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October 2, 2002

City Hall

Live Oak, Florida

9:00 a.m.


The Suwannee County Value Adjustment Board met on the above date and time for a regular session and the following were present: County Commissioner Randy Hatch; County Commissioner Douglas M. Udell, and County Commissioner Robert Taylor, and School Board members Barbara Ceryak and Muriel Owens.  Also present were Hal A. Airth, County Attorney, and Eric Musgrove and Michael Tyson, Deputy Clerks.


Board Member Randy Hatch, acting as Chairman of the Value Adjustment Board, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. and asked Board Member Taylor to lead the invocation followed by the pledge of allegiance to the American Flag.  Board Member Udell was not present.

Chairman Hatch read the purpose and stated the rules concerning the Value Adjustment Board.

Board Member Udell arrived at the meeting at 9:01 p.m.

Chairman Hatch continued discussing the purpose and rules concerning the Value Adjustment Board.

County Attorney Airth stated that it was normal Value Adjustment Board policy for the Board to deny the petitions of those who were not present.

Chairman Hatch stated that petition numbers VAB-2002-08, VAB-2002-09, VAB-2002-10, VAB-2002-11, VAB-2002-12, and VAB-2002-13 from Deloitte and Touche and VAB-2002-07 from Chuck and Cindy Swann had been withdrawn.  He then took a roll call of the petitioners.

Mr. Joseph Hingson was not present (but he arrived later).

Mr. W C. Coleman was not present.

Property Appraiser Lamar Jenkins stated that Mr. Coleman had contacted his office the day before to state that he would not be at the meeting.

Deputy Clerk Tyson stated that Mr. Coleman had submitted material at the last minute for the clerk to present, but it was not the deputy clerk’s responsibility to present them.  Chairman Hatch and County Attorney Airth agreed.  (Deputy Clerk Tyson later corrected that his reference was to petition VAB-2002-18).

Mr. W. P. Miller was not present.

Mr. J. Doherty was not present.

The first petition was VAB-2002-01, Beverly and Thomas Brazil of Tavnernier, Florida.

County Attorney Airth swore in Mr. Brazil.  Mr. Brazil stated that the property under discussion was 10 acres in size, part of a total of 30 acres he and his wife owned 20 acres in conjunction with Diane and Anne Latham, who owned a further 50 adjoining acres.  Mr. Brazil stated that he had been using the land for hay, and submitted evidence that he was under contract with a local individual for hay production.  He added that he was also using the land to produce hay to feed his horses in south Florida.

Discussion ensued on the evidence and the property’s location, which lies off 120th Street.

Board Member Udell asked about the specifics of what properties were owned by whom, and Mr. Brazil reiterated that he and his wife own 10 by themselves (the property in question) with an additional 20 owned jointly with the Lathams.

County Attorney Airth swore in Mr. Lamar Jenkins, Property Appraiser.  Mr. Jenkins stated that he had denied the agriculture exemption on the property in question because of the size of the lot, but now understood that there was additional acreage that was also used for agricultural purposes.

Board Member Udell asked Mr. Jenkins if he would have denied the exemption had he known about the surrounding properties.  Mr. Jenkins responded that he would not have denied the exemption.

County Attorney Airth clarified that Mr. Jenkins agreed with the petitioner.

Discussion ensued on the procedure to render decisions on petitions.

The second petition was VAB-2002-02, Michael B. Skinner of Live Oak.

County Attorney Airth swore in Mr. Skinner.  Mr. Skinner stated that he had purchased 10 acres for the purpose of agricultural use, but could not purchase any more property around his 10 acres.  He stated that he raised cows upon the 10 acres.

Board Member Udell asked why Mr. Skinner’s land was denied.  Mr. Skinner responded that he had been told that he did not have enough property for a true agricultural use.

Chairman Hatch asked if there were any buildings on the property.  Mr. Skinner responded that he lived on 1 acre of the property, with the other 9 fenced in.

Chairman Hatch asked Mr. Skinner when he purchased the property.  Mr. Skinner responded that he had purchased the property in 2000.

Board Member Udell asked if the property in question had an agricultural exemption before Mr. Skinner purchased it.  Mr. Skinner responded that the property had been deemed agricultural as part of the original 80 acres.

Board Member Taylor asked if there was anything planted on the property.  Mr. Skinner responded that he had a few oak trees, but nothing else.

