 322 days. And with four active qualified buyers, it sold for 71% less than his concluded just value.
The Market Approach
For the Market Approach, the County Appraiser utilized, not Gone Dark, but operating drug store sales, and operating
branch bank sales, because of the subject drive up window, which when compared to multiple drive up banks, a single
window access would not qualify. In either case these sales do not reflect general retailing, but special retailing with
special cost and design differences from a retail store.
The first sale is of the CVS in Homosassa for $5,100,607, with a lease in place. Although similar to the subject in
building size, this sale's corner location has a site three times larger than the subject. It also is an operating CVS that has
a twenty year lease with a NNN rent of $28.17 per square foot. This rent and lease term are not at all similar to the
result for the subject property with a $13.75 per square foot rent with a ten year lease and escape clauses for poor sales
and business failure, non-drugstore terms which the subject property has earned to its highest and best use in the open
market.
Sale 2 is on Cortez Boulevard in Brooksville, another sale of an occupied building with a superior location and superior
lease terms at $22.93/SF net. Sale 3 is a Beverly Hills sale, also of a CVS drug store with an ongoing lease sold to a net
lease portfolio. This occupied at sale drug store is renting triple net at $19.79 per square foot. Sale 4 goes to Marion
County in Belleview also occupied with a lease at $19.90 per square foot.
The County Appraiser applied additional sales of leased branch banks. But the County Appraiser goes beyond
comparability with poorly chosen comparable locations as well as buildings sold, almost all with leases in place. And
contrary to his argument for not using the subject sale because he presumes it was bulk dumping, for Sale 7, in
Hernando county on US 19, he sites another bank sale, but used it regardless of the fact, that this sale was part of a bulk
sale of 143 stores with a sale leaseback agreement.
Of all of his comparables, there is not the sale of a free standing store Gone Dark and as such his choices ignore the
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His rationale for this conclusion includes his comment that the subject was one of 300 Walgreens stores listed for sale.
Such stores were described by the realtor involved with the listings, and interviewed by the County Appraiser. For the
Dark Stores, the realtor used the term "defunct", which in the language of Walgreens management, means
"non-performing".

distressed property discounting applied to vacant buildings with a change in use at hand. (The one exception is Sale C.1.o
6,
but it is also a branch bank sale near the much more desirable location near the Villages. Although vacant, it is one
quarter the size of the subject building. Sale 5 is on US 19 in the highly commercialized, densely populated, Port
Richey. This is not the sale of a building gone Dark, but one with PNC Bank in place with a lease which became the
buyer.

Finally, Special Magistrate notes that County Appraiser did not support his analysis of the subject as a drug store
without a proper market study of drug stores in the Inverness market or with confirmed evidence from Walgreens about
non-performance. Indeed, there is an occupied and very busy CVS for sale a half block from Citrus Memorial Hospital,
which was not discussed in his report. (The Petitioner submitted in his presentation that the assessed value on that
property was half that of the asking price, and also half that of the assessment on the current assessed value for the
subject.)
The County Appraiser's conclusion of value with this approach is $2,388, 500. This is despite the fact that the subject
sold for $1,200,000 with open exposure, at arm's length, as a non-performing drug store per his own label of free
standing retail store.
By ignoring the actual vacancy, offering, and sale of the subject and by seeking out only sales reflecting occupied drug
stores and bank branches, and thus ignoring the sales of general retailing spaces, which is the use term the appraiser
provides in his highest and best use analysis, the County Appraiser has failed to provide a reasonable and relevant
analysis to support his conclusion of Just Value with this approach.
The Cost Approach
County Appraiser provides a value for the subject site utilizing commercial comparable sales in commercial areas of
Citrus County. He then provides a cost analysis very similar in dollar amount submitted on the County property card
which lists the subject as a drug store for costing purposes. Given the depreciation applied at 10% he indicated no
functional or economic depreciation.
It is noted that Marshall Valuation, a cost source for the County Appraiser's office, differentiates its pricing by types of
retailing. Drug stores and banks have higher costs because of special builds, when compared to open floor plan retailing
stores. They also have security requirements, like bank branches that require tamper proof entrances, personnel doors,
and drive up windows including bullet proof glass. Among the usual pharmacy specialties, drug stores also have
convenience retailing that includes refrigeration systems.
The segregated cost method breaks down the basic costs of the subject by type of construction, in this case class C, and
includes separate costs for site work, foundation, bearing walls, floor cover, ceiling, mechanicals and interior finishing
for store type. Drug store finishing is separately priced, typically much higher than retail store fronts. Per the cost
approach on the county property card which states the cost per a drug store classification, the replacement cost is
$1,688,199. No change in this classification, despite the closure of the drugstore, is made evident in County Appraiser's
report at $1,653,129 which again states the subject highest and best use in general terms as a retail store, not specifically
a drug store.
Of note is the owner's expense regarding the "as is" drug store floor plan with pharmacy and secured spaces. Per the
owner, he had to make revisions of the subject interior to meet a white box condition with no interference of existing
improvements to allow for open use of all of the space of the building for typical general retail occupancy, in this case,
like that of a furniture store. Adjusting the subject depreciated cost for demolitions and re-making the subject interior to
make it open and marketable for retail users was not included by the County Appraiser as a functional deficiency to meet
his general definition of highest and best use.
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Although the County Appraiser labels the subject as a free standing retail building , he doesn't utilize sales comparables
of vacant free standing buildings in Citrus county. And of the many alternative uses for the subject that he includes in
his addendum, I found no sales of Dollar Stores, which typically rent for much less than a bank or drug store. Indeed, in
his rental analysis he displays a Dollar Store as a tenant in a shopping center with a rent of $15 per square foot.

Building Hard Costs
$1,653,129
Soft Costs
148,782
Building RNC
$1,801,911
Miscellaneous Imp
118,507
Soft Costs
10,666
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT COSTS
$1,931084
PLUS 15% ENTREPRENEUR INCENTIVE
289,662
Improvement Replacement Cost
$2,220,746
Less Life Age Depreciation at 10%
222,074
Less Functional Correction for ReUse
255,577
Less Economic Obs.
$1,047,790
Bld RCNLD
$695,305
Plus Land Value
$819,612
Total Cost
$1,514,917

Less F.S. 193.011 15%
227,237
Just Value Indication by Cost Approach
$1,287,680
Sale Price of the Subject Property 2/4/17 $1,200,000

The Income Approach
The County Appraiser determined that a 7.13% capitalization rate applies to this analysis which reflects market rates for
retail properties across a broad range. Beyond that, the County Appraiser pursues rent comparables of Drug Stores
without concern for the distressed nature and the sale of the subject property as a vacant property available for any retail
use.
The subject has already demonstrated by its closing that it does not have the rent potential of a profitable drug store
location in Inverness. The local market has significant vacancies and space turnovers, a situation that readily indicates a
struggling retail economy still recovering from the recession and the county with one of the highest unemployment rates
in the state. By not seeking local rental comparables and asking rents of the many vacant stores in Crystal River and
Inverness including its mall and the shopping center on US41, as well as others, the county appraiser is ignoring the
local market. Rather he goes to locations in Ocala and Kissimmee with only one none drug store comparable, Rental 10
being located in Citrus County. This comparable is located in a shopping center with Bealls Department Store as an
anchor, at 2613 E. Gulf to Lake Hwy in Inverness. The rent is listed as triple net at $15 per square foot. This shopping
center location is superior to the subject location, reflecting considerable parking lot traffic and a very high occupancy
at 98%. The rental space is for 10,400 square feet. Yet with this singular local comparable, the County Appraiser
concludes upon an economic rent of $18.00 per square foot for the subject from out of county comparables when the
subject is rented for $13.75 per square foot.
No asking or confirmed rents for vacant retail space in Citrus county are provided to reflect the local market in Inverness
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Finally, there is a question of lost rent due to economic obsolescence. In the same market, what was obtainable rent for
C.1.o
a drug store is not typically obtainable by open and multi-useable retail space with no special finishing. There is no
doubt that the subject as an operating franchise drug store would include a net rent of $19.79 per square foot. This can
be verified per the County Appraiser's improved comparable sale #3 for an occupied CVS drugstore with a lease net rate
of $19.79 per square foot. (Page 38) Compared to the actual re-renting of the subject for a "retail store" at a net rent of
$13.75 per square foot, the rent loss due to a change in use from the subject drug store to a retail store is $6.04 per
square foot. At 12,230 square feet of rentable space for the subject, the annual rent loss with a change in use, is $73,869.
When this amount is capitalized at the County Appraiser's rate, (Page 70), the indicated economic depreciation by loss
of income to a previous use, is $1,047,790.
The loss of value due to economic obsolescence against the cost approach when applied to the County Appraiser's Cost
Approach indicates a much different value conclusion as demonstrated in summary using the County Appraiser base
numbers as follows:

and other commercial locations, including the many shopping center spaces in Crystal River that are empty and for rent.
C.1.o
As such, the basis of this approach is inadequately prepared and as such denies for the subject a reasonable conclusion
of Just Value.

Potential Gross Income
12,230 SF
@ $13.75/SF = $168,162
Less Vacancy and Collection Allowance @ 5%
=
8,408
Effective Gross Income
$159,754
Less Expenses
@ 5%
=
7,987
Net Operating Income
$151,767
Capitalize NOI at 7.13%
= $2,128,569
Less Allowance for F.S. 193.011 at 15%
= $319,285
Just Value Assuming Completion as of
1,809,284 11/11/1/16
$1,800,000 Rounded
County Appraiser Indicated Just Value
= $2,418,375
The above analysis assumes the subject is leased with no cost allowances for lease up and lost rent. As of January 1,
2016, the subject was vacant subject to a purchase at $1,200,000. When it sold, the cost to convert amounted to
$255.577 totaling an acquisition cost at $1,455,577 plus soft costs during conversion and financing at 6% to the new
lease for the subject property. The indicated value "As Completed" by the income approach allows one to test the
feasibility of the conversion to a retail store from a drug store as of the Assessment Date of 1/1/16 which occurred prior
to the purchase and conversion of the subject as follows:
AFTER THE ASSESSMENT DATE
Just Value by the Income Approach "As Completed"
$1,800,000
Less Conversion Cost Allowance Prior to Completion
255,577
Less Soft Costs at 6% including financing
87,335
JUST VALUE "AS IS" 1/1/16
$1,457,088 "
$1,460,000 Rounded
The above analysis readily indicates the positive conversion potential of a vacant building. The potential at sale for a
profitable return to the developer/investor depends upon the success of the lease beyond the first four year test. That test
is for the tenant reaching floor sales at $2.5 million per year . After accounting for the purchase price of 1.2 million
dollars and stabilization of the property over the next few years, the profit potential amounts to $257,088 of the
stabilized $1,800,000 value which amounts to a 14% gain to entrepreneurial effort to convert an empty space into a
income generating space.
In the case of Mr. Reynard's appraisal, his report fails to take into account the non-performing character of a gone dark,
vacant and for sale, former drug store, on the market for almost a year. This property was professionally exposed to the
national market without restrictions. It attracted qualified buyers, experienced at due diligence and at determining the
re-leasing potential of the subject in a relatively small retail market with slow growth.
Mr. Reynard concludes that the offering reflects a merger and dumping of stores to meet an SEC requirement. Yet he
admits that typically a large chain from year to year closes its non-performing stores to reduce holding costs that exceed
any return on sales.
In rejecting this sale of a non-performing store, he also ends ignoring the Citrus county market in all three approaches to
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Alternatively, the subject may be appraised "As Completed and Occupied" with its current recently negotiated rent
which is at its current market potential. Using the subject data a direct capitalization of the net lease at $13.75 per
square foot can provide insight to the subject's value relative to the purchase price. For this approach the County
Appraiser's capitalization rate at 7.13%, and 5% vacancy rate are applied. Expenses are estimated at 5% to reflect lease
terms including property management, with expenses beyond reserves at 3% to account for ongoing repairs and
maintenance of the building exterior including roofing, exterior walls, mansards, and building systems within the
structure for electrical service, and water and sewer lines. Tenant is responsible for interior maintenance including
lighting, ventilation, internal plumbing, electrical distribution, and partitions and wall and ceiling surfaces.

value. Rather he introduces a bias with non-local, sales and rents to support a value of an operating drug store. ThatC.1.o
effort is beyond credibility and far from the reality of the local market and the shut down circumstances of the subject as
a "defunct" and vacant former drug store property.
He could have provided an appraisal with a detailed market analysis of Inverness and the County wide market to direct
his effort to compare the subject to occupied retail stores, his defined highest and best use, not drug stores in particular
not even located in Citrus County. As such his report lacks a focus on Citrus County's commercial market which
questions the credibility regarding his value conclusion of $2,400,000. He has failed to meet the definition of the subject
value "As Is", a vacant property subject to a change in retail use with no drug store chain coming into the picture during
the national exposure of this property to all buyers.

Petitioner made his presentation including the evidence of his lease with the new tenants in the subject building. He
emphasized in his testimony, the need to convert the subject former drug store use in order to make it attractive to the
general retail market. The tenant that he finally obtained had no use for the pick-up window, a refrigerated glass door
wall for selling cold cuts and milk, and a rather large enclosed pharmacy area specially designed to prevent theft and
robbery.
Petitioner's testimony to value stressed the arms length purchase price of the subject property for $1.2 million dollars.
The property was exposed on the market. The seller was selling the property at a price it believed appropriate for a
failed drug store operation. He was in competition with three other qualified buyers and had raised his offer $100,000
above the asking price with the knowledge that there would be other retail users available at a lower rent potential.
Petitioner wondered how he could appraise the subject as an occupied drug store that was closed for lack of meeting its
financial operating requirements and then sited the in congruent assessment on the CVS store a half block from the
Citrus Memorial Hospital at half of the price being asked over four million dollars, an assessment nearly the same as that
on his Gone Dark, "defunct" property with no drug store user interested in buyer his property.
Petitioner emphasized that operating drug stores in Citrus County are paying healthy triple net rents, but are assessed at
half that of his assessment for a vacant drug store with no lease and no drug store tenants or buyers. Comparing such a
great assessment difference between like properties does question the requirement of the assessor to provide uniformity
as well as equity in the assessment process.
Other than the tenant lease and references to other assessments, Petitioner testified to the costs and lost rent as well as
leasing costs to convert the subject former drug store to a white box for a retail store.
Petitioner concluded by relying on the fair market indication of value indicated by his arms length purchase of the
subject at $1,200,000. He was not buying a drug store with a lease in place. He bought a vacant drug store shut down
for non-performance that no other drug store offered to buy.
Special Magistrate Conclusion.
The evidence submitted by the County Appraiser does not prove by a preponderance of the evidence 1. that the County
Appraiser's just valuation methodology complies with §193.011 AND 2. that the County Appraiser used professionally
accepted appraisal practices. Accordingly, the County Appraiser failed to establish a presumption of correctness for the
assessment.
The County Appraiser's presentation in support of the assessment lacks reasonableness with irrelevant sales and rentals
applied to an unlikely re-use of the subject property as a drug store or a branch bank because of its drive up window.
He ignored the local market and the sale of the subject. In the end, his report lacks sufficiency and the credibility
needed for a Just Value indication, thus he has failed to meet the requirements of F.S. 193.011.
Yet, the record created in this matter contains competent substantial evidence to establish a revised just value
assessment, as the competent substantial evidence of just value cumulatively complies with §193.011, as well as the
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Petitioner's Testimony

competent substantial evidence of just value meeting professionally accepted appraisal practices.

