
VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 
AGENDA 

March 30, 2022 
9:30 A.M. 

Via Communications Media Technology 

Welcome to the Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board (VAB) meeting. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

1. Roll Call 

2. Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance 

a. Purpose of Meeting:  Approve Minutes, Approve Phase II Recommended Decisions, Certify Tax 

Rolls and handle other VAB matters. 

3. Public Comments 

Chairman’s Statement:  The VAB welcomes comments from petitioners about any issue or concern 

related to their petition or processes of the VAB. 

Anyone wishing to speak before the VAB during the public comment portion of the meeting will be 

able to do so by completing the online Public Comment Form found at: 

https://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/en/government/meeting-information/speak-at-a-virtual-

meeting/speak-at-a-virtual-vab-meeting.  You will be required to provide your name and telephone 

number in your email.  This information is being requested to facilitate the audio conferencing 

process.  The Chair will call on speakers by name in the order in which the emails were received for 

Public Comment.  An audio call-in number will be provided to participants that have completed the 

form after it is received by the County.  All callers will be muted upon calling and will be unmuted 

in the submission order after being recognized by the Chair by name.  When addressing the VAB, 

please state your name and petition number and speak clearly into the microphone.  Three (3) minutes 

are allowed for each speaker. 

4. Approve the minutes of the January 26, 2022 Meeting 

5. Approve Phase II Recommended Decisions, Including Items Pulled at the January 26, 2022 

Meeting 

6. Certify the 2021 Real and Tangible Assessment Rolls 

a. Authorize the Chairman to Sign the Certificate of VAB (Form DR488) Final Certification 

for Each Roll 

b. Authorize the Clerk’s Office to Publish the 2021 Notice of Tax Impact 

7. Other VAB Matters 

a. 2021 VAB Statistics  

b. Correspondence 

c. Meeting Notice 

d. The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, July 12, 2022. 

https://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/en/government/meeting-information/speak-at-a-virtual-meeting/speak-at-a-virtual-vab-meeting
https://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/en/government/meeting-information/speak-at-a-virtual-meeting/speak-at-a-virtual-vab-meeting


 

8. Adjournment 

Any person who might wish to appeal any decision made by the VAB regarding any matter considered at 
the forthcoming meeting will need a record of the proceedings, and for such purposes, may need to ensure 
that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which will include the testimony and evidence upon which 
the appeal is to be based. 
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JANUARY 26, 2022 – VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD 

The Value Adjustment Board (VAB), Hillsborough County, Florida, met in 
Regular Meeting, scheduled for Wednesday, January 26, 2022, at 9:30 a.m., in
the Boardroom, Frederick B. Karl County Center, Tampa, Florida. 

The following members were present:  Chair Pat Kemp, Commissioner Harry 
Cohen, Hillsborough County School Board (School Board) member Melissa 
Snively, and citizen appointees Ron Dyser and Shawn Simon. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

1. Roll Call 

The Deputy Clerk called the roll and noted a quorum was present. 

2. Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance 

Chair Kemp called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m. and led in the pledge 
of allegiance. 

a. Purpose of Meeting:  Approve Minutes, Approve Phase I Recommended 
Decisions, VAB Legal Counsel Discussion, Authorize Advertising for 
Special Magistrates, Approve Filing Fees Resolution and handle 
other VAB matters. 

Not addressed. 
3. Public Comments 

VAB Counsel Rinky Parwani and Property Appraiser General Counsel William 
Shephard were present. 

Mr. Haridas Bhogade spoke regarding his properties’ denials. 

Mr. Ralph Williams opposed aerial property photographs and asked for the 
County to reach out to him for property photos in the future. 

Mr. Barry Lawrance supported acquiring greenbelt status for Bearss-Groves,
LLC. 

Mr. Eric Nazarian, Petition 2021-00006, sought application approval for
assessment reduction for living quarters of parents/grandparents. 