Mr. Jenkins stated that he could not grant an agricultural exemption to Mr. Skinner, because he had never felt that a 10-acre plot by itself constituted a commercial agricultural property.  He added that ever since becoming Property Appraiser nearly thirty years before, he had not assessed independent 10-acre tracts as agricultural.

Chairman Hatch asked if 10-acre subdivided farmland constituted an agricultural property.  Mr. Jenkins responded that the properties would loose their exemption, and if houses are placed upon the property, then it was more of a residential use than an agricultural one.

Board Member Taylor asked if the property could be considered agricultural if there were no homes on the property.  Mr. Jenkins responded that the home would not change his opinion; he would deny it.

Board Member Udell asked if Mr. Jenkins felt that he would be in violation of the Florida Statutes if he gave an agricultural exemption to Mr. Skinner.  Mr. Jenkins responded that he felt that he would, as the Florida Statutes gave him some freedom but also set certain standards.  He added that for certain high-intensity agricultural uses, 10 acres would be sufficient for an agricultural exemption.  Mr. Jenkins further discussed the best use for certain properties.

The third petition was VAB-2002-03, Teresa Ward of Live Oak.

County Attorney Airth swore in Mrs. Ward.  Mrs. Ward stated that she and her husband had purchased the entire 20-acre property in 1988, with over 10 acres planted in pines.  She stated that due to financial difficulties, she divided the land into two parcels and took a loan out on one of them.  Mrs. Ward stated that she was not aware that Mr. Jenkins did not give agricultural exemptions for properties of less than 11 acres.  She then discussed Mr. Jenkins’ responsibilities for handing out agricultural exemptions.  Mrs. Ward felt that it was unfair that Mr. Jenkins would not consider less than 11 acres for agricultural exemption.

Chairman Hatch asked Mrs. Ward if she had a home on this property.  Mrs. Ward responded that she did have a home on the 20 acres, adding that approximately 11 ½ of the acres was planted in timber.  After further questioning, Mrs. Ward responded that she lost her agricultural exemption on both 10-acre properties.

Board Member Udell asked if Mrs. Ward owned both of the 10-acre properties.  Mrs. Ward responded that she was legally the owner of 1 of the 10-acre tracts, with the other tract owned by her husband.  She added that she and her husband were still married.

Mrs. Ward stated that no one could tell her the minimum size requirement for agricultural exemptions.  She understood now that each County’s property appraiser set his or her own minimum limit.

Discussion ensued on the circumstances that led to Mr. and Mrs. Ward dividing their property.

Board Member Owens asked if the acreage Mrs. Ward owned was planted in pine trees.  Mrs. Ward responded that half of each property was planted in pine trees, for a total of approximately 10 acres.

Discussion ensued on the property’s location in relation to environmentally sensitive land along the river.

Board Member Udell asked if Mrs. Ward was asking for exemption for just her legally owned 10 acres, or the entire 20 acres.  Mrs. Ward responded that she was requesting that the entire 20 acres be exempted.

Further discussion ensued on the nature of environmentally sensitive land.

After questioning, Mrs. Ward responded that nothing had changed on the property since it was legally divided.

Board Member Udell asked if the $916 was for the entire 20-acre tract.  Mrs. Ward responded that the total was for both properties.

Mr. Jenkins submitted copies of Florida Statutes stating the Property Appraiser’s requirements for setting agricultural exemptions as well as an aerial view of the property in question.

(Tape 1, Side 2)


Discussion ensued on commercial use of agricultural property, and that agricultural zoned property not being used for commercial agriculture did not merit an agricultural exemption.


Board Member Udell asked Mr. Jenkins if he would be in violation of the Florida Statutes if he approved the exemption.  Mr. Jenkins responded that he felt that it would.

Chairman Hatch clarified that when the 20 acres was in a single parcel, it had an agricultural exemption.  He stated that when it was divided into two 10-acre lots, both parcels lost their agricultural exemptions.

Mr. Jenkins gave a brief history of the property under the ownership of Mr. and Mrs. Ward.  He added that legally, he understood that Mr. Ward could sell his 10 acres, and Mrs. Ward could sell her 10 acres.  Mr. Jenkins added that 10 acres in pine trees did not represent a valid commercial operation.

Chairman Hatch stated that according to what he understood, the Value Adjustment Board was only dealing with Mrs. Ward’s 10 acres.  County Attorney Airth responded that Chairman Hatch was correct.