C.1.o

Given the evidence provided by both parties, the Special Magistrate recommends a revised value for the subject
property. Per the above analysis of the County Appraiser's report, the Magistrate has indicated values via the three
approaches to value as follows:
Cost Approach$1,287,000 (With Economic Obsolescence)
Market Approach$1,200,000 (The purchase price)
Income Approach
$1,460,000 ("As Is" Prior to Completion and Occupancy)
SPECIAL MAGISTRATE RECOMMENDED JUST VALUE FOR THE SUBJECT

CONCLUSION OF LAW
Per the requirements of F.S. 193.011 and F.S. 194.30, Special Magistrate has found that the County Appraiser has failed
to provide sufficient, relevant, and credible evidence to reasonably support the County Appraiser's conclusion of a Just
Value for the subject property.
The evidence submitted by the County Appraiser does not prove by a preponderance of the evidence 1. that the County
Appraiser's just valuation methodology complies with §193.011 AND 2. that the County Appraiser used professionally
accepted appraisal practices. Accordingly, the County Appraiser failed to establish a presumption of correctness for the
assessment.
Since the record created in this matter contains competent substantial evidence to establish a revised just value
assessment, and the competent substantial evidence of just value cumulatively complies with §193.011, as well as the
competent substantial evidence of just value meeting professionally accepted appraisal practices, it is the special
magistrates conclusion that the County Appraiser valued the subject property in excess of just value, therefore the relief
requested by Petitioner is provided by a value revision provided by the special magistrate based upon the above noted
criteria. And this decision is being issued in order that any right the Petitioner may have to bring an action in circuit
court is not impaired. (Rule 12D-9.021 (6) & (8), F.A.C.)
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ONE MILLION THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS
$1,300,000

C.1.p

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 18E18S250240 000I0 0030
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

01649 W SKYVIEW CROSSING D
HERNANDO

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$205221
$205221
$205221
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$205221
$205221
$205221
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$50000
$50000
$50000
4. Taxable value,* required
$155221
$155221
$155221
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
11/24/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
11/24/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 129
Petitioner name PASKALIDES JOHN F
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

C.1.p

Petition # 129
Petitioner Name PASKALIDES JOHN F

Parcel ID 18E18S250240 000I0 0030

Petition # 129
18E18S250240 000I0 0030
Petitioner Name JOHN F. PASKALIDES
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a single-family residential property located on a 6,760 SF lot at 1649 Skyview Crossing
Drive in the Lakeview Villas section of the sentry-gated Terra Vista subdivision in Hernando. This property is
improved with 1,749 square foot single-family residence of concrete block and stucco construction that has an attached
two car garage, screen porch, open porch, and contains two bedrooms and two bathrooms. The year built is 2006, and
has an effective year built by the PAO of 2006. The PAO?s market and assessed values for this subject property are
$205,221 ($117.34/SF of living area), and the taxable value is $155,221. The Petitioner?s opinion of the subject?s
market value is $176,649, and he considers the PAO?s value for the subject property to be too high as it is substantially
divergent from the assessed values of similar properties of the same model and age as the subject property.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk included: a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of Hearing; a copy of the
Petition; a copy of the Petitioner?s letter to the VAB Clerk summarizing the Petitioner?s evidence.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence included: Evidence Package Cover Page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property front elevation photograph and subject property information;
Comparable Improved Sales Gird for four sale properties and Supplemental Addendum; front elevation photographs of
the four improved comparable sale properties; Subject Property and Improved Comparable Sales Location Map;
Evidence List and Summary; Property Record Cards for the subject property.
The PAO presented four improved comparable sales located in the Terra Vista subdivision in support of the PAO?s
estimate of market value for the subject property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO to be
qualified sales and sufficiently similar to the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 sold in August 2015 for $239,000, or $138.63 per SF of living area, and is located at 1064 West
Diamond Shore Loop in the Terra Vista subdivision in Hernando. This one-story single-family residence has an
attached two car garage, open porch, screen porch and a pool. It contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,724
SF of living area, and was built in 2005. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2005, and this
sale?s lot size is 6,750 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics
between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price
of $219,026 ($127.05/SF).
Comparable 2 sold in July 2015 for $249,900, or $172.82 per SF of living area, and is located at 1311 West Skyview
Crossing Drive in the Terra Vista subdivision in Hernando. This one-story single-family residence has an attached two
car garage, screen porch, open porch and a pool. It contains two bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,446 SF of living
area, and was built in 2006. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2006, and this sale?s lot size
is 6,500 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics between this property
and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $235,740
($163.03/SF).
Comparable 3 sold in August 2015 for $275,000, or $150.93 per SF of living area, and is located at 407 West Doerr
Path in the Terra Vista subdivision in Hernando. This one-story single-family residence has an attached two car garage,
screen porch and an open porch. It contains two bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,822 SF of living area, and was built
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The Petitioner, John Paskalides, represented himself at the hearing for Petition 129. The Property Appraiser?s Office
(PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke. Witness testimony was provided under oath. The recording of the hearing
for Petition Number 129 is on that recording that also contains the recordings of the Hearings for Petition Numbers 190,
192, 194, 132, 159, 160, 162 and 93.

in 2001. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2001, and this sale?s lot contains 7,800 SF. The
C.1.p
PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristic between this property and the subject
property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $236,905 ($130.02/SF).

The unadjusted range of sale prices is $239,000 ($138.63/SF) to $322,000 ($160.92/SF), and adjusted range of sale
prices is $219,026 ($127.05/SF) to $254,019 ($126.95/SF). The PAO?s evidence indicates that most reliance was
placed on Sale 1, but it also indicates that all of the comparables were given equal weight. The PAO?s market value
for this subject property is $205,221, or $117.34/SF, which is below the low end of the range of the indicated adjusted
sale prices. Thus, the PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property of $205,221 is considered to be supported by
the PAO?s analysis of these four improved comparable sales.
The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence are considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The Petitioner did conduct an exchange of evidence with the PAO in compliance with Florida Statutes, and the PAO was
able to review the Petitioner?s evidence prior to the hearing. The Petitioner?s evidence was presented by the
Petitioner at the hearing and was admitted into the record. In addition to testimony, the Petitioner?s evidence includes
a summary analysis of the assessed values for the subject property and four comparable properties cited by the Petitioner
that are located in the subject property?s neighborhood. The Petitioner reports that all four of the comparable
properties are of the same model (Monterey) and floor plan as the subject improvement. Limited information was
provided for these four other properties, but the information provided by the Petitioner is summarized as follows:
The subject property is located at 1649 West Skyview Crossing Drive, was constructed in 2006, contains a gross
building area of 2,436 SF, and a living area of 1,749 SF. The assessed values for the current and prior two years are as
follows: 2016 - $205,221; 2015 - $187,302; 2014 - $183,744. The current unit assessed value is $117.34/SF.
Comparable 1 is located at 1203 West Diamond Shore Loop, was constructed in 2006, contains a gross building area
of 2,455 SF, and a living area of 1,729 SF. The assessed values for the current and prior two years are as follows: 2016
- $164,010; 2015 - $162,870; 2014 - $161,577. The current unit assessed value is $94.86/SF.
Comparable 2 is located at 1060 West Diamond Shore Loop #38, was constructed in 2006, contains a gross building
area of 2,504 SF, and a living area of 1,673 SF. The assessed values for the current and prior two years are as follows:
2016 - $182,849; 2015 - $164,546; 2014 - $162,140. The current unit assessed value is $109.29/SF.
Comparable 3 is located at 2032 North Lakecrest Loop, was constructed in 2006, contains a gross building area of
2,491 SF, and a living area of 1,748 SF. The assessed values for the current and prior two years are as follows: 2016 $177,507; 2015 - $176,273; 2014 - $174,874. The current unit assessed value is $101.54/SF.
Comparable 4 is located at 1008 West Diamond Shore Loop, was constructed in 2005, contains a gross building area
of 2,462 SF, and a living area of 1,662 SF. The assessed values for the current and prior two years are as follows: 2016
- $148,483; 2015 - $147,451; 2014 - $146,281. The current unit assessed value is $89.34/SF.
The above is the only information provided by the Petitioner for these comparable properties, so it is not possible to
discern the actual comparability of these comparable?s characteristics in comparison to the subject property?s
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Comparable 4 sold in November 2015 for $322,000, or $160.92 per SF of living area, and is located at 1174 West
Skyview Landings in the Terra Vista subdivision in Hernando. This one-story single-family residence has an attached
two car garage, screen porch and an open porch. It contains two bedrooms and two bathrooms in 2,001 SF of living
area, and was built in 2009. This sale?s lot contains 8,990 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in
the reported characteristic between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results
in an adjusted sale price of $254,019 ($126.95/SF).

characteristics. Without sufficient information provided about these properties, particularly the just values instead of C.1.p
the
assessed values that are provided, it is not possible to discern if the PAO?s just value for the subject property is
substantially different that the just values for these four comparable properties. The value that is to be considered for
the purpose of the petition is the just/market value. The assessed value is influenced by factors unrelated to the market,
and is therefore not a valid basis for comparison in support of a contention that the PAO has overestimated the market
value of the subject property. While the Petitioner is considered to have established that the assessed value of the
subject is different than the assessed values of the Petitioner?s comparable properties, such is not relevant to a
determination of the just/market value of the subject property.

The Petitioner has not provided sufficient market data to support a determination that the PAO?s just value for the
subject property is not supported or incorrect, and that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily
based on appraisal practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus
County. The Petitioner did not present sufficient market data evidence to refute the PAO?s just value or to overcome
the PAO?s presumption of correctness. Therefore, the information concerning the assessed values of those properties
cited by the Petitioner that are located within the subject property?s neighborhood is not sufficient evidence that can be
considered to establish that the PAO?s value is incorrect.
The Petitioner?s appeal of the PAO?s value for the subject property is also based on the subject property?s assessed
value having increased 9.6% over the prior year?s value. Since establishing each year?s assessed value by the PAO is
independent of prior years assessed values, the increase is not a factor to be considered in establishing a just value for
the current year. The Petitioner did not present market data in support of a value that is different than the PAO?s value,
or any support of a contention that the PAO valued the subject property arbitrarily based on appraisal practices different
from appraisal practices generally applied by the property appraiser to other comparable properties within Citrus
County. The increase in the subject?s assessed value in comparison to the other similar properties cited by the
Petitioner is not evidence that supports a determination that the PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property
exceeds market value.
The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
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The Petitioner indicates that the subject property?s assessed value increased 9.6% over the prior year?s value, but the
comparable properties assessed values increased at rates lower and higher than the subject?s assessed value increased.
While it appears from the Petitioner?s admitted evidence that the assessed values increased by the indicated
percentages, the Petitioner did not present any market data evidence in support of a determination that the just/market
value for the subject property should be $176,649.
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to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
C.1.p
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DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 19E18S140140 000P0 0030
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

03940 E LAKE HERNANDO LN
HERNANDO

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$88212
$88212
$88212
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$88212
$88212
$88212
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$50000
$50000
$50000
4. Taxable value,* required
$38212
$38212
$38212
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
11/24/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
11/24/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 159
Petitioner name MYERS DENNIS J
MYERS HOLLY H
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

C.1.q

Petition # 159
Petitioner Name MYERS DENNIS J

Parcel ID 19E18S140140 000P0 0030

Petition # 159
19E18S140140 000P0 0030
Petitioner Name HOLLY H MYERS & DENNIS J MYERS
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a single-family residential property located on a 7,200 SF lot at 3940 East Lake Hernando
Lane in the Arbor Lakes gated and 55+ age-restricted subdivision in Hernando (not Homosassa as indicated on the
PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales Grid). This property is improved with 1,234 square foot single-family residence
of concrete block and stucco construction that has an attached one car garage, screen porch, open porch, pool, fireplace,
and contains two bedrooms and 2.1 bathrooms. The year built is 2004, and has an effective year built by the PAO of
2004. The PAO?s market and assessed values for this subject property are $88,212 ($71.48/SF of living area), and the
taxable value is $38,212. The Petitioner?s did not provide an opinion of the subject?s market value. The subject
property was purchased by the Petitioner?s in 2014 for $329,000 as an estate sale, but this purchase also included the
adjacent vacant lot. The PAO confirmed with the realtor that the subject was sold in original condition with no updating
having been undertaken.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk included: a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of Hearing; a copy of the
Petition.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence included: Evidence Package Cover Page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property front elevation photograph and subject property information;
Comparable Improved Sales Gird for three sale properties and Supplemental Addendum; front elevation photographs of
the three improved comparable sale properties; Subject Property and Improved Comparable Sales Location Map;
Evidence List and Summary; Property Record Cards for the subject property.
The PAO presented three improved comparable sales in support of the PAO?s estimate of market value for the subject
property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO to be qualified sales and sufficiently similar to
the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 is the sale of the subject property. It sold in November 2015 for $125,000, or $101.30 per SF of living
area, and is located at 3940 East Lake Hernando Lane in the Arbor Lakes subdivision in Hernando (not Floral City as
indicated on the PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales Grid). This one-story single-family residence has an attached one
car garage (not no enclosed or covered vehicle parking as indicated on the PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales Grid),
as well as an open porch and a screen porch. It contains two bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,234 SF of living area,
and was built in 2004. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2004, and this sale?s lot size is
7,200 SF (not the 7,490 SF indicated in the PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales Grid). The subject sold furnished, and
the value of the furnishing as reported by the Petitioner is $15,000. The PAO adjusted this sale for the furnishings and
for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $91,250 ($73.95/SF).
Comparable 2 sold in May 2015 for $103,000, or $79.97 per SF of living area, and is located at 3863 East Arbor
Lakes Drive in the Arbor Lakes subdivision in Hernando (not Crystal River as indicated on the PAO?s Comparable
Improved Sales Grid). This one-story single-family residence has an attached two car garage and a screen porch. It
contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,288 SF of living area, and was built in 2004. The PAO considers this
sale to have an effective year built of 2004, and this sale?s lot size is 7,200 SF. The PAO incorrectly adjusted this sale
by $15,000 for furnishings/personal property. The PAO also adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported
characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an
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The Petitioners, Holly and Dennis Myers, represented themselves at the hearing for Petition 159. The Property
Appraiser?s Office (PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke and John Steelfox. Witness testimony was provided
under oath. The recording of the hearing for Petition Number 159 is on that recording that also contains the recordings
of the Hearings for Petition Numbers 190, 192, 194, 129, 132, 160, 162 and 93.

adjusted sale price of $90,130. Correcting the improper adjustment for furnishings results in an adjusted sale price ofC.1.q
$76,993 ($59.78/SF).

The unadjusted range of sale prices is $103,000 ($79.97/SF) to $136,000 ($84.94/SF), and the adjusted range of sale
prices is $76,993 ($73.95/SF) to $92,214 ($57.38/SF). The PAO reports sale prices in Arbor Lakes range from $103,000
to $170,000, with an average sale price of $147,089. The PAO?s market value for this subject property is $88,212, or
$71.48/SF, which is towards the upper end of the range of the corrected/adjusted sale prices. Thus, the PAO?s value
conclusion for the subject property of $88,212 is considered to be supported by the PAO?s analysis of these four
improved comparable sales.
The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence are considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The Petitioner did conduct an exchange of evidence with the PAO in compliance with Florida Statutes, so the PAO was
unable to review the Petitioner?s evidence prior to the hearing. In addition to the Petitioner?s testimony, the evidence
submitted by the Petitioner at the hearing that was admitted into the record includes a summary of the basis for their
appeal of the PAO?s market value, and a copy of the first page of the ?AS IS? Residential Contract for Sale and
Purchase of the subject property. The Petitioner?s information is summarized as follows:
The value of the subject property increased by 18% over the prior year?s value.
The subject was purchase by the Petitioner?s in November 2015, and the subject is likely the smallest lot and home
in the development.
The subject was purchased fully furnished, including all furniture, TV, lawn equipment, hot tub, and appliances, that
was worth as much as $15,000.
The sale price of $125,000 should be adjusted for the $15,000 amount paid for the furnishings.
The subject?s assessed value of $55 per square foot of gross building area is one of the highest in comparison to
properties located in Arbor Lakes that sold in 2015 that have assessed values that range from $42/SF to $48/SF
The PAO did account for the reported $15,000 value of the furnishings that were included in the purchase price for the
subject property. After adjusting for the value contribution of the furnishings and for the cost of sale (at 15%), the
calculated adjusted sale price for the subject property is $93,500. The Petitioner?s appeal of the PAO?s value for the
subject property is also based on the subject property?s just value having increased 18% over the prior year. Since
establishing each year?s assessed value by the PAO is independent of prior years assessed values, the increase is not a
factor to be considered in establishing a just value for the current year.
The Petitioner has not provided any market data to support a determination that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is not supported or incorrect, or that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily based on
appraisal practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus County.
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Comparable 3 sold in October 2015 for $136,500, or $84.94 per SF of living area, and is located at 3793 East Kiwi
Cove Court in the Arbor Lakes subdivision in Hernando. This one-story single-family residence has an attached two car
garage, open porch and a screen porch. It contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,607 SF of living area, and
was built in 2005. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2005, and this sale?s lot contains
6,771 SF. The PAO incorrectly adjusted this sale by $15,000 for furnishings/personal property. The PAO also adjusted
this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for
the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $104,462. Correcting the improper adjustment for
furnishings results in an adjusted sale price of $92,214 ($57.38/SF).