Mr. Robert Sloan, Petition 2021-00111, requested a new special magistrate
to be assigned to his case. 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 26, 2022 

Attorney Parwani addressed the issues brought forth in public comment. 

Subsequent to discussion on the legal interpretation of Mr. Nazarian’s 
appeal, Commissioner Cohen wanted a special magistrate to hear the case 
again.  Ms. Snively inquired about petition recommendations requiring 
separate votes and staff’s recommendation for Mr. Nazarian’s case, which 
Attorney Parwani answered.  

4. Approve the minutes of the October 15, 2021 Meeting 

On prompt from Attorney Parwani, Commissioner Cohen moved approval of the 
minutes, seconded by Mr. Dyser.  Upon roll call vote, the motion carried 
five to zero. 
5. Approve Phase I Recommended Decisions 

Following dialogue, Ms. Snively moved to approve all the 
recommendations; however the VAB would like further review of Petitions 12, 
13, 14, and 15; back to the Property Appraiser’s Office for those four, back 
to the Property Appraiser’s Office and then as Commissioner Cohen suggested 
for Petition 6, further review with regard to the construction issue; and
then Petition 111 back to the magistrate, seconded by Commissioner Cohen. 
Discussion ensued on language change. Attorney Parwani clarified Petitions 

6 and 111 would be sent back to the magistrate.  Ms. Snively agreed.  Mr. 
William Caban, Supervisor, VAB, announced Petitions 12, 13, 14, and 15 would 

be sent back to the Property Appraiser’s Office.  Upon roll call vote, 
the motion carried five to zero. 

Ms. Snively moved to recommend the State Statute wording request; so moved
for property Petition 38, Lawrance Properties LLC, seconded by Mr. Simon. 
Talks occurred on the motion and writing a letter regarding Petition 38. 

Upon roll call vote, the motion carried five to zero. Chair Kemp sought 
a motion to approve all the recommendations.  Commissioner Cohen so moved, 
seconded by Mr. Dyser.  Upon roll call vote, the motion carried five to 
zero. 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 26, 2022 

6. VAB Legal Counsel Discussion 

a. Extend the contract with Ms. Parwani or 

b. Proceed with a request for legal services to obtain responses from
qualified applicants interested in serving as the Hillsborough
County VAB legal counsel 

Mr. Caban introduced the item. Commissioner Cohen moved approval of 
the contract that was included in VAB backup, seconded by Ms. Snively. 
Subsequent to comments and upon roll call vote, the motion carried five 
to zero. 
7. Authorize Advertising for Special Magistrate Applications for the 2022

Tax Year 

Mr. Caban touched on the item. Commissioner Cohen so moved to authorize 
advertising, seconded by Mr. Simon.  Upon roll call vote, the motion 
carried five to zero. 
8. Approve Filing Fee Resolution 

Mr. Caban highlighted the item. Mr. Dyser moved the VAB approve the 
$15 one, seconded by Commissioner Cohen. Upon roll call vote, the motion 
carried five to zero. 
9. Other VAB Matters 

a. Correspondence 

b. Meeting Notice 

c. The next meeting was scheduled for Wednesday, March 30, 2022, at
9:30 a.m. 

Mr. Caban expounded on background material. Ms. Snively requested
public commenters cite petition numbers when speaking.  Attorney Parwani 
suggested adding the request to the VAB meeting opening statement.  Talks 
occurred. 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 26, 2022 

10. Adjournment 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:19 a.m. 

READ AND APPROVED: ______________________________ 
CHAIR 

ATTEST: 
CINDY STUART, CLERK 

By: _______________________ 
Deputy Clerk 

ms 
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PETITIONS PULLED FROM PHASE I AT THE JANUARY 26, 2022, MEETING 

 

Special Magistrate Review 

2021-00006 0004810100 Nazarian, Eric   Exemption Denied 

2021-00111 1386010000 Sloan, Robert C.   Value  Granted 

 

Referrals to Property Appraiser’s Office 

2021-00012 0622810100 Bhogade, Haridas & Prabhavati Classification No change for 2021. 