Mrs. Ward asked Mr. Jenkins if he would grant her an agricultural exemption for 11 acres.  Mr. Jenkins responded that he may or may not provide an agricultural exemption, and in Mrs. Ward’s case would probably not, as the property was not totally planted in pine trees.

Chairman Hatch called a short recess at 9:57 a.m.
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Chairman Hatch called the meeting back to order.

The fourth petition was VAB-2002-04, Peggy Thomas of Branford.

County Attorney Airth swore in Ms. Thomas.  Ms. Thomas stated that the property in question was an 11-acre tract used for agricultural purposes.  She stated that this agricultural exemption request was overlooked when filing exemptions on other properties she owned.  Mrs. Thomas stated that Mr. Jenkins had told her that he could not grant an agricultural exemption because of the late filing, but added that she could come before the Value Adjustment Board.  Mrs. Thomas added that the 11-acre tract was part of an original 29-acre tract that had been divided.

Board Member Udell asked Ms. Thomas when she filed for the exemption.  Ms. Thomas responded that it was late in August, when she had discovered that she had failed to do so earlier.

Chairman Hatch asked if there were any structures on the property.  Ms. Thomas responded that there were none, and 10 of the 11 acres were planted in pines.

Mr. Jenkins stated that Ms. Thomas had contacted him, but by the time she had done so, it was out of Mr. Jenkins’ hands and could only come before the Value Adjustment Board.  He stated that the actual filing date was August 30th.

Chairman Hatch asked if the property would have been granted an agricultural exemption had it been filed in time.  Mr. Jenkins responded that it would have.

Brief discussion ensued on when the petition was filed.

Board Member Udell asked Mr. Jenkins if he had the authority to change the property’s status.  Mr. Jenkins responded that he did not have the authority to change the status at such a late date unless there were extenuating circumstances.

Board Member Taylor stated that he understood that Ms. Thomas could file again next year for agricultural exemption if she was denied this petition.

The fifth petition was VAB-2002-06, Joseph Hingson, Jr., of Jacksonville.

County Attorney Airth swore in Mr. Hingson (who had arrived late).  Mr. Hingson stated that he had purchased the two 10-acre tracts at the end of March, 2002, through a lawyer.  He added that the property was planted in pine trees, and that it had been granted an agricultural exemption to prior owners.  Mr. Hingson clarified that he had not even purchased the property by the March 1st deadline to file exemption requests.

Board Member Owens asked if the previous owners had filed for agricultural exemption.  Mr. Jenkins responded that he had denied the previous owners an agricultural exemption for one of the 10-acre tracts.

Board Member Udell asked Mr. Hingson if his original 5-acre tract had been classified as agricultural.  Mr. Hingson responded that his original 5-acre tract had been classified as agricultural.

Board Member Taylor asked Mr. Hingson if he had gone through his lawyer to purchase the property.  Mr. Hingson responded that his lawyer had done the purchasing, and had estimated the taxes to be far less than what it was.

Chairman Hatch noted that the property was located in a subdivision.

Board Member Ceryak asked what the 60 acres was that was discussed by the Division of Forestry.  Mr. Hingson responded that he owned 25 acres already, and the other 35 acres would become his through a quitclaim deed.

Board Member Udell asked if Mr. Hingson would receive a bill for this year’s taxes.  Mr. Hingson responded that he had already received one.

Discussion ensued on prorating the tax bill with the owner on records as of March 1st, 2002.

Mr. Jenkins stated that Mr. Hingson had already received an agricultural exemption for his original 5-acre tract, as it was part of a larger family-owned tract.  Mr. Jenkins added that he had already denied the agricultural exemption for the entire 80 acres in question owned by Robert “Bobby” Harrell, as it had been subdivided to create a subdivision just south of an already existing subdivision.

Board Member Udell asked Mr. Jenkins if he was allowed to grant an agricultural exemption if the property was purchased after March 1st.  Mr. Jenkins stated that appraisals were done as of January 1st of the year in question.

Mr. Hingson asked Mr. Jenkins if he would ever be granted an agricultural exemption on the property.  Mr. Jenkins responded that he would not grant an exemption to Mr. Hingson as long as he was Property Appraiser (as it was located in a subdivision).

The sixth petition was VAB-2002-05, Patricia Holland of McAlpin.