The increase in the subject?s just value as cited by the Petitioner is not evidence that supports a determination that theC.1.q
PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property exceeds market value. The Petitioner did not present market data
evidence to refute the PAO?s just value, to overcome the PAO?s presumption of correctness, or evidence to establish
that the PAO?s value is incorrect.

Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
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The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.

C.1.r

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Petition # 135
Petitioner name FL ARBOR TRAIL HOLDINGS LLC
The petitioner is:
taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Parcel ID 20E19S07
X taxpayer's agent

Property
address

21100

00611 TURNER CAMP RD
INVERNESS

Mr. James Lee, Property Valuation Services

X Denied your petition

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$3363620
$3363620
$3363620
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$3363620
$3363620
$3363620
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$3363620
$3363620
$3363620
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
LAWRENCE
J GOLICZ, Ph.D., MAI, ASA
Print name

________________
01/10/2017
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
01/10/2017
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Decision Summary

C.1.r

Petition # 135
Petitioner Name FL ARBOR TRAIL HOLDINGS LLC

Parcel ID 20E19S07

21100

Findings of Fact
The hearing for Petition #135 opened at 10:45 A.M. Mr. James Lee, a real estate consultant for Property Valuation
Services of Overland Park, Kansas, represented the owner, Florida Arbor Trail Holdings, LLC. The Citrus County
Property Appraiser was represented by Mr. Herb Mack, CFE.

After both participants took the oath, Mr. Mack first testified for the County's appraisal as being compliant to F.S.
193.011 after taking into account the eight factors of value. His first analysis goes to the Cost Approach applying the
Marshall Valuation Service which augments the County's CAMA system for mass valuation. He classifies the subject as
a good quality Type C construction and renders an opinion of its condition as being good with an effective age of its
actual age at 29 years. With a base cost of $4,987,344 less 30% depreciation at $1,496,141, this leaves a replacement
cost less depreciation for the building value at $3,491,141. Added to that is miscellaneous site improvements at $54,059
plus land valued at $412,000. After a 15% deduction for cost of sale, factor 8, the final Just Value indication is
$3,363,600.
Mr. Mack presented three sales in his Market Approach, none of which have any relevance to the subject value. He
mistakenly presents in #2, the sale of the subject in 2010, as arms length, and qualified for use in a market analysis. If
properly described Mr. Mack would have listed this sale as between a parent company, the original owner and seller, to
a subsidiary of the parent company the buyer, both located in Delaware with the same mailing address. For numerous
reasons the price paid could and would not likely represent the value of the real estate alone. His other sale in Port St.
Lucy was built in 2004 and is hardly comparable by size, location, and condition. The last sale in Homasassa was in
bankruptcy and can hardly be considered arms length. As such, this approach has no validity and has been mistakenly
applied with a vague County Appraiser sale qualification status of "Y". Using the subject sale in 2010 to compare to
itself, and a bankruptcy sale that no doubt included tangible and intangible assets, cannot be relied upon.
For the Income Approach, Mr. Mack applied the best information available from the various market sources, both local
and non-local. Unfortunately, upon the request of the County Appraiser, the owner did not provide any income data to
help with the making of this assessment. As such this analysis has assumptions that do not provided for a sound value
conclusion.
Mr. Mack ended his presentation by relying solely upon the Cost Approach to make his valuation.
Mr. Lee's asserted value for the subject property is at $2,730,000. Beginning with the Cost Approach he used the
Marshall Valuation Service for a Class C Average Construction to estimate a total replacement cost of the building at
$5,217,184 less his depreciation estimate at 54% to indicate a RCNLD amount of $2,399,904. Of concern to Mr. Lee is
the 30% depreciation applied by Mr. Mack in his Cost Approach, which in effect provides for little more than 1% per
year loss in value due to all conditions including wear and tear, functional deficiencies , and economic obsolescence. Yet
Mr Lee's assertion of 54% depreciation is in error, since this rate was taken from Marshall Valuation's schedule for Class
D, frame construction, versus the masonry construction of the subject. It would otherwise be 42% in the Masonry
Category, except for the likely reduction in that rate because of the good condition rating applied by Mr. Mack.
Problematically, Mr. Lee's questions of Mr. Mack's depreciation and Just Value are moot. Mr. Lee admitted in the
hearing that he did not inspect the subject property. Therefore with the subject property site unseen, his conclusions of
value for the Cost Approach and Market Approach simply have no validity in this hearing
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The subject is a 116 bed extended care facility, a nursing home licensed by the State of Florida, and built in 1987. It is a
one story building set on a concrete slab with concrete block and stucco exterior walls and a low pitched gable roof
system. The building layout includes two opposing wings and one intersecting wing for room occupancy and a smaller
center wing that houses resident services. The total building area under roof includes 37,968 square feet. The building
site area includes 224,463 square feet with no noted deficiencies and an adequate area for parking and other site uses.

Conclusion of Law

C.1.r

The County Appraiser's assessment was properly obtained in conformity with F.S. 193.011. In order to overcome the
Property Appraiser's presumption of correctness, the Petitioner must show that (1) the Property Appraiser did not
properly consider the criteria in F.S. 193.011, or (2) that the assessment was arbitrarily based on appraisal practices
which are different from appraisal practices generally applied by the Property Appraiser to comparable property within
the same class in the County. In addition, Petitioner's failure to provide sufficient, relevant, or credible evidence to
reasonably challenge the evidence presented by the County Appraiser in the conclusion of a Just Value for the subject
property, offers further support for the County
appraiser compliance with F.S 193.011.

Attachment: 2016_135_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Therefore, it is the special magistrates conclusion that County appraiser met the requirements of Just Value per F.S.
193.011 and F.S. 194.30. The relief requested by petitioner is denied and this decision is being issued in order that any
right the petitioner may have to bring an action in circuit court is not impaired. (Rule 12D-9.021 (6) & (8), F.A.C.)
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DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 19E18S140140 000P0 0030
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

03940 E LAKE HERNANDO LN
HERNANDO

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$88212
$88212
$88212
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$88212
$88212
$88212
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$50000
$50000
$50000
4. Taxable value,* required
$38212
$38212
$38212
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
11/24/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
11/24/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties

Packet Pg. 90

Attachment: 2016_159_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Petition # 159
Petitioner name MYERS DENNIS J
MYERS HOLLY H
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

C.1.s

Petition # 159
Petitioner Name MYERS DENNIS J

Parcel ID 19E18S140140 000P0 0030

Petition # 159
19E18S140140 000P0 0030
Petitioner Name HOLLY H MYERS & DENNIS J MYERS
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a single-family residential property located on a 7,200 SF lot at 3940 East Lake Hernando
Lane in the Arbor Lakes gated and 55+ age-restricted subdivision in Hernando (not Homosassa as indicated on the
PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales Grid). This property is improved with 1,234 square foot single-family residence
of concrete block and stucco construction that has an attached one car garage, screen porch, open porch, pool, fireplace,
and contains two bedrooms and 2.1 bathrooms. The year built is 2004, and has an effective year built by the PAO of
2004. The PAO?s market and assessed values for this subject property are $88,212 ($71.48/SF of living area), and the
taxable value is $38,212. The Petitioner?s did not provide an opinion of the subject?s market value. The subject
property was purchased by the Petitioner?s in 2014 for $329,000 as an estate sale, but this purchase also included the
adjacent vacant lot. The PAO confirmed with the realtor that the subject was sold in original condition with no updating
having been undertaken.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk included: a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of Hearing; a copy of the
Petition.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence included: Evidence Package Cover Page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property front elevation photograph and subject property information;
Comparable Improved Sales Gird for three sale properties and Supplemental Addendum; front elevation photographs of
the three improved comparable sale properties; Subject Property and Improved Comparable Sales Location Map;
Evidence List and Summary; Property Record Cards for the subject property.
The PAO presented three improved comparable sales in support of the PAO?s estimate of market value for the subject
property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO to be qualified sales and sufficiently similar to
the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 is the sale of the subject property. It sold in November 2015 for $125,000, or $101.30 per SF of living
area, and is located at 3940 East Lake Hernando Lane in the Arbor Lakes subdivision in Hernando (not Floral City as
indicated on the PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales Grid). This one-story single-family residence has an attached one
car garage (not no enclosed or covered vehicle parking as indicated on the PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales Grid),
as well as an open porch and a screen porch. It contains two bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,234 SF of living area,
and was built in 2004. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2004, and this sale?s lot size is
7,200 SF (not the 7,490 SF indicated in the PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales Grid). The subject sold furnished, and
the value of the furnishing as reported by the Petitioner is $15,000. The PAO adjusted this sale for the furnishings and
for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $91,250 ($73.95/SF).
Comparable 2 sold in May 2015 for $103,000, or $79.97 per SF of living area, and is located at 3863 East Arbor
Lakes Drive in the Arbor Lakes subdivision in Hernando (not Crystal River as indicated on the PAO?s Comparable
Improved Sales Grid). This one-story single-family residence has an attached two car garage and a screen porch. It
contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,288 SF of living area, and was built in 2004. The PAO considers this
sale to have an effective year built of 2004, and this sale?s lot size is 7,200 SF. The PAO incorrectly adjusted this sale
by $15,000 for furnishings/personal property. The PAO also adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported
characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an
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The Petitioners, Holly and Dennis Myers, represented themselves at the hearing for Petition 159. The Property
Appraiser?s Office (PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke and John Steelfox. Witness testimony was provided
under oath. The recording of the hearing for Petition Number 159 is on that recording that also contains the recordings
of the Hearings for Petition Numbers 190, 192, 194, 129, 132, 160, 162 and 93.

adjusted sale price of $90,130. Correcting the improper adjustment for furnishings results in an adjusted sale price ofC.1.s
$76,993 ($59.78/SF).

The unadjusted range of sale prices is $103,000 ($79.97/SF) to $136,000 ($84.94/SF), and the adjusted range of sale
prices is $76,993 ($73.95/SF) to $92,214 ($57.38/SF). The PAO reports sale prices in Arbor Lakes range from $103,000
to $170,000, with an average sale price of $147,089. The PAO?s market value for this subject property is $88,212, or
$71.48/SF, which is towards the upper end of the range of the corrected/adjusted sale prices. Thus, the PAO?s value
conclusion for the subject property of $88,212 is considered to be supported by the PAO?s analysis of these four
improved comparable sales.
The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence are considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The Petitioner did conduct an exchange of evidence with the PAO in compliance with Florida Statutes, so the PAO was
unable to review the Petitioner?s evidence prior to the hearing. In addition to the Petitioner?s testimony, the evidence
submitted by the Petitioner at the hearing that was admitted into the record includes a summary of the basis for their
appeal of the PAO?s market value, and a copy of the first page of the ?AS IS? Residential Contract for Sale and
Purchase of the subject property. The Petitioner?s information is summarized as follows:
The value of the subject property increased by 18% over the prior year?s value.
The subject was purchase by the Petitioner?s in November 2015, and the subject is likely the smallest lot and home
in the development.
The subject was purchased fully furnished, including all furniture, TV, lawn equipment, hot tub, and appliances, that
was worth as much as $15,000.
The sale price of $125,000 should be adjusted for the $15,000 amount paid for the furnishings.
The subject?s assessed value of $55 per square foot of gross building area is one of the highest in comparison to
properties located in Arbor Lakes that sold in 2015 that have assessed values that range from $42/SF to $48/SF
The PAO did account for the reported $15,000 value of the furnishings that were included in the purchase price for the
subject property. After adjusting for the value contribution of the furnishings and for the cost of sale (at 15%), the
calculated adjusted sale price for the subject property is $93,500. The Petitioner?s appeal of the PAO?s value for the
subject property is also based on the subject property?s just value having increased 18% over the prior year. Since
establishing each year?s assessed value by the PAO is independent of prior years assessed values, the increase is not a
factor to be considered in establishing a just value for the current year.
The Petitioner has not provided any market data to support a determination that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is not supported or incorrect, or that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily based on
appraisal practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus County.
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Comparable 3 sold in October 2015 for $136,500, or $84.94 per SF of living area, and is located at 3793 East Kiwi
Cove Court in the Arbor Lakes subdivision in Hernando. This one-story single-family residence has an attached two car
garage, open porch and a screen porch. It contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,607 SF of living area, and
was built in 2005. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2005, and this sale?s lot contains
6,771 SF. The PAO incorrectly adjusted this sale by $15,000 for furnishings/personal property. The PAO also adjusted
this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for
the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $104,462. Correcting the improper adjustment for
furnishings results in an adjusted sale price of $92,214 ($57.38/SF).

The increase in the subject?s just value as cited by the Petitioner is not evidence that supports a determination that theC.1.s
PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property exceeds market value. The Petitioner did not present market data
evidence to refute the PAO?s just value, to overcome the PAO?s presumption of correctness, or evidence to establish
that the PAO?s value is incorrect.

Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
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The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.

C.1.t

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 20E20S10
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

13100 0030

06675 S OLD FLORAL CITY RD
FLORAL CITY

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$249404
$249404
$249404
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$249404
$249404
$249404
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$249404
$249404
$249404
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
11/30/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
11/30/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 160
Petitioner name MCBRIDE PRISCILLA
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

C.1.t

Petition # 160
Petitioner Name MCBRIDE PRISCILLA

Parcel ID 20E20S10

13100 0030

Petition # 160
20E20S10 13100 0030
Petitioner Name PRISCILLA MDBRIDE
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a single-family residential property located on a lakefront 30,747 SF lot at 6675 South Old
Floral City Road in the unrecorded Los Ricos Estates subdivision in Floral City. The PAO reports that the subject has
116 feet of frontage on Lake Tsala Apopka, but the Petitioner reports that the subject property has only 100 feet of
lake-frontage. Review of the survey and the aerial plat view of the subject property presented by the Petitioner indicates
that the survey traverse line is 109.20 feet, but that this line is not parallel with the meander shoreline. Thus, although
the subject has 100 foot lot width when measured along the South Old Floral City Road frontage, such does not equate
to the same lineal feet of frontage along the lake which is not parallel with the road frontage. Thus, the admitted
evidence is considered to support a lake frontage of more than the 100 feet as reported by the Petitioner. This property
is improved with a 2,515 square foot, two story, colonial style, single-family residence of concrete block and stucco
construction that has a detached two car garage, enclosed porch, open porch, dock, and contains three bedrooms and 2.5
bathrooms. The year built is 2004, and has an effective year built by the PAO of 2004. The PAO?s market, assessed
and taxable values for this subject property are $249,404 ($99.17/SF of living area). The Petitioner reported that the
subject?s just/market value should be $190,000, allocated as $60,000 for the land area and $130,000 for the
improvements.
The Petitioner also reported that a fair just value for the subject property would be from $174,000 (which is 70% of the
$248,500 purchase price paid by the Petitioner for the subject property in May 2015) to $200,000. The PAO confirmed
with the listing agent for the subject property sale that this sale price was the result of duress on the seller, who had
purchased another home in 2014 and did not want to be financially burdened by owning two homes. The Petitioner
provided the PAO with a sales verification form in November 2015 indicating that an independent appraiser had valued
the subject at $278,000. The sale of the subject property is considered to not be an arms length transaction, and
therefore this sale should not be utilized for a determination of the subject property?s market value. The adjustment to
70% of the purchase price doubles the 15% cost of sale adjustment recognized by the PAO in the PAO?s analysis of
the comparable sales, so an adjustment of 30% is considered to be excessive and inappropriate.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk includes: a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of Hearing; copies of two
Petitions; e-mail communications between the Petitioner and the VAB Clerk.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence includes: Evidence Package Cover Page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property front elevation photograph and subject property information;
Comparable Improved Sales Gird for five sale properties and Supplemental Addendum; interior and exterior
photographs of the subject property; front elevation photographs of the five improved comparable sale properties;
Subject Property and Improved Comparable Sales Location Map; Evidence List and Summary; Property Record Cards
and tax maps for the subject property. The PAO?s rebuttal evidence includes comments on the Petitioner?s
comparable sales.
The PAO presented five improved lakefront comparable sales in support of the PAO?s estimate of market value for the
subject property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO to be qualified sales and sufficiently
similar to the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 sold in February 2015 for $240,000, or $143.45 per SF of living area, and is located at 5225 South
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The Petitioner, Priscilla McBride, represented herself at the hearing for Petition 160. The Property Appraiser?s Office
(PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke and John Steelfox. Witness testimony was provided under oath. The
recording of the hearing for Petition Number 160 is on that recording that also contains the recordings of the Hearings
for Petition Numbers 190, 192, 194, 129, 132, 159, 162 and 93.