County Attorney Airth swore in Ms. Holland.  Ms. Holland stated that she had purchased the property and then experienced some bad luck.  She stated that she paid $19,000 for the property, but it was now appraised at $43,000.

Board Member Udell asked Ms. Holland what was on the property.  Ms. Holland stated that there was an older mobile home and storage shed on the property, but both buildings needed work.

Ms. Holland stated that a local appraiser had determined that the property had been appraised at $21,000.

Discussion ensued on the value of the property.

Ms. Holland stated that she had done some repairs to a well and pump, but would need further work on the pump and the buildings.

Board Member Udell asked if Ms. Holland had a copy of the taxable value of the property before she had purchased it.  Ms. Holland responded that she did not have one, but it had been appraised at approximately $33,000 to $35,000 in 1989, when it was last appraised.  She added that the land had been foreclosed upon, and had been empty for two years, and the mobile home was constructed in 1983.

Ms. Holland added that she would have to apply for homestead exemption next year.

Board Member Ceryak asked if she had a copy of the 2002 appraisal stating that it was worth only $21,000.  Ms. Holland responded that she did not have one currently, but could get one from the appraiser.

Ms. Holland stated that she had evidence showing her purchase price and payment schedule if the Board needed to see it.

Mr. Jenkins stated he had reviewed the property after Ms. Holland had made her original request.  He stated that further review by his staff had reduced the appraised value to $39,000, and the buildings on the property did not seem to be in that bad of a shape.  Mr. Jenkins submitted pictures showing the buildings and property in question, and understood that further work was required on the buildings.

Board Member Udell asked if Mr. Jenkins had reduced the assessment.  Mr. Jenkins clarified that he had reduced it to approximately $39,000.

The seventh petition was VAB-2002-08, Deloitte and Touche of Tampa.

This item had been withdrawn.

The eighth petition was VAB-2002-09, Deloitte and Touche of Tampa.

This item had been withdrawn.

The ninth petition was VAB-2002-10, Deloitte and Touche of Tampa.

This item had been withdrawn.

The tenth petition was VAB-2002-11, Deloitte and Touche of Tampa.

This item had been withdrawn.

The eleventh petition was VAB-2002-14, Martin Poer and Company for Phillips Edison Company of Winter Park.

This petitioner was not present.

The twelfth petition was VAB-2002-15, Martin Poer and Company for Phillips Edison Company of Winter Park.

This petitioner was not present.

The thirteenth petition was VAB-2002-16, Martin Poer and Company for Phillips Edison Company of Winter Park.

This petitioner was not present.

The fourteenth petition was VAB-2002-17, Martin Poer and Company for Phillips Edison Company of Winter Park.

This petitioner was not present.

The fifteenth petition was VAB-2002-18, William Miller of Burr Wolff, L.P, for the K-Mart Corporation of Alpharetta, Georgia.

This petitioner was not present, but had submitted information to be delivered by the Clerk’s Office.  Deputy Clerk Tyson stated that it was not his responsibility to present evidence for a petitioner who had other commitments.

Chairman Hatch felt that it was unprofessional that a petitioner would ask that the Clerk’s Office present their case, and the Chairman suggested that the Board should not consider the evidence.

The sixteenth petition was VAB-2002-19, Jim Doherty of Genuity Solutions of Woburn, Massachusetts.

This petitioner was not present, but discussion ensued about the tentative time set for each petition and that each petitioner should have a chance to present his or her information.  It was agreed that the Board would return to the meeting in the afternoon in an attempt to accommodate Mr. Doherty.
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The seventeenth petition was VAB-2002-07, Chuck and Cindy Swann of Precision Turning Corporation, of Live Oak.

This item had been withdrawn.

The eighteenth petition was VAB-2002-12, Deloitte and Touche for Broadwing Communications Services, Inc. of Atlanta, Georgia.

This item had been withdrawn.

The nineteenth petition was VAB-2002-13, Deloitte and Touche for IXC Business Services of Atlanta, Georgia.

This item had been withdrawn.

Discussion ensued on the procedure for rendering a decision on the petitions.

Chairman Hatch recessed the meeting at 10:49 a.m., to return at 2:30 p.m.
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Chairman Hatch called the meeting back to order.  Board Member Owens was not present.

Chairman Hatch called for anyone present that had not yet presented his or her petition.  There were none.