Covewood Terrance in an unrecorded subdivision in Floral City. This one-story single-family residence has an attached
C.1.t
two car garage as well as an open porch, screen porch and a pool. It contains two bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,673
SF of living area, and was built in 1985. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1985, and this
sale?s lot size is 23,000 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale for the differences in the reported characteristics between this
property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $253,855
($151.74/SF).

Comparable 3 sold in March 2015 for $285,000, or $119.95 per SF of living area, and is located at 9626 East
Baymeadows Drive in the Baymeadows subdivision in Inverness. This one-story single-family residence has an
attached three car garage, pool, enclosed porch, open porch and a screen porch. It contains three bedrooms and two
bathrooms in 2,376 SF of living area, and was built in 2005. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built
of 2005, and this sale?s lot contains 16,154 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported
characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an
adjusted sale price of $263,544 ($110.92/SF).
Comparable 4 sold in February 2015 for $200,000, or $144.20 per SF of living area, and is located at 7734 South
Shoreacres Point in the Keating Shore Acres subdivision in Floral City. This one-story single-family residence has an
attached two car garage, enclosed porch, open porch and a screen porch. It contains two bedrooms and two bathrooms
in 1,387 SF of living area, and was built in 1978. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1978,
and this sale?s lot contains 15,985 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported
characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an
adjusted sale price of $272,445 ($196.43/SF).
Comparable 5 sold in January 2015 for $190,000, or $115.29 per SF of living area, and is located at 6808 South
Duval Island Drive in an unrecorded subdivision in Floral City. This one-story single-family residence has an attached
two car garage and a screen porch. It contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,648 SF of living area, and was
built in 1967. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1967, and this sale?s lot contains 11,500
SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the
subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $261,746 ($158.83/SF).
The unadjusted range of sale prices is $190,000 ($115.29/SF) to $285,000 ($119.95/SF), and the adjusted range of sale
prices is $253,855 ($151.74/SF) to $307,751 ($175.46/SF), with the highest adjusted unit sale price being $196.43/SF
and the lowest adjusted unit sale price being $110.92/SF. The PAO?s market value for this subject property is
$249,404, or $99.17/SF, which is below the low end of the range of the adjusted sale prices. Thus, the PAO?s value
conclusion for the subject property of $249,404 is considered to be supported by the PAO?s analysis of these five
improved comparable sales.
The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence are considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The Petitioner and PAO did conduct an exchange of evidence in compliance with Florida Statutes, so the Parties were
able to review the other Parties evidence prior to the hearing. In addition to the Petitioner?s testimony, the evidence
submitted by the Petitioner at the hearing that was admitted into the record includes: a cover page for the Petitioner?s
evidence; a summary of the basis for the Petitioner?s appeal of the PAO?s market value; a summary table for nine of
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Comparable 2 sold in September 2015 for $271,000, or $154.50 per SF of living area, and is located at 9167 East
Corvette Court in the unrecorded Hampton Point subdivision in Inverness. This one-story single-family residence has
an attached two car garage, fireplace, an open porch and a screen porch. It contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms
in 1,754 SF of living area, and was built in 2004. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2004,
and this sale?s lot size is 29,621 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics
between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price
of $307,751 ($175.46/SF).

A summary table of the nine comparable properties that sold in 2006, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2015 and 2016 that have:
sale prices ranging from $169,294 to $300,239; gross building sizes ranging from 2,597 SF to 5,244 SF; construction
grades of 350, 450 and 500; land values ranging from $22,680 to $102,160; water-frontages ranging from none to 567
LF; sale prices ranging from $248,500 (the subject property) to $500,000.
The average of the percentages of the just values to sale prices of the 12 comparable properties that sold in 2015 and
2016 in the subject?s neighborhood is 70%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 1 is 64%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 2 is 71%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 3 is 50%.
At 70% of the subject?s sale price of $248,500, the indicated just value is $174,000.
The average of the percentages of the just values to sale prices of the 16 comparable properties that sold in 2013,
2014, 2015 and 2016 in the subject?s neighborhood and a competing neighborhood is 80%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 4 is 86%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 5 is 72%.
At 80% of the subject sale price of $248,500, the indicated just value is $199,000.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the PAO?s Sale 1 is 78%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 2 is 69%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 3 is 78%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 5 is 66%.
The percentage of just value to sale price for the Petitioner?s Sale 5 is 74%.
Utilizing the subject?s appraised value of $278,000 and applying a cost of sale adjustment of 30% indicates a value
of $194,600; at a 15% cost of sale adjustment the calculated value is $236,300. Since only the first page of the appraisal
report that was prepared for financing the purchase of the subject property by the Petitioner was provided, and the
Petitioner?s appraiser did not appear at the hearing for questioning by the PAO or the Special Magistrate, it is not
possible to discern the reliability of the valuation analysis prepared by Scott Ulery.
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the Petitioner?s comparable properties assessments and sales data; a summary and a conclusion of value derived by the
C.1.t
Petitioner from the nine comparable properties; subject and comparable sales? location map; subject property record
cards with a tax map aerial photograph; property record cards for the Petitioner?s nine comparable properties with tax
map aerial photographs; a copy of the Petitioner?s letter to the PAO that addresses the Petitioner?s notation of the
influences that should be considered in establishing a just value for the subject property; a summary table of 12 sale
properties (one of which is the subject property and three are also the PAO?s improved comparable sales) located in the
subject?s neighborhood indicating the percentage of the just value relative to the sale price (not a ratio as indicated); a
summary table of 16 sale properties (two of which are also the PAO?s improved comparable sales) with sale prices
above $234,000 that are located in the subject?s neighborhood and a competing neighborhood indicating the percentage
of the just value relative to the sale price (not a ratio as indicated); a copy of the PAO?s Comparable Improved Sales
Grid with the percentage of the just value to the sale price indicated; a copy of the first page of the appraisal prepared for
the valuation of the subject property by Scott D. Ulery indicating an appraised value of $278,000 as of May 11, 2015; a
copy of a survey of the subject property. The information on the Petitioner?s comparable properties is summarized as
follows:

The PAO?s rebuttal evidence addresses only the Petitioner?s sales that occurred in 2015, since these are the sales
C.1.t
most relevant to the effective date of value of January 1, 2016, and the other sales occurred either in prior years or after
the effective date of value. A summary of the PAO?s discussion as to why the Petitioner?s 11 sales that occurred in
2015 would or would not be considered by the market to be in competitive with the subject property is as follows:
Comparable 1 is located at 9425 East Gobbler Drive in Floral City. This property sold in May 2015 for $156,800,
contains 2,078 SF of living area (437 SF smaller than the subject), was built in 1975 (29 years older than the subject
improvements), and has 14 more feet of water frontage than the subject site. This property was confirmed to be in fair
condition with no updating. The PAO considers this sale property?s characteristics to be so dissimilar to the subject?s
that this property would not be considered competitive with the subject.

Comparable 3 is located at 9258 East Kenosha Court in Floral City. This property sold in August 2015 for $170,000,
contains 1,591 SF of living area (924 SF smaller than the subject), was built in 1981 (23 years older than the subject
improvements), and has 18 fewer feet of water frontage than the subject. This property was confirmed to be in original
condition with no updating. The PAO considers this sale property?s characteristics to be so dissimilar to the subject?s
that this property would not be considered competitive with the subject.
Comparable 4 is the same as the PAO?s Comparable Sale 2. This property sold in September 2015 for $271,000,
contains 1,754 SF of living area (761 SF smaller than the subject), was built in 2004 (equal in age to the subject
improvements), and has 116 feet of water frontage (equal to the subject?s water frontage). The PAO considers this
sale to support the PAO?s value conclusion.
Comparable 5 is the same as the PAO?s Comparable Sale 1. This property sold in February 2015 for $240,000,
contains 1,673 SF of living area (842 SF smaller than the subject), was built in 1985 (19 years older than the subject
improvements), and has nine more feet of water frontage than the subject. The PAO considers this sale to support the
PAO?s value conclusion.
Comparable 6 is located at 8732 East Hampton Point Road in Inverness. This property sold in April 2015 for
$300,000, contains 2,517 SF of living area (2 SF larger than the subject), was built in 1980 (24 years older than the
subject improvements) of wood frame and siding construction, and has 100 more feet of water frontage than the subject.
The PAO considers this sale property?s water frontage characteristic to be so dissimilar to the subject?s that this
property is not be considered competitive with the subject; however, when used as a comparable in the CAMA system,
this sale supports the PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property.
Comparable 7 (Petitioner?s Comparable 4) is located at 8811 East Hampton Point Road in Inverness. This property
sold in November 2015 for $250,000, contains 3,468 SF of living area (953 SF larger than the subject), was built in 1988
(16 years older than the subject improvements), and has no water frontage or water view. It is noted that the property
record card indicates this property has a screen enclosed in-ground pool and spa. The PAO considers this sale
property?s characteristics to be so dissimilar to the subject?s that this property would not be considered competitive
with the subject.
Comparable 8 is located at 4517 South Old Floral City Road in Inverness. This property sold in November 2015 for
$596,900, contains 5,040 SF of living area (2,525 SF larger than the subject), was built in 1994 (ten years older than the
subject improvements), and has an inferior water view with water frontage in a non-navigable area. This sale property
contains 15.35 acres. The PAO considers this sale property?s characteristics to be so dissimilar to the subject?s that
this property would not be considered competitive with the subject.
Comparable 9 is located at 9060 East Sweetwater Drive in Inverness. This property sold in May 2015 for $238,000,
contains 2,294 SF of living area (221 SF smaller than the subject), was built in 1997 (seven years older than the subject
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Comparable 2 is located at 9430 East Tsala Apopka Drive in Floral City. This property sold in July 2015 for
$158,000, contains 1,526 SF of living area (989 SF smaller than the subject), was built in 1971 (33 years older than the
subject improvements), and has 41 fewer feet of water frontage than the subject site. The PAO considers this sale
property?s characteristics to be so dissimilar to the subject?s that this property would not be considered competitive
with the subject.

improvements), and has an inferior water view with water frontage in a non-navigable area. The PAO considers this C.1.t
sale property?s characteristics to be so dissimilar to the subject?s that this property would not be considered
competitive with the subject.
Comparable 10 is located at 8970 East Eden Court in Inverness. This property sold in November 2015 for $340,000,
contains 2,736 SF of living area (221 SF larger than the subject), was built in 1988 (16 years older than the subject
improvements), and has an inferior water view with water frontage that is 82 feet more than the subject?s and is located
in a non-navigable area. The PAO considers this sale property?s characteristics to be so dissimilar to the subject?s
that this property would not be considered competitive with the subject.

The Petitioner considers the subject property?s location to be negatively influenced by its location across from a busy
intersection, across from a restaurant, and being adjacent to a ?derelict? home. In addition, the two-story, colonial
style characteristic of the subject improvements makes finding similar comparable sale properties difficult; the PAO
utilized ranch style residential sale properties due to the lack of sale properties that were more similar to the subject
property. The Petitioner indicates that the petition was filed because the subject property?s just value is at 100% of the
purchase price. While the above cited factors may indeed have an influence on the market value of the subject property,
the Petitioner?s opinions of value are not supported by comparable sale?s that the market would consider to be
competitive with the subject property.
The Petitioner?s reporting of the relationship of the subject property?s assessed value to the purchase price in
comparison to the relationships between other sale properties assessed values and their purchase prices indicates that
there is indeed variation. This divergence in assessed values in comparison to sale prices is not considered to be
unusual, as is supported by the Petitioner?s admitted data. Although the subject property?s market value is at the
reported subject property sale price, this is not evidence that the subject?s value is not appropriate for the subject
property. Only market data of qualified competitive sale properties that has been analyzed using accepted appraisal
methodology and which supports an estimate of market value for the subject property is to be considered for the
purposes of this petition.
The component of the Petitioner?s appeal of the PAO?s value for the subject property that is based on the
Petitioner?s contention that the subject property?s land value is not consistent with the PAO?s value for another
property is not support for a determination that the subject?s land value is incorrect or exceeds just market value.
The PAO?s comparable sale properties are considered to be sufficiently competitive with this subject property to be
appropriate for utilization in direct comparison with the subject property. The Petitioner?s evidence is insufficient to
establish that the Petitioner?s opinions of value for the subject property have been adequately supported by relevant
and credible market evidence, or that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily based on appraisal
practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus County. The
Petitioner did not present sufficient market data evidence to refute the PAO?s just value, to overcome the PAO?s
presumption of correctness, or to establish that the PAO?s just value exceeds market value.
The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
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Comparable 11 is located at 8990 East Sweetwater Drive in Inverness. This property sold in August 2015 for
$345,000, contains 4,299 SF of living area (1,784 SF larger than the subject), was built in 1991 (13 years older than the
subject improvements), and has no water view or water frontage. The PAO considers this sale property?s
characteristics to be so dissimilar to the subject?s that this property would not be considered competitive with the
subject.

just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
C.1.t
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:
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Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
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DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 20E20S03
taxpayer's agent

Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

21200 0130

06245 S SHADOWOOD PT
FLORAL CITY

X Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$80240
$80240
$73886
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$79231
$79231
$73886
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$79231
$79231
$73886
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
12/02/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
12/02/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455
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Petition # 162
Petitioner name PRICE CHARLES & CHRISTINE
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 162
Petitioner Name PRICE CHARLES & CHRISTINE

Parcel ID 20E20S03

21200 0130

Petition # 162
20E20S03 21200 0130
Petitioner Names CHARLES PRICE and CHRISTINE PRICE
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a residential property improved with a free-standing garage building that is being utilized
by the Petitioner?s as living quarters until they construct their residence on the subject property. The subject lot
contains 1.15 acres (50,094 SF) and is located at 6245 South Shadowood Point (not 749 NE 12th Terrace as indicated on
the PAO?s Summary of Salient Facts and Conclusions page) in the unrecorded George Turners subdivision in Floral
City. The subject property is improved with 1,152 square foot semi-finished garage building of concrete block and
stucco construction that has a one car bay and a two car bay. The garage doors that provide for vehicle access to both
bays have electric door openers, and although the overhead garage doors are operational the openers are currently
disconnected from the electric service. The rear canopy is reported by the Petitioners to have been installed to prevent
intrusion of stormwater into the building, and that this area is not a carport as identified by the PAO. The building is
semi-finished with painted dry wall (not all the way to the ceiling for the wall between the two bays to allow for air
circulation), painted concrete floors and vinyl flooring per the Petitioner (not wood flooring as reported by the PAO) in
the bedroom area, central heat/air-conditioning, an operational kitchen area (with garage-style cabinets) and living room
area in the two car bay, laundry area, full bathroom and a bedroom. The year built is 2013, and the PAO reports that the
building permit was issued for construction of a single-family dwelling. Although the exterior gives the appearance of a
three car garage with storage area, it is currently being utilized by the property owners for living area.
The PAO?s assessed value for this subject property is $80,240 ($69.65/SF), and the assessed and taxable values are
$79,231. The Petitioners did not provide an opinion of the subject?s market value, but consider a lower value to be
appropriate in consideration of the factors presented by the Petitioners at the hearing.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk includes: a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of Hearing; a copy of the
Petition; a copy of the Petitioners? cover letter to the VAB with an explanation of the basis for the Petitioners? appeal
of the subject property?s just value and the dates the Petitioners? would be unavailable to attend a hearing; a copy of
the Petitioners? evidence.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence includes: Evidence Package Cover Page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property improvement front elevation photograph and subject property
information; Comparable Improved Sales Gird for four sale properties and Supplemental Addendum; interior and
exterior photographs of the subject building improvement; front elevation photographs of the PAO?s four comparable
sale properties; Subject Property and Improved Comparable Sales Location Map; Evidence List and Summary; subject
property record cards; Improved Comparable Sales Data Sheets;.
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The Petitioners, Charles and Christine Price, represented themselves at the hearing for Petition 162. The Property
Appraiser?s Office (PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke and John Steelfox. Witness testimony was provided
under oath. The recording of the hearing for this Petition Number 162 is on that recording that also contains the
recordings of the Hearings for Petition Numbers 190, 192, 194, 129, 132, 159, 160 and 93.

The PAO presented four improved comparable sales located in Floral City in support of the PAO?s estimate of market
value for the subject property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO to be qualified sales and
sufficiently similar to the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 sold in November 2015 for $80,000, or $64.10 per SF of living area, and is located at 8417 South
Great Oaks Drive in an unrecorded subdivision. This one-story single-family residence with no covered parking
contains three bedrooms and two baths in 1,248 SF of living area, and was built in 1972 of frame and vinyl siding
construction. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1992, and this sale?s lot size is 64,904 SF.
The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject
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property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $89,038 ($71.34/SF).
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Comparable 3 sold in April 2015 for $86.500, or $64.31 per SF of living area, and is located at 8778 East Orange
Avenue in the Town of Floral City subdivision. This one-story single-family residence has no covered parking, but does
have a screen porch. The residence contains two bedrooms and 1.5 baths in 1,345 SF of living area, and was built in
1904 of frame construction and has vinyl siding. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1984,
and this sale?s lot contains 19,602 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported
characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an
adjusted sale price of $107,450 ($79.89/SF).
Comparable 4 sold in January 2015 for $90,000, or $65.22 per SF of living area, and is located at 8511 East Orange
Avenue FCI Companys Addition subdivision. This one story single-family residence contains two bedrooms and two
baths in 1,380 SF of living area, was constructed in 1930 of frame construction. This sale property does not have
covered parking, but does have an enclosed porch and an open porch. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective
year built of 1970, and this sale?s lot contains 14,193 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the
reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, which results in an adjusted sale price of
$102,417 ($74.22/SF).
The unadjusted range of sale prices is $80,000 to $90,000, and from $64.10/SF to $77.97/SF. The adjusted range of
sales prices is from $88,537 to $107,450, and from $71.34/SF to $80.27/SF. The PAO?s market value for this subject
property is $69.65/SF, which is below the low end of the range of the indicated unadjusted sale prices. Although the
PAO is considered to have taken into consideration the differences in the reproduction cost new less depreciation
between the comparable sales and the subject property as well as the differences in land values, it is the Special
Magistrate?s opinion that the style/curb appeal of the subject improvement is inferior to that of the comparable sale
properties. As a result of this difference, the marketability of the subject is considered to be affected by the limited
number of potential purchasers who would be seeking to acquire a garage that has been upgraded to living area but still
has the basic elements of a semi-finished detached garage. The result of having substantially fewer potential purchasers
than the pool of potential purchasers of more traditional single-family dwellings is not only the inherent difficulties
associated with marketing of the subject property, but also the purchase price amount that could be obtained for the
subject property as currently improved. Thus, it is the Special Magistrates opinion that the subject property would be
recognized by the market as being inferior to the PAO?s comparable sale properties due to its exterior garage style
appearance and semi-finished interior build-out. The subject improvements would be considered to be an accessory
dwelling unit if the subject property was also improved with a larger more traditional single-family residence, which is
what the Petitioners indicate is their future intent for additional develop of the subject property. The PAO?s value
conclusion for the subject property is $80,240 from the PAO?s analysis of these four improved comparable sales.
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Comparable 2 sold in December 2015 for $86,000, or $77.97 per SF of living area, and is located at 6933 South
Baker Avenue in the Keatings Park Addition subdivision. This one-story single-family residence has no covered
parking, but it does have a screen porch, enclosed porch and open porch. It contains two bedrooms and two baths in
1,103 SF of living area, and was built in 1979 of concrete block and stucco construction. The PAO considers this sale to
have an effective year built of 1979, and this sale?s lot size is 28,750 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the
differences in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at
15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $88,537 ($80.27/SF).

The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence is considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The Petitioner and PAO did conduct an exchange of evidence in compliance with Florida Statutes, and both parties were
able to review the other parties evidence prior to the hearing. The Petitioner?s evidence was presented at the hearing
and was admitted into the record. The Petitioner evidence included: a letter to the VAB concerning the basis for the
Petitioners? appeal of the PAO?s market value; property record cards and an aerial tax map for the subject property;
receipt for air-conditioning, duct and vent work performed at the subject property; a photograph of the air-conditioning
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damper in the duct that separates the garage from the living area; a copy of the electrical plan for the subject
C.1.v
improvement that also depicts the floor plan; front elevation, rear elevation, and interior photographs of the subject
property improvement; a copy of the receipt for installation of the metal rear awning; property record cards for the
Petitioner?s comparable properties; assigned to properties surrounding the subject property; a copy of the
Petitioner?s TRIM Notice for 2016; PAO information on the subject property and three properties located on the same
street as the subject within immediate proximity to the subject property. The Petitioner researched the PAO?s data
base for information on these surrounding properties.
The Petitioner does not state an opinion of the market value for the subject property in the admitted evidence, but
considers the PAO?s market value to be higher than is warranted. The properties presented by the Petitioner are
summarized as follows:

Comparable 2 is located at 8595 East Puckett Court in Floral City. This property sold in July 2015 for $55,900 per
the property record card, but for $24,500 as reported by the Petitioner. The PAO reported and the property record card
indicates that this was a foreclosure/bank sale, and it is therefore not considered to be a qualified sale.
Comparable 3 is located at 8041 East Fort Cooper Road in Inverness. This property sold in March 2015 for $61,000,
but the PAO reported and the property record card indicates that this was a foreclosure/bank sale, and it is therefore not
considered to be a qualified sale.
Comparable 4 is located at 6770 East Okeechobee Court in Floral City. This property sold in November 2015 for
$47,500, but the PAO reported and the property record card indicates this was a foreclosure/bank sale, and it is therefore
not considered to be a qualified sale.
Comparable 5 is located at 10519 Drew Bryant Circle in Floral City, which is approximately 4.6 miles from the
subject property. This lot contains 4,591 SF, is improved with a single-family residence with two bedrooms and two
bathrooms in 1,320 SF of living area that was constructed in 1998. This property sold in November 2015 for $50,000,
with seller financing. With a lot width of only 46 feet and a size of 4,591 SF, this property is not considered to be
directly comparable to the subject property.
Although limited information about the Petitioner?s comparable properties was provided, the neighboring and the sale
properties presented by the Petitioner do not provide support for a market value for the subject property that is different
than the PAO?s market value. Thus, the Petitioner has not provided comparable market data to support a determination
that the PAO?s just value for the subject property is incorrect, exceeds the subject?s market value, or that the PAO?s
just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily based on appraisal practices different from the PAO?s appraisal
practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus County. However, the Petitioner did present sufficient evidence to
refute the PAO?s just value and to overcome the PAO?s presumption of correctness.
Based on analysis of the evidence presented by the PAO and the Petitioner that has been admitted into the record, the
Special Magistrate considers the improvements located on the PAO?s comparable sale properties to be functionally
superior to the subject property?s improvements. The Petitioner?s photographs of the subject property improvements
and the PAO?s photographs of the PAO?s comparable sale property improvements indicate that there is indeed a
substantial difference in the functional utility and style/curb appeal for improvements that are designed and built as a
traditional single-family style of residence and the subject improvement that is a garage building that has been adapted
to living area. Although the subject building improvement is and can be utilized as living area, the subject building is
considered to suffer from functional obsolescence as a residence since it is a garage building and not a structure that
would typically be identified as being a single-family residence. In consideration of the functional obsolescence
identified above, an adjustment of 10% to the PAO?s $63,540 value for the subject property improvements is
considered to be applicable. Thus, the revised value for the subject property?s improvements is $57,186. Adding the
PAO?s land value of $16,700 to the revised improvement value of $57,186 indicates a total revised value of $73,886.
Thus, the market, assessed and taxable values for the subject property are revised to $73,886.
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Comparable 1 is located across the street from the subject property at 6220 South Shadowood Point, but the most
recent sale date was in July 2006 for $10,000 as a vacant site. The current assessed value of this property is not a factor
to be considered as support for determination of the subject property?s market value.
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The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
However, having given consideration to the totality of the admitted evidence, it is determined that the PAO?s
presumption of correctness has been overcome. The hearing record is considered to contain competent substantial
evidence that cumulatively meets the criteria of Section 193.011 and professionally accepted appraisal practices for
establishing a revised just value.

Conclusions of Law:
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statutes and, therefore, did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. However, based upon the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Petitioner
did prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser?s just value does not represent just value.
Based upon this evidence, the Property Appraiser?s presumption of correctness is overcome. The hearing record
contains competent, substantial evidence of just value and the new value is established. Therefore, the petition is
GRANTED
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Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statutes and, therefore, did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. However, based upon the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Petitioner
did prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser?s just value does not represent just value.
Based upon this evidence, the Property Appraiser?s presumption of correctness is overcome. The hearing record
contains competent, substantial evidence of just value and the new value is established. Therefore, the petition is
GRANTED

Packet Pg. 115
Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

C.1.w

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 17E17S210010 00110 0010
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

08541 N ORANGEBUD TER
CRYSTAL RIVER

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$40770
$40770
$40770
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$37334
$37334
$37334
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$37334
$37334
$37334
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
11/23/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
11/23/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Attachment: 2016_190_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Petition # 190
Petitioner name STEELE SHANNON
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties

Packet Pg. 116

C.1.w

Petition # 190
Petitioner Name STEELE SHANNON

Parcel ID 17E17S210010 00110 0010

Petition # 190
17E17S210010 00110 0010
Petitioner Name SHANNON STEELE
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a single-family residential property located on a 10,013 SF lot at 8541 North Orangebud
Terrace in Holiday Heights subdivision in Crystal River. This property is improved with 1,456 square foot single-family
residence of concrete block construction that has no covered/enclosed parking and contains two bedrooms and two
bathrooms. The subject property?s one car garage area has been converted into living area. The year built is 1975, and
has an effective year built by the PAO of 1975. The PAO?s market value for this subject property is $40,770, and the
assessed and taxable values are $37,334. The Petitioner did not provide an opinion of the subject?s market value, but
considers a lower value to be appropriate for this subject property.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk included: a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of Hearing; a copy of the
Petition.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence included: Evidence Package Cover Page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property front elevation photograph and subject property information;
Comparable Improved Sales Gird for four sale properties and Supplemental Addendum; interior and exterior
photographs of the subject improvements; Improved Comparable Sales Data Sheets; Subject Property and Improved
Comparable Sales Location Map; Evidence List and Summary; Property Record Cards for the subject property.
The PAO presented four improved comparable sales located in Crystal River in support of the PAO?s estimate of
market value for the subject property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO to be qualified sales
and sufficiently similar to the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 sold in May 2016, which is substantially after the effective date of value. The reported sale price is
$42,000, or $45.45 per SF of living area, and this sale property is located at 9950 West Dunnellon Road in the Holiday
Heights subdivision in Crystal River. This one-story single-family residence with attached one car garage and screen
room contains two bedrooms and one bathroom in 924 SF of living area, and was built in 1963 of concrete block
construction. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1963, and this sale?s lot size is 20,038 SF.
This property was sold without having central air conditioning. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in
the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which
results in an adjusted sale price of $42,428 ($45.92/SF).

Attachment: 2016_190_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

The Petitioner, Shannon Steele, represented herself at the hearing for Petition 190. The Property Appraiser?s Office
(PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke. Witness testimony was provided under oath. The recording of the hearing
for Petition Number 190 is on that recording that also contains the recordings of the Hearings for Petition Numbers 192,
194, 129, 132, 159, 160, 162 and 93.

Comparable 2 sold in March 2015 for $47,000, or $55.95 per SF of living area, and is located at 10215 West
Dunnellon Road in the Holiday Heights subdivision in Crystal River. This one-story single-family residence has an
attached one car garage and an open porch. It contains two bedrooms and 1.5 bathrooms in 840 SF of living area, and
was built in 1992 of concrete block and stucco construction. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built
of 1992, and this sale?s lot size is 25,137 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported
characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an
adjusted sale price of $42,358 ($50.43/SF).
Comparable 3 sold in June 2015 for $55,000, or $52.88 per SF of living area, and is located at 9810 West Tennessee
Lane in the Holiday Heights subdivision in Crystal River. This one-story single-family residence with attached one car
garage contains two bedrooms and one bathroom in 1,040 SF of living area, and was built in 1984 of concrete block and
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stucco construction. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1984, and this sale?s lot contains C.1.w
9,600 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristic between this property and
the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $45,936 ($44.17/SF).
Comparable 4 sold in September 2015 for $59,900, or $63.05 per SF of living area, and is located at 9758 West
Sandra Street in the Holiday Heights subdivision in Crystal River. This one story single-family residence contains two
bedrooms and two bathrooms in 950 SF of living area, and was constructed in 1980 of concrete block and stucco
construction. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1980, and this sale?s lot contains 10,000
SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristic between this property and the
subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $52,872 ($55.65/SF).

The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence are considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The Petitioner did conduct an exchange of evidence with the PAO in compliance with Florida Statutes, and the PAO was
able to review the Petitioner?s evidence prior to the hearing. The Petitioner?s evidence was presented by the
Petitioner at the hearing and was admitted into the record. In addition to testimony, the Petitioner?s evidence includes
an analysis of the subject property?s just value in relation to two comparable sale properties cited by the Petitioner that
are located in close proximity to the subject property. The two sale properties cited by the Petitioner are summarized as
follows:
Comparable 1 is located approximately one block from the subject property at 8505 North Pine Needle Terrace and
sold in July 2015 for $38,000. The Petitioner reports that this sale property is substantially larger than the subject
improvement, and has a new kitchen with granite countertops, travertine floors, new air conditioning, recessed lighting
and new stainless steel appliances. The PAO reports that this was a foreclosure sale, and is therefore not considered to
be a qualified arms length transaction.
Comparable 2 is located down the street from the subject property (at 8349 North Okee Terrance per the PAO) and
sold in 2014 for $33,000. The PAO reports that this was a foreclosure sale, and is therefore not considered to be a
qualified arms length transaction.
Comparable 3 is located three lots away from the subject property. This sale?s lot contains 10,000 SF and the
residential improvement is one year older than the subject improvements and is 333 SF smaller than the subject
improvement?s. This property sold in 2016 for $75,000.