Chairman Hatch clarified that it was normal Value Adjustment Board policy that all petitions for which the petitioner was not present would be automatically denied.

The first petition heard was VAB-2002-01.

County Attorney Airth reiterated that Mr. Brazil already owned adjoining property that was used as agricultural.  Mr. Jenkins had testified that had he known about the other property’s use, he would have granted the agricultural exemption.

Board Member Udell moved to grant an agricultural exemption for VAB-2002-01.  Board Member Ceryak seconded, and the motion carried unanimously (4-0, as Board Member Owens was not present).

The second petition heard was VAB-2002-02.

County Attorney Airth reiterated that Mr. Skinner owned 10 acres, of which he lived on 1 of the acres and raised cows on the other 9.  Mr. Jenkins had stated that he did not normally grant agricultural exemptions to properties less than 11 acres in size and felt he would be in violation of the Statutes to do so.

Board Member Udell moved to deny an agricultural exemption for VAB-2002-02.  Board Member Taylor seconded, and the motion carried unanimously (4-0, as Board Member Owens was not present).

The third petition heard was VAB-2002-03.

County Attorney Airth reiterated that the 10-acre parcel was part of 20 acres owned by Mr. and Mrs. Ward and had been divided in order to provide collateral on a loan.  Mrs. Ward had also stated that of the 20 total acres (10 of which was under discussion today), 10 acres were planted in pines, distributed evenly between the two 10-acre tracts.

Board Member Taylor moved to deny an agricultural exemption for VAB-2002-03.  Board Member Udell seconded, and the motion carried unanimously (4-0, as Board Member Owens was not present).

The fourth petition was VAB-2002-04.

County Attorney Airth reiterated that Mrs. Thomas had purchased the property in 2001, and had overlooked the petition for agricultural exemption.  She did not actually file the agricultural exemption request until August 30th after receiving the TRIM notice.

Board Member Taylor moved to deny an agricultural exemption for VAB-2002-04.  Board Member Udell seconded and reiterated that the exemption request had not been late for something such as sickness, but a simple oversight.  The motion carried unanimously (4-0, as Board Member Owens was not present).

The fifth petition was VAB-2002-06.

County Attorney Airth reiterated that Mr. Hingson had purchased the property in late March, after the deadline for filing for agricultural exemption.  He added that the agricultural exemption had been denied to the previous owner because it had been subdivided into a platted subdivision.

Board Member Udell moved to deny an agricultural exemption for VAB-2002-06.  Board Member Taylor seconded, and the motion carried unanimously (4-0, as Board Member Owens was not present).

The sixth petition was VAB-2002-05.

County Attorney Airth reiterated that Ms. Holland had requested that the appraised value of the property be lowered because of the deteriorating condition of the buildings upon it.  Mr. Jenkins testified that after sending out his staff to appraise the property again, the assessment was lowered some $4,000 to $39,000.

Board Member Udell moved to deny a request to reduce the appraised value on VAB-2002-05.  Board Member Taylor seconded, and the motion carried unanimously (4-0, as Board Member Owens was not present).

Chairman Hatch then moved to the absentee petitions.

Board Member Udell moved to deny all absentee petitioners, as was the usual parctice of the Value Adjustment Board.  Board Member Taylor seconded.  Deputy Clerk Tyson clarified that several of the petitions were officially withdrawn, and should not therefore be denied.  Chairman Hatch stated that the petitions to be officially denied were therefore VAB-2002-14, VAB-2002-15, VAB-2002-16, VAB-200-17, VAB-2002-18, and VAB-2002-19.  The motion to deny the absentee petitioners carried unanimously.

Discussion ensued about holding another meeting to sign the final determination and other documents.

Board Member Udell moved to recess until October 3rd, 2002 at 3:30 p.m. to review and sign the written decisions of the Board.  Board Member Taylor seconded, and the motion carried unanimously (4-0, as Board Member Owens was not present).

Chairman Hatch recessed the meeting at 2:57 p.m., to return at 3:30 p.m. on Thursday, October 3rd, to review and sign the written decisions and documents prepared by County Attorney Airth and the Clerk’s Office.

___________________________

RANDY HATCH, CHAIRMAN

SUWANNEE COUNTY VALUE

ADJUSTMENT BOARD

WITNESSED BY:

_______________________, D. C.

ATTEST:

_______________________

KENNETH DASHER,

CLERK OF CIRCUIT COURT
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