Attachment: 2016_190_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

The unadjusted range of sale prices is $42,000 ($45.45/SF) to $59,900 ($63.05/SF), and adjusted range of sale prices is
$42,358 ($45.92/SF) to $52,872 ($55.65/SF). The PAO?s market value for this subject property is $40,770, or
$28.00/SF, which is below the range of the indicated adjusted and unadjusted sale prices. Thus, the PAO?s value
conclusion for the subject property of $40,770 is considered to be supported by the PAO?s analysis of these four
improved comparable sales.

Two of the Petitioner?s comparable properties are identified as being unqualified sales, and the third sale at $75,000
provides support for the PAO?s market value conclusion. Since the PAO is required to utilize qualified sales to arrive
at an estimate of market value for the subject property, the Petitioner needs to be held to a similar requirement. The
Petitioner indicates that the increase in the just value of 20.1% over the prior year?s value is not warranted when
consideration is given to current market conditions, and that the subject property should be at the very low end of values
for the subject?s neighborhood as it is of low to medium quality construction with little updating haven been
undertaken.
The Petitioner has not provided sufficient market data to support that the PAO?s just value for the subject property is
not supported or incorrect, and that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily based on appraisal
practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus County. The
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Petitioner did not present any market data evidence to refute the PAO?s just value or to overcome the PAO?s
C.1.w
presumption of correctness. Therefore, the information concerning those sale properties cited by the Petitioner that are
located within the subject property?s vicinity is not evidence that can be considered to establish that the PAO?s value
is incorrect.

The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.

Attachment: 2016_190_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

The Petitioner?s appeal of the PAO?s value for the subject property is also based on the subject property?s assessed
value having increased 20.1% over the prior year?s value. Since establishing each year?s assessed value by the PAO
is independent of prior years assessed values, the increase is not a factor to be considered in establishing a just value for
the current year. The Petitioner did not present any market data in support of a value that is different than the PAO?s
value, or any support of a contention that the PAO valued the subject property arbitrarily based on appraisal practices
different from appraisal practices generally applied by the property appraiser to other comparable properties. The
increase in the subject?s just value cited by the Petitioner is not evidence that supports a determination that the PAO?s
value conclusion for the subject property exceeds market value.
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DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 17E18S05
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

11000 002B

10230 W PAMONDEHO CIR
CRYSTAL RIVER

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$113130
$113130
$113130
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$113130
$113130
$113130
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$113130
$113130
$113130
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
11/23/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
11/23/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Attachment: 2016_192_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Petition # 192
Petitioner name STEELE SHANNON
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 192
Petitioner Name STEELE SHANNON

Parcel ID 17E18S05

11000 002B

Petition # 192
17E18S05 11000 002B
Petitioner Name SHANNON STEELE
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a single-family residential property located on a 45,920 SF lot at 10230 West Pamondeho
Circle in the Spring Run subdivision in Crystal River. This property is improved with 1,095 square foot single-family
residence of frame and stucco construction that has an attached one car garage, screen porch, open porch and contains
two bedrooms and two bathrooms. The subject property?s 3,200 SF detached garage (frame construction per the
Petitioner instead of concrete block construction as reported by the PAO) that was constructed in 2013 is considered by
the PAO and the Petitioner to be an over-improvement for the neighborhood. The PAO?s just value for the detached
garage is $45,820 ($14.32/SF). The subject property also has a detached 288 SF utility building with a 240 SF carport.
The year built for the residence is 1990, and has an effective year built by the PAO of 1990. The PAO?s market,
assessed and taxable values for this subject property are $113,130 ($103.32/SF of living area). The Petitioner did not
provide an opinion of the subject?s market value, but considers the PAO?s value for the subject property and for the
detached garage to be too high for the subject?s neighborhood.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk included: a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of Hearing; a copy of the
Petition.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence included: Evidence Package Cover Page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property front elevation photograph and subject property information;
Comparable Improved Sales Gird for four sale properties and Supplemental Addendum; exterior photographs of the
subject improvements; Improved Comparable Sales Data Sheets; Subject Property and Improved Comparable Sales
Location Map; Property Record Cards for the subject property.
The PAO presented four improved comparable sales located in Crystal River in support of the PAO?s estimate of
market value for the subject property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO to be qualified sales
and sufficiently similar to the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 sold in March 2015 for $85,000, or $74.30 per SF of living area, and is located at 10090 West
Pamondeho Circle in the Spring Run subdivision in Crystal River. This one-story single-family residence has no
enclosed or covered parking, a screen room and a pool. It contains two bedrooms and 1.5 bathrooms in 1,144 SF of
living area, and was built in 1986 of frame construction. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of
2006, and this sale?s lot size is 25,575 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported
characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an
adjusted sale price of $136,695 ($119.49/SF).

Attachment: 2016_192_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

The Petitioner, Shannon Steele, represented herself at the hearing for Petition 192. The Property Appraiser?s Office
(PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke. Witness testimony was provided under oath. The recording of the hearing
for Petition Number 192 is on that recording that also contains the recordings of the Hearings for Petition Numbers 190,
194, 129, 132, 159, 160, 162 and 93.

Comparable 2 sold in December 2014 for $149,000, or $79.68 per SF of living area, and is located at 10228 West
Montyce Court in the Spring Run subdivision in Crystal River. This one-story single-family residence has an attached
two car garage, fireplace, screen porch and an open porch. It contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,870 SF of
living area, and was built in 1992 of concrete block and stucco construction. The PAO considers this sale to have an
effective year built of 1992, and this sale?s lot size is 26,136 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences
in the reported characteristics between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which
results in an adjusted sale price of $128,727 ($68.84/SF).
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Comparable 4 sold in June 2015 for $165,000, or $93.43 per SF of living area, and is located at 4847 South Legend
Drive in the Green Acres subdivision in Crystal River. This sale property is approximately one mile from the subject
property in a comparable neighborhood, and the PAO selected this sale property due to the absence of sales within closer
proximity to the subject that have a detached garage. This one story single-family residence contains three bedrooms
and 3.5 bathrooms in 1,766 SF of living area, and was constructed in 1986 of comp cement construction. The PAO
considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1986, and this sale?s lot contains 40,075 SF. This sale property has
open and screen porches, as well as a detached 1,200 SF garage and a detached 1,200 SF barn. The PAO adjusted this
sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristic between this property and the subject property, and for the
cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $141,155 ($79.93/SF).
The unadjusted range of sale prices is $85,000 ($74.30/SF) to $165,000 ($93.43/SF), and adjusted range of sale prices is
$128,727($68.84/SF) to $141,155 ($79.93/SF). The PAO placed most reliance on Sale 4 as it is located in a
neighborhood that the PAO considers to be comparable to the subject?s neighborhood, has the same zoning
classification as the subject property, is most similar in site size, age of the residential improvements, and has a 1,200 SF
detached garage and a 1,200 SF detached barn. The PAO?s market value for this subject property is $113,130, or
$103.31/SF, which is substantially below the range of the indicated adjusted sale prices. Thus, the PAO?s value
conclusion for the subject property of $113,130 is considered to be supported by the PAO?s analysis of these four
improved comparable sales.
The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence are considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The Petitioner did conduct an exchange of evidence with the PAO in compliance with Florida Statutes, and the PAO was
able to review the Petitioner?s evidence prior to the hearing. The Petitioner?s evidence was presented by the
Petitioner at the hearing and was admitted into the record. In addition to testimony, the Petitioner?s evidence includes
an analysis of the subject property?s just value in relation to four comparable sale properties of frame construction as
cited by the Petitioner that are located in close proximity to the subject property. These four sale properties located in
the Spring Run subdivision that are cited by the Petitioner are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 sold in July 2015 for $55,000 ($36.07/SF). The Petitioner reports that this sale property contains 1,525
SF of living area. The PAO reports that this property is located at 10341 West Pamondaho Circle, was a bank sale, and
is therefore not considered to be a qualified arms length transaction.

Attachment: 2016_192_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Comparable 3 sold in December 2014 for $135,000, or $95.74 per SF of living area, and is located at 10163 West
C.1.x
Pamondaho Circle in the Spring Run subdivision in Crystal River. This one-story single-family residence has an
attached two car garage, fireplace, pool, screen porch and an open porch. It contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms
in 1,410 SF of living area, and was built in 1999 of concrete block and stucco construction. The PAO considers this sale
to have an effective year built of 1999, and this sale?s lot contains 25,110 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the
differences in the reported characteristic between this property and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at
15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $139,345 ($98.83/SF).

Comparable 2 sold in January 2015 for $60,000 ($63.16/SF), and has 950 SF of living area. The PAO reports that
this was a bank sale, and is therefore not considered to be a qualified arms length transaction.
Comparable 3 sold in May 2015 for $84,000 ($55.12/SF), and has 1,524 SF of living area. The PAO reports that this
was an estate sale of a property in probate, and is not considered to be an arms length transaction.
Comparable 4 sold in April 2015 for $85,000 ($74.30/SF), and has 1,144 SF of living area. This sale is also the
PAO?s Improved Comparable Sale 1.
Three of the four Petitioner?s comparable properties are identified by the PAO as being unqualified sales, and the
fourth sale that sold for $85,000 that is the same as the PAO?s Sale 1 has an adjusted sale price by the PAO of
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The Petitioner has not provided sufficient market data to support that the PAO?s just value for the subject property is
not supported or incorrect, and that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily based on appraisal
practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus County. The
Petitioner did not present sufficient market data evidence to refute the PAO?s just value or to overcome the PAO?s
presumption of correctness. Therefore, the information concerning those sale properties cited by the Petitioner that are
located within the subject property?s vicinity is not evidence that can be considered to establish that the PAO?s value
is incorrect.
The Petitioner?s appeal of the PAO?s value for the subject property is also based on the subject property?s assessed
value having increased 8.3% over the prior year?s value. Since establishing each year?s assessed value by the PAO is
independent of prior years assessed values, the increase is not a factor to be considered in establishing a just value for
the current year. The Petitioner did not present market data in support of a value that is different than the PAO?s value,
or any support of a contention that the PAO valued the subject property arbitrarily based on appraisal practices different
from appraisal practices generally applied by the property appraiser to other comparable properties. The increase in the
subject?s just value cited by the Petitioner is not evidence that supports a determination that the PAO?s value
conclusion for the subject property exceeds market value.
The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.

Attachment: 2016_192_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

$136,695 ($119.49/SF). The average of the sale prices for these four sales is $71,000, but this average is not considered
C.1.x
to be reflective of sale prices of qualified sales since three of these four comparable sales are not qualified transactions.
Since the PAO is required to utilize qualified sales to arrive at an estimate of market value for the subject property, the
Petitioner needs to be held to a similar requirement. The Petitioner indicates that the increase in the just value of 8.3%
over the prior year?s value is not warranted when consideration is given that the subject?s just value is 59% higher
than the average of these four comparables? sale prices. It is the Petitioner?s opinion that the detached 3,200 SF
garage lends very little value to the subject property as it is unsuited for the neighborhood and the size of the lot, and is
more of an albatross or white elephant than an attractive feature. The Petitioner noted the presence of mobile home
sales in the neighborhood, but appropriately did not consider sales of mobile homes in her analysis as these properties
would not be considered by the market to be comparable to the subject property. The Petitioner observed that the
PAO?s Sales 2 and 3 occurred in 2014, both have fireplaces and contain three bedrooms and two bathrooms. The PAO
acknowledged these dissimilar characteristics in comparison to the subject?s by adjusting these two sales accordingly.
The dates of sale in December 2014 are within a reasonable time frame of the beginning of 2015 to be considered
relevant sales for comparison to the subject property.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
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DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 18E20S130010 00960 0060
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

00012 SWEETBAY CT
HOMOSASSA

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$168735
$168735
$168735
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$162800
$162800
$162800
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$162800
$162800
$162800
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
EDWIN
R BARFIELD
Print name

________________
11/23/2016
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
11/23/2016
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Attachment: 2016_194_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Petition # 194
Petitioner name STEELE SHANNON
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 194
Petitioner Name STEELE SHANNON

Parcel ID 18E20S130010 00960 0060

Petition # 194
18E20S130010 00960 0060
Petitioner Name SHANNON STEELE
FINDINGS OF FACT:

The subject of this petition is a single-family residential property located on a 9,720 SF lot at 12 Sweetbay Court in the
Cypress Village section of the Sugar Mill Woods subdivision in Homosassa. This property is improved with 2,138
square foot single-family residence of concrete block and stucco construction that has an attached two car garage, screen
porch, open porch, pool, and contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms. The year built is 2001, and has an effective
year built by the PAO of 2001. The PAO?s market value for this subject property is $168,735 ($78.92/SF of living
area), and the assessed and taxable values are $162,800. The Petitioner did not provide an opinion of the subject?s
market value, but considers the PAO?s value for the subject property to be inflated because it was derived from the
PAO?s selection of comparable sale properties.
The information provided by the VAB Clerk included: a copy of the VAB Clerk?s Notice of Hearing; a copy of the
Petition.
In addition to testimony, the PAO?s admitted evidence included: Evidence Package Cover Page; Index; Summary of
Salient Facts and Conclusions; subject property front elevation photograph and subject property information;
Comparable Improved Sales Gird for three sale properties and Supplemental Addendum; front elevation photographs of
the three improved comparable sale properties; Subject Property and Improved Comparable Sales Location Map;
Evidence List and Summary; Property Record Cards for a property located at 1649 West Skyview Crossing Drive in
Hernando. The property record card for the property located at 1649 Skyview Crossing Drive appears to have been
inadvertently included in the evidence for the subject of Petition 194, and is considered to not be relevant to the subject
of Petition 194.
The PAO presented four improved comparable sales located in Cypress Village subdivision in support of the PAO?s
estimate of market value for the subject property. These improved comparable sales are considered by the PAO to be
qualified sales and sufficiently similar to the subject property for direct comparison. They are summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 sold in April 2015 for $180,000, or $123.71 per SF of living area, and is located at 4 Jungleplum Court
East in the Cypress Village subdivision in Homosassa. This one-story single-family residence has an attached two car
garage, open porch, screen porch and a pool. It contains two bedrooms and three bathrooms in 1,455 SF of living area,
and was built in 1999. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 1999, and this sale?s lot size is
15,876 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics between this property
and the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $189,712
($130.39/SF).

Attachment: 2016_194_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

The Petitioner, Shannon Steele, represented herself at the hearing for Petition 194. The Property Appraiser?s Office
(PAO) was represented by Jonathan Franke. Witness testimony was provided under oath. The recording of the hearing
for Petition Number 194 is on that recording that also contains the recordings of the Hearings for Petition Numbers 190,
192, 129, 132, 159, 160, 162 and 93.

Comparable 2 sold in February 2015 for $149,000, or $79.68 per SF of living area, and is located at 8 Poplar Court
North in the Cypress Village subdivision in Homosassa. This one-story single-family residence has an attached three car
garage, screen porch, open porch and a pool. It contains three bedrooms and two bathrooms in 1,883 SF of living area,
and was built in 2003. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2003, and this sale?s lot size is
8,640 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristics between this property and
the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $197,607 ($104.94/SF).
Comparable 3 sold in November 2015 for $243,000, or $100.79 per SF of living area, and is located at 3 Cherrpalm
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Court in the Cypress Village subdivision in Homosassa. This one-story single-family residence has an attached three C.1.y
car
garage, pool, screen porch and an open porch. It contains four bedrooms and three bathrooms in 2,411 SF of living area,
and was built in 2005. The PAO considers this sale to have an effective year built of 2005, and this sale?s lot contains
10,125 SF. The PAO adjusted this sale to reflect the differences in the reported characteristic between this property and
the subject property, and for the cost of sale (at 15%), which results in an adjusted sale price of $186,094 ($77.19/SF).

The PAO testified to having lawfully considered each of the factors contained in F.S. 193.011. Thus, the PAO?s
testimony and evidence is sufficiently relevant and credible to be considered to have met the preponderance of the
evidence standard of proof in development of the original just valuation for the subject property and the PAO has
complied with professionally accepted appraisal practices, including mass appraisal standards. The PAO?s testimony
and evidence are considered to establish a presumption of correctness by the PAO.
The PAO reported that the Petitioner did not provide the PAO with the Petitioner?s evidence prior to the hearing in
compliance with statutory requirements. As such, the Petitioner was not provided with the PAO?s evidence in advance
of the hearing. The Petitioner testified that the Petitioner?s evidence was provided to the PAO, and produced a receipt
for the Petitioner?s hand delivered evidence to the PAO (for Petitions 190, 192 and 194) that is date-stamped by the
PAO as having been received on October 24, 2016. Since the Property Appraiser?s Office did indeed receive the
Petitioner?s evidence for Petitions 190 and 192, and which is supported by the Petitioner?s date-stamped receipt and
testimony, it is determined that the Petitioner did also provide the PAO with the Petitioner?s evidence for Petition 194.
It is unknown as to why the PAO representative for Petition 194 did not receive the Petitioner?s evidence after it was
submitted to the Property Appraiser?s Office. Although the PAO was not able to review the Petitioner?s evidence
prior to the hearing, such should not disqualify the Petitioner from being able to submit evidence at the hearing since
misplacement of the Petitioner?s evidence by the Property Appraiser?s Office is beyond the Petitioner?s control.
Thus, the Petitioner?s evidence that was presented by the Petitioner at the hearing was admitted into the record. The
Petitioner stated that she did not want to have the hearing for Petition 194 continued in order to allow her an opportunity
to review the PAO?s evidence.
In addition to testimony, the Petitioner?s evidence includes a summary analysis of three comparable sale properties
cited by the Petitioner that are located in relatively close proximity to the subject property. Limited information was
provided for these three sale properties located in the Sugarmill Woods subdivision that are cited by the Petitioner, but
the information provided is summarized as follows:
Comparable 1 sold in July 2015 for $130,000, and is located across the street from the subject property at 11
Sweetbay Court. The Petitioner reports that from the listing information this sale property is a custom home of over
2,900 SF of living area, with stained glass leaded beveled doors, open plan, vaulted ceilings, two-sided fireplace, central
vac, two A/C heat units, two water heaters, glassed FL room with sit down bar, wet bar, Jenn-Aire grill, large deck,
extended warranties, etc. property contains 1,525 SF of living area. The Petitioner indicates that her property does not
have any of these features, but it does have a pool.

Attachment: 2016_194_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

The unadjusted range of sale prices is $180,000 ($123.71/SF) to $243,000 ($100.79/SF), and adjusted range of sale
prices is $186,094 ($77.19/SF) to $197,607 ($104.94/SF). The PAO?s evidence indicates that most reliance was
placed on Sale 1, but it also indicates that all of the comparables were given equal weight. The PAO?s market value
for this subject property is $168,735, or $78.92/SF, which is near the low end of the range of the indicated adjusted sale
prices. Thus, the PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property of $168,735 is considered to be supported by the
PAO?s analysis of these four improved comparable sales.

Comparable 2 sold for $134,000, and is located at 7 Long Leaf Court.
Comparable 3 sold for $195,000, and is a very large home.
Comparable 4 sold for $156,000.
The above is the only information provided by the Petitioner for these comparable properties, so it is not possible to
discern the comparability of these cited sales? characteristics in comparison to the subject property?s characteristics.
It is also unknown if these are qualified sales. Without sufficient information provided about these sale properties, they
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cannot be considered reliable indicators of market value since there are multiple factors that are taken into consideration
C.1.y
by a willing buyer and a willing seller in arriving at a negotiated sale price.
The Petitioner indicates that the subject property?s just value increased 14% over the prior year?s value, and that it is
unrealistic to think that the market has increased that much over the past year. While the Petitioner may indeed be
correct that the subject?s just value has increased by the indicated percentage, the Petitioner did not present any market
data evidence in support of the opinion that the market has not realized this percentage of increase.

The Petitioner?s appeal of the PAO?s value for the subject property is also based on the subject property?s assessed
value having increased 14% over the prior year?s value. Since establishing each year?s assessed value by the PAO is
independent of prior years assessed values, the increase is not a factor to be considered in establishing a just value for
the current year. The Petitioner did not present market data in support of a value that is different than the PAO?s value,
or any support of a contention that the PAO valued the subject property arbitrarily based on appraisal practices different
from appraisal practices generally applied by the property appraiser to other comparable properties. The assertion by the
Petitioner that the PAO selected comparable sales that resulted in an inflated value for the subject property is not
supported by the admitted evidence, and the increase in the subject?s just value as cited by the Petitioner is not
evidence that supports a determination that the PAO?s value conclusion for the subject property exceeds market value.

The Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the PAO did not properly consider the eight criteria
set forth in F.S. 193.011, or that the PAO arbitrarily used appraisal practices not generally applied to other properties.
As such, the presumption of correctness of the PAO?s ad valorem assessment for this subject property has not been
overcome, and the Petitioner?s evidence was insufficient to demonstrate that the PAO?s just value for the subject
property is incorrect.
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

Attachment: 2016_194_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

The Petitioner has not provided sufficient market data to support that the PAO?s just value for the subject property is
not supported or incorrect, and that the PAO?s just valuation for the subject property is arbitrarily based on appraisal
practices different from the PAO?s appraisal practices applied to comparable properties in Citrus County. The
Petitioner did not present sufficient market data evidence to refute the PAO?s just value or to overcome the PAO?s
presumption of correctness. Therefore, the information concerning those sale properties cited by the Petitioner that are
located within the subject property?s vicinity is not sufficient evidence that can be considered to establish that the
PAO?s value is incorrect.

Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statues and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the property appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the property
appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence
to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.
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DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
VALUE PETITION
The actions below were taken on your petition in the County of Citrus
X These actions are a recommendation only, not final.

DR-485V
R. 11/12
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code
Effective 11/12

These actions are a final decision of the VAB.

If you are not satified after you are notified of the final decision of the VAB, you have the right to file a lawsuit in circuit court to
further contest your assessment. (See sections 193.155(8)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), and 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statues.)

Decision Summary

Parcel ID 18E18S250100
taxpayer's agent

X Denied your petition

Property
address

Granted your petition
Value From
TRIM Notice

Line 1 and 4 must be completed

0390

01568 N YAZ PT
HERNANDO

Granted your petition in part

Value Before Board
Action
Value presented by property appraiser
Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

Value After
Board Action

1. Just value, required
$278023
$278023
$278023
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable
$242905
$242905
$242905
3. Exempt value,* enter "0" if none
$0
$0
$0
4. Taxable value,* required
$242905
$242905
$242905
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (section 196.031(7)d, F.S.).

Reasons for Decision
Findings of Fact

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

Conclusions of Law

Use additonal sheets, if needed.

See attached.

X Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate

Findings and conclusions above are recommendations.

___________________________________________
Signature, special magistrate

___________________________________________
LAWRENCE
J GOLICZ, Ph.D., MAI, ASA
Print name

________________
01/10/2017
Date

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Angela Vick
Print name

________________
01/10/2017
Date

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 02/28/2016 at 9:00 a.m..
Address: Citrus County Courthouse, 110 North Apopka Ave, Inverness, FL 34450
If the line above is blank, please call (352)341-6455

Attachment: 2016_213_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Petition # 213
Petitioner name PRESCOTT DANIEL
PRESCOTT MAUREEN
The petitioner is:
X taxpayer of record
other, explain:

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board
___________________________________________
Signature, chair, value adjustment board

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date of decision

___________________________________________
Signature, VAB clerk or representative

___________________________________________
Print name

________________
Date mailed to parties
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Petition # 213
Petitioner Name PRESCOTT DANIEL

Parcel ID 18E18S250100

0390

FINDINGS OF FACT

The subject property consists of 20,790 square foot lot improved with a single family residence containing 1,933 square
feet of living area under roof, and built in 2001. The house construction is concrete block and stucco on a concrete slab
with a tile covered gable roof. The house has three bedrooms, two bathrooms and a two car garage. The subject is
located in the sentry gated Terra Vista subdivision. Mr. Franke employed five comparable sales from the same
subdivision in support of the CAMA based mass appraisal system utilized for the making of this assessment. Such
evidence indicates the subject assessment to be in the middle of the range of adjusted market sales grid analysis and that
the subject assessment is readily supported as a Just Value.
Petitioner, absent from the hearing, provided as evidence, a list of fifteen properties in Terra Vista utilizing the size of
the house and the assessment per square foot for each house, to determine an average assessment per square foot for
these houses. Petitioner then indicated that the subject house assessment per square foot was higher than the average.
Such a generalized analysis does not provide conclusive evidence regarding the just value of the subject property and
fails to meet the criteria of sufficiency, credibility, adequacy and completeness for a determination of just value.
Conclusion of Law
Petitioner, has failed to provide sufficient, relevant, or credible evidence to reasonably challenge the evidence presented
by the County Appraiser in the conclusion of a Just Value for the subject property. The County Appraiser's assessment
was properly obtained in conformity with F.S. 193.011. In order to overcome the Property Appraiser's presumption of
correctness, the Petitioner must show that (1) the Property Appraiser did not properly consider the criteria in F.S.
193.011, or (2) that the assessment was arbitrarily based on appraisal practices which are different from appraisal
practices generally applied by the Property Appraiser to comparable property within the same class in the County.
It is the special magistrates conclusion that petitioner failed to show that the value placed on the subject property
exceeds just value per F.S. 193.011 and F.S. 194.30. Therefore the relief requested is denied and this decision is being
issued in order that any right the petitioner may have to bring an action in circuit court is not impaired. (Rule 12D-9.021
(6) & (8), F.A.C.)

Attachment: 2016_213_RecDecision (6841 : VAB Recommended Decisions)

Per this hearing set for 11:15 A.m. for Petition 213, Petitioner Daniel and Maureen Prescott were not present and did not
make a telephone call to proceed with their portion of the hearing. Mr. Jonathon Franke, State Certified Residential Real
Estate Appraiser, representing the County Appraiser, was previously sworn, then presented his testimony regarding the
Just Value determination of the subject property at 1568 N Yaz Point, in Hernando.
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D.1

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

2016 VAB Forms

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:
Reference F.A.C. Rule Chapter 12D-9.037

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Approve and authorize the Chair to sign the following forms:
 DR-488 - Certification of the Value Adjustment Board for Real Property;
 DR-488 - Certification of the Value Adjustment Board for Tangible Personal
Property; and
 DR-529 - Notice of Tax Impact of the Value Adjustment Board.
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CERTIFICATION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Section 193.122, Florida Statutes

DR-488
R. 12/09
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code

Tax Roll Year 20 16
The Value Adjustment Board of _Citrus_ County, after approval of the assessment roll below by the
Department of Revenue, certifies that all hearings required by section 194.032, F.S., have been held and
the Value Adjustment Board is satisfied that the
(Check one.)

Real Property

Tangible Personal Property

On behalf of the entire board, I certify that we have ordered this certification to be attached as part of the
assessment roll. The roll will be delivered to the property appraiser of this county on the date of this
certification. The property appraiser will adjust the roll accordingly and make all extensions to show the
tax attributable to all taxable property under the law.
The following figures* are correct to the best of our knowledge:
1. Taxable value of
real property
tangible personal property
assessment roll as submitted by the property appraiser to the value
adjustment board

$ 6,777,875,812

2. Net change in taxable value due to actions of the Board

$ 19,948,015

3. Taxable value of
real property
tangible personal property
assessment roll incorporating all changes due to action of the value
adjustment board

$ 6,757,927,797

*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ.

______________________________________________
Signature, Chair of the Value Adjustment Board

__

Attachment: 2016_DR488_RP (6932 : 2016 VAB Forms)

assessment for our county includes all property and information required by the statutes of the State of
Florida and the requirements and regulations of the Department of Revenue.

__
Date

Continued on page 2
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CERTIFICATION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD

PROCEDURES

DR-488
R. 12/09
Page 2 of 2

Tax Roll Year 20

The value adjustment board has met the requirements below. Check all that apply.

1.

Followed the prehearing checklist in Chapter 12D-9, Florida Administrative Code. Took all
actions reported by the VAB clerk or the legal counsel to comply with the checklist.

2.

Verified the qualifications of special magistrates, including if special magistrates completed the
Department’s training.

3.

Based the selection of special magistrates solely on proper qualifications and the property
appraiser did not influence the selection of special magistrates.

4.

Considered only petitions filed by the deadline or found to have good cause for filing late.

5.

Noticed all meetings as required by section 286.011, F.S.

6.

Did not consider ex parte communications unless all parties were notified and allowed to object
to or address the communication.

7.

Reviewed and considered all petitions as required, unless withdrawn or settled by the petitioner.

8.

Ensured that all decisions contained the required findings of fact and conclusions of law.

9.

Allowed the opportunity for public comment at the meetings where the recommended decisions
of special magistrates were considered or board decisions were adopted.

10. Addressed all complaints of noncompliance with the provisions of Chapter 194, Part I, Florida
Statutes, and rule Chapter 12D-9, F.A.C., that were called to the board’s attention.
All board members and the board’s legal counsel have read this certification.

Attachment: 2016_DR488_RP (6932 : 2016 VAB Forms)

The board:

The board must submit this certification to the Department of Revenue before it publishes the notice of
the findings and results required by section 194.037, F.S.
On behalf of the entire value adjustment board, I certify that the above statements are true and that the
board has met all the requirements in Chapter 194, F.S., and Department rules.
After all hearings have been held, the board shall certify an assessment roll or part of an assessment roll
that has been finally approved according to section 193.011, F.S. A sufficient number of copies of this
certification shall be delivered to the property appraiser to attach to each copy of the assessment roll
prepared by the property appraiser.

______________________________________________
Signature, Chair of the Value Adjustment Board

__

__
Date
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CERTIFICATION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Section 193.122, Florida Statutes

DR-488
R. 12/09
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code

Tax Roll Year 20 16
The Value Adjustment Board of _Citrus_ County, after approval of the assessment roll below by the
Department of Revenue, certifies that all hearings required by section 194.032, F.S., have been held and
the Value Adjustment Board is satisfied that the
(Check one.)

Real Property

Tangible Personal Property

On behalf of the entire board, I certify that we have ordered this certification to be attached as part of the
assessment roll. The roll will be delivered to the property appraiser of this county on the date of this
certification. The property appraiser will adjust the roll accordingly and make all extensions to show the
tax attributable to all taxable property under the law.
The following figures* are correct to the best of our knowledge:
1. Taxable value of
real property
tangible personal property
assessment roll as submitted by the property appraiser to the value
adjustment board

$ 1,543,148,425

2. Net change in taxable value due to actions of the Board

$0

3. Taxable value of
real property
tangible personal property
assessment roll incorporating all changes due to action of the value
adjustment board

$ 1,543,148,425

*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ.

______________________________________________
Signature, Chair of the Value Adjustment Board

__

Attachment: 2016_DR488_TPP (6932 : 2016 VAB Forms)

assessment for our county includes all property and information required by the statutes of the State of
Florida and the requirements and regulations of the Department of Revenue.

__
Date

Continued on page 2
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CERTIFICATION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD

PROCEDURES

DR-488
R. 12/09
Page 2 of 2

Tax Roll Year 20

The value adjustment board has met the requirements below. Check all that apply.

1.

Followed the prehearing checklist in Chapter 12D-9, Florida Administrative Code. Took all
actions reported by the VAB clerk or the legal counsel to comply with the checklist.

2.

Verified the qualifications of special magistrates, including if special magistrates completed the
Department’s training.

3.

Based the selection of special magistrates solely on proper qualifications and the property
appraiser did not influence the selection of special magistrates.

4.

Considered only petitions filed by the deadline or found to have good cause for filing late.

5.

Noticed all meetings as required by section 286.011, F.S.

6.

Did not consider ex parte communications unless all parties were notified and allowed to object
to or address the communication.

7.

Reviewed and considered all petitions as required, unless withdrawn or settled by the petitioner.

8.

Ensured that all decisions contained the required findings of fact and conclusions of law.

9.

Allowed the opportunity for public comment at the meetings where the recommended decisions
of special magistrates were considered or board decisions were adopted.

10. Addressed all complaints of noncompliance with the provisions of Chapter 194, Part I, Florida
Statutes, and rule Chapter 12D-9, F.A.C., that were called to the board’s attention.
All board members and the board’s legal counsel have read this certification.
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The board:

The board must submit this certification to the Department of Revenue before it publishes the notice of
the findings and results required by section 194.037, F.S.
On behalf of the entire value adjustment board, I certify that the above statements are true and that the
board has met all the requirements in Chapter 194, F.S., and Department rules.
After all hearings have been held, the board shall certify an assessment roll or part of an assessment roll
that has been finally approved according to section 193.011, F.S. A sufficient number of copies of this
certification shall be delivered to the property appraiser to attach to each copy of the assessment roll
prepared by the property appraiser.

______________________________________________
Signature, Chair of the Value Adjustment Board

__

__
Date
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D.1.c
Print Form

NOTICE

DR-529
R. 12/09
Rule 12D-16.002
Florida Administrative Code

TAX IMPACT OF VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Tax Year 2 0 1 6

Citrus County

Members of the Board
Honorable

Brian Coleman

Board of County Commissioners, District No.

5

Honorable

Jimmie T. Smith

Board of County Commissioners, District No.

3

Honorable

Doug Dodd

School Board, District No.

Citizen Member Tony Wahl

Business owner within the school district

Citizen Member Mark Stone

Homestead property owner

The Value Adjustment Board (VAB) meets each year to hear petitions and make decisions relating
to property tax assessments, exemptions, classifications, and tax deferrals.

Summary of Year's Actions

Reduction in

Shift in

County Taxable Value

Taxes

Number of Parcels
Type of Property

Exemptions

Assessments*

Granted Requested Reduced Requested

Both

Enter whole numbers only. Do not include commas.
Example: for $1,222,333 enter "1222333"

Withdrawn
Due to Board Actions
or settled

Due to Board Actions

Residential

5

29

3

77

78

$

304,873 $

5,171.00

Commercial

0

0

8

59

23

$

19,643,142 $

442,565.00

0

0

0

0

0

$

0 $

0.00

0

9

0

0

6

$

0 $

0.00

0

0

0

0

0

$

0 $

0.00

0

0

0

3

1

$

0 $

0.00

0

0

0

46

28

$

0 $

0.00

0

0

0

0

0

$

0 $

0.00

5

38

11

185

136

$

19,948,015 $

447,736.00

Industrial and
miscellaneous
Agricultural or
classified use
High-water recharge
Historic commercial
or nonprofit
Business machinery
and equipment
Vacant lots and
acreage

TOTALS

Attachment: 2016dr529 (6932 : 2016 VAB Forms)

3

All values should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ.
*Include transfer of assessment difference (portability) requests.
If you have a question about these actions, contact the Chair or the Clerk of the Value Adjustment Board.

Chair's name

Brian Coleman

Phone

352-341-6560

ext.

Clerk's name

Angela Vick

Phone

352-341-6400

ext.
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E.1

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Special
Magistrates
February 28, 2017

AGENDA DATE:
BRIEF OVERVIEW:

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
a. Approve payment to Edwin R. Barfield LLC In the amount of $1,625.00.
b. Approve payment to Parwani Law, PA in the amount of $843.75.
c. Approve payment to Robert S. Sutte in the amount of $3,468.75
d. Approve payment to Vista Appraisal Services, Inc (Lawrence J. Golicz) in the amount
of $5,593.75.
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E.1.c

Packet Pg. 159
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E.2

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Approve payment to Attorney Richard R. Kosan P.A. In the amount of $5,557.50.

Packet Pg. 163

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 164

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 165

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 166

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 167

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 168

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 169

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 170

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 171

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 172

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 173

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 174

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 175

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 176

Attachment: Invoice_Kosan_2.16.17 (6887 : Payment of Services to Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel)

E.2.a

Packet Pg. 177

F.1

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

2016 Petition Filing Results and Revenue and Expense Report

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:
The Value Adjustment Board clerk maintains a record of revenues, expenses, and
petition filing results.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Review the current "Petition Filing Results" and "Revenue and Expense Report," both of
which are current through February 22, 2017.
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F.1.a

Citrus County Petition Filing Results
2014

% change
from 2014

2015

2016

29
54
98
0
16
0
2
17
0
216
7
11
13
0

40
75
40
0
16
0
8
33
0
212
8
6
17
3

29
77
59
0
9
0
3
46
0
223
5
13
13
0

-27.5%
2.7%
47.5%
0%
-43.8%
0%
-62.5%
39.4%
0%
5.2%
-37.5%
116.7%
-23.5%
-100%

0
23
65
0
4
0
0
12
0

0
32
16
0
0
0
3
16
0

0
11
23
0
2
0
0
28
0

0%
-65.6%
43.8%
0%
100%
0%
-100%
75%
0%

19
10
0
0
11
0
1
0
0
145
67.1%

24
24
0
0
11
0
5
0
0
131
61.8%

21
46
0
0
4
0
1
0
0
136
61%

-12.5%
91.7%
0%
0%
-63.6%
0%
-80%
0%
0%
3.8%
-1.3%

Residential (Exemptions)
Residential (Assessments)
Commercial
Industrial or Miscellaneous
Agricultural or Classified Use
High-Water Recharge
Historic Commercial or Nonprofit
Business Machinery and Equipment
Vacant Lots and Acreage
Total Petitions
No Fee Petitions
Petitions Filed Late Good Cause Granted
Petitions Filed Late Good Cause Denied
Voided Petitions (Filed in Error)

Petitions Withdrawn by Petitioner
Residential (Exemptions)
Residential (Assessments)
Commercial
Industrial or Miscellaneous
Agricultural or Classified Use
High-Water Recharge
Historic Commercial or Nonprofit
Business Machinery and Equipment
Vacant Lots and Acreage

Petitions Granted by PA
Residential (Exemptions)
Residential (Assessments)
Commercial
Industrial or Miscellaneous
Agricultural or Classified Use
High-Water Recharge
Historic Commercial or Nonprofit
Business Machinery and Equipment
Vacant Lots and Acreage
Total Petitions Withdrawn by Petitioner/Granted by PA
% of Petitions Withdrawn by Petitioner/Granted by PA

Attachment: petition-filing-results (6886 : 2016 Petition Filing Results and Revenue and Expense Report)
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F.1.a

Citrus County Petition Filing Results
2014

% change
from 2014

2015

2016

1
17
33
0
1
0
1
5
0
58
16
27.6%
45
77.6%
28
48.3%

8
11
24
0
5
0
0
13
0
61
6
9.8%
54
88.5%
29
47.5%

6
16
36
0
3
0
1
12
0
74
11
14.9%
65
87.8%
4
5.4%

-25%
45.5%
50%
0%
-40%
0%
100%
-7.7%
0%
21.3%
83.3%
52%
20.4%
-0.8%
-86.2%
-88.6%

0
2
0
0
0
0
1
2
0
5
8.6%
1
15
33
0
1
0
0
3
0
53
91.4%

1
1
2
0
0
0
0
9
0
13
21.3%
7
10
22
0
5
0
0
4
0
48
78.7%

5
3
8
0
0
0
0
0
0
16
21.6%
1
13
28
0
3
0
1
12
0
58
78.4%

400%
200%
300%
0%
0%
0%
0%
-100%
0%
23.1%
1.4%
-85.7%
30%
27.3%
0%
-40%
0%
100%
200%
0%
20.8%
-0.4%

Residential (Exemptions)
Residential (Assessments)
Commercial
Industrial or Miscellaneous
Agricultural or Classified Use
High-Water Recharge
Historic Commercial or Nonprofit
Business Machinery and Equipment
Vacant Lots and Acreage
Total Hearings
No Show Hearings
% No Show Hearings
Will Not Attend Hearings
% Will Not Attend Hearings
Rescheduled Hearings
% Rescheduled Hearings

Special Magistrate Recommendations
Residential (Exemptions)
Residential (Assessments)
Commercial
Industrial or Miscellaneous
Agricultural or Classified Use
High-Water Recharge
Historic Commercial or Nonprofit
Business Machinery and Equipment
Vacant Lots and Acreage
Total Petitions Granted/Granted in Part
% Petitions Granted/Granted in Part
Residential (Exemptions)
Residential (Assessments)
Commercial
Industrial or Miscellaneous
Agricultural or Classified Use
High-Water Recharge
Historic Commercial or Nonprofit
Business Machinery and Equipment
Vacant Lots and Acreage
Total Petitions Denied
% Petitions Denied

Attachment: petition-filing-results (6886 : 2016 Petition Filing Results and Revenue and Expense Report)
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Month

F.1.b

Citrus County
2016 Value Adjustment Board Revenue and Expense Report

Emp Time

Petitions

Fee
Petitions

No Fee
Petitions Revenues

1

0

1

Vab
Special
Attorney Magistrate

Total
Expend

Refunds

Postage

Ads

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Jan

2016

0.00

Feb

2016

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Mar

2016

0.00

18

18

0

270.00

0.00

4.81

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.81

Apr

0.00

9

9

0

135.00

0.00

0.93

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.93

0.00

13

13

0

165.00

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.47

Jun

2016

0.00

12

9

3

135.00

0.00

0.93

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.93

Jul

2016

0.00

9

6

3

90.00

0.00

1.39

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.39

Aug

2016

0.00

12

12

0

180.00

0.00

0.00

15.70

0.00

0.00

15.70

Sep

2016

0.00

137

137

0

2,035.00

0.00

26.49

0.00

0.00

0.00

26.49

Oct

2016

0.00

7

6

1

90.00

0.00

12.30

38.50

0.00

0.00

50.80

Nov

2016

0.00

4

4

0

45.00

0.00

3.42

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.42

Dec

2016

0.00

1

1

0

15.00

0.00

7.48

16.30

5,557.50

17,531.25

23,112.53

Jan

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

10.18

0.00

0.00

0.00

10.18

Feb

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Mar

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Apr

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

May 2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Jun

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Jul

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Aug

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Sep

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Oct

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Nov

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Dec

2017

0.00

0

0

0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

223

215

8

3,160.00

0.00

68.40

70.50

5,557.50

17,531.25

23,227.65

Totals

Attachment: vab-costs (6886 : 2016 Petition Filing Results and Revenue and Expense Report)
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G.1

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

Value Adjustment Board Legal Counsel

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:
Reference Chapter 12D-9.008(1): Each Value Adjustment Board must appoint private
legal counsel to assist the board.
Reference Chapter 12D-9.013(1)(c): Appoint or ratify the private board legal counsel.
At the meeting at which board counsel is appointed, this item shall be the first order of
business.

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Authorize the Board Clerk to (a) extend the contract with Mr. Kosan (current legal
counsel until terminated by either party) or (b) proceed with a request for legal services
to obtain responses from qualified applicants interested in serving as the Citrus County
VAB legal counsel.
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G.2

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

Special Magistrate Rates

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:
In 2016, the special magistrate rates were $125 per hour for appraiser special
magistrates hearing petitions related to real property value and attorney special
magistrates hearing petitions related to exemption, classification, and portability matters
(the rate has been in place since 2005). The rate for appraiser special magistrates
hearing petitions related to tangible personal property (TPP) was selected by an open
bid process; the selected magistrate was paid at a rate of $125 per hour and no
reimbursement for travel expenses.

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Discuss and set special magistrate rates for 2017.
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G.3

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

2017 Special Magistrate Services

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Authorize the Board Clerk to seek Special Magistrate Services.
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G.4

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

Value Adjustment Board Resolution

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:
Reference Chapter 12D-9.013(1)(k): Adopt or ratify by resolution any filing fee for
petitions for that year, in an amount not to exceed $15.

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Determine the petition filing fee (not to exceed $15), and adopt and authorize the Chair
to execute a resolution relating to imposing a petition filing fee upon certain petitions.
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G.4.a

VAB RESOLUTION NO. 2017-001
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITRUS COUNTY VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD
IMPOSING A FILING FEE OF $15.00 UPON CERTAIN PETITIONS
WHEREAS, Chapter 194, Florida Statutes, establishes the Citrus County Value Adjustment Board to hear
petitions relating to assessments, hear complaints relating to homestead exemptions, hear appeals from
exemptions denied or disputes arising from exemptions granted, and hear appeals concerning ad valorem tax
deferrals and classifications, and

WHEREAS, Section 194.013, Florida Statues, authorizes the Citrus County Value Adjustment Board to
impose a filing fee upon certain petitions filed pursuant to Section 194.011, Florida Statutes;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Citrus County Value Adjustment Board in a regular
th
meeting held this 28 day of February, 2017, as follows:
1. Effective upon the date of this resolution as shown above, all petitions filed pursuant to Section 194.011,
Florida Statutes, except as provided herein below, shall be accompanied by a filing fee to be paid to the
Clerk of the Value Adjustment Board in the sum of fifteen dollars and no/cents ($15.00). Payment can
be made in the form of cash, check, or credit card (the current vendor charges a service fee per
transaction of 3.5% for over the counter payments; 5% for web payments; or 7% for telephone
payments).
2. No such filing fee shall be required with respect to an appeal from the disapproval of a timely filed
homestead exemption, pursuant to Section 196.151, Florida Statutes, or from the denial of a tax
deferral under Section 197.2425, Florida Statutes.
3. Other than fees required for late filed applications under Sections 193.155(8)(i) and 196.011(8), F.S., only a
single filing fee shall be charged to any particular parcel of property, despite the existence of multiple
issues or hearings pertaining to such parcels.
4. For joint petitions filed pursuant to Section 194.011(3)(e) or (f), Florida Statutes, a single filing fee shall be
charged. Such fee shall be calculated as the cost of the special magistrate for the time involved in
hearing the joint petition and shall not exceed $5.00 per parcel of real property. Such fee is to be
proportionately paid by affected parcel owners.
5. For joint petitions filed pursuant to Section 194.011(3)(g), Florida Statutes, a single filing fee shall be
charged. Such fee shall be calculated as the cost of the special magistrate for the time involved in
hearing the joint petition and shall not exceed $5.00 per parcel of tangible property account. Such fee is
to be proportionately paid by affected parcel owners.
6. The Citrus County Value Adjustment Board shall waive the filing fee with respect to a petition filed by a
taxpayer who demonstrates at the time of filing by submitting with the petition documentation issued by
the Department of Children and Family Services that the petitioner is then an eligible recipient of
temporary assistance under Chapter 414, Florida Statutes.

Attachment: VABResolution (6896 : Value Adjustment Board Resolution)

WHEREAS, the Citrus County Value Adjustment Board recognizes the substantial costs involved in the
conduct of its affairs, pursuant to State law, and

7. All filing fees imposed under this Section shall be paid to the Clerk of the Value Adjustment Board at the
time of filing. If such fees are not paid at that time, the petition shall be deemed incomplete and invalid
and shall be rejected.
8. All filing fees collected by the Clerk shall be allocated and utilized to defray, to the extent possible, the costs
incurred in connection with the administration and operation of the Value Adjustment Board.
9. This resolution shall become effective upon adoption.
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G.4.a

ATTEST:

_____________________________________
ANGELA VICK, CLERK

CITRUS COUNTY VALUE
ADJUSTMENT BOARD
__________________________________________
CHAIR

APPROVED AS TO FORM
AND CORRECTNESS:

Attachment: VABResolution (6896 : Value Adjustment Board Resolution)

_____________________________________
VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD COUNSEL
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H.1

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Kristi Hugar, Official Records Director

SUBJECT:

Next Value Adjustment Board Meeting

AGENDA DATE:

February 28, 2017

BRIEF OVERVIEW:

BUDGET IMPACT/FUNDING SOURCE:
Account No.

Account Title

Current Budget

YTD Expenditures

Encumbrances

Available Balance

$0

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Set the Organizational Meeting of the 2017 Value Adjustment Board for Tuesday,
August 8, 2017, at 9:00 a.m., in the Citrus County Courthouse, Room 100, 110 North
Apopka Avenue, Inverness, Florida, for the purpose of setting the organizational
structure, to appoint special magistrates, and for any other business deemed
necessary.
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