2021-00013 0623090000 Bhogade, Haridas & Prabhavati Classification No change for 2021. 

2021-00014 0928700502 Bhogade, Haridas & Prabhavati Classification No change for 2021. 

2021-00015 0868860000 MacDonald, William M.  Classification No change for 2021. 



11 DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD DR-485XC 
EXEMPTION, CLASSIFICATION, ASSESSMENT DIFFERENCE R. 01 /17 

Rule 12D-16.002 TRANSFER, CHANGE OF OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL, 
F.A.C. OR QUALIFYING IMPROVEMENT PETITION Eff. 01/17 

FLORIDA 
The actions below were taken on your petition in Hillsborough County. 

0 These actions are a recommendation only, not final D These actions are a final decision of the VAS 
If you are not satisfied 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)(1), 194.036, 194.171(2), 196.151, and 197.2425, Florida Statutes.) 

Petition# 2021-00006 Parcel ID 0004810100 

Petitioner name NAZARIAN ERIC Property 18405 RUSTIC WOODS TRL 
The petitioner is: 0 taxpayer of record D taxpayer's agent address 
0 other, explain: ODESSA, FL 33556 

Decision Summary [l] Denied your petition D Granted your petition D Granted your petition in part 

Value before Board 
Action Value from Value after 

Lines 1 and 4 must be completed 
TRIM Notice Value presented by property appraiser Board Action 

Rule 120-9.025(10), F.A.C. 
1. Just value, required 578,168.00 578,168.00 578,168.00 

2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable 558,201 .00 558 ,201 .00 558,201 .00 

3. Exempt value,* enter "O" if none 50,000.00 50,000.00 50,000.00 

4. Taxable value,* required 508,201 .00 508,201 .00 508,201 .00 

• All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (Section 196.031 (7), F .S.) 
Reason for Petition 

0 Homestead O Widow/er O Blind O Totally and permanently disabled veteran 
0 Low-income senior O Disabled O Disabled veteran O Use classification , specify 
0 Parent/grandparent assessment reduction O Deployed military 0 Use exemption, specify Granny Flat 
0 Transfer of homestead assessment difference O Qualifying improvement 
0 Change of ownership or control O Other, specify 

Reasons for Decision Fill-in fields will expand or add pages, as needed. 

Findings of Fact 
(See Attached) 

Conclusions of Law 

(See Attached) 

0 Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate The finding and conclusions above are recommendations. 

Johnson Andrea M. Johnson Andrea M. 03/04/2022 

Signature, special magistrate Print name Date 
Lisa-Marie Meek, Clerk Designee Lisa-Marie Meek, Clerk Designee 03/07/2022 

Signature, VAB clerk or special representative Print name Date 

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 03/30/2022 at 09:30 [!] AM O PM. 
Address County Center Boardroom, 2nd Floor 

If the line above is blank, please call (813) 276-8100, 43td or visit our web site at https://hcvab. hillsclerk.com/axiaweb2021 / 

D Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board 

Signature, chair, value adjustment board Print name Date of decision 

Siqnature, VAB clerk or representative Print name Date mailed to parties 

2021-00006 Page 1 of 2 

https://hcvab
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Findings of Fact: 
This petition involves the denial of the "Granny Flat" exemption. Petitioner, Eric Nazarian, appeared in person at the 
hearing. Petitioner, Andrea Nazarian, did not appear at the hearing. William D. Shepard, Esquire, Marilyn Martinez, 
and Henry McCloud appeared in person on behalf of the Property Appraiser. After recitation of all required statements, 
the Special Magistrate swore in the parties and received into evidence certain documents set forth in the Evidence Log 
(s). There was no objection be either party. The parties submitted sworn testimony and legal argument is support of 
their positions. The Special Magistrate finds the testimony and evidence submitted was credible, relevant, and 
admissible. 

Eric and Andrea Narzarian are the owners of the property located at 18405 Rustic Woods Trail, Odessa, FL 33556, 
parcel identification no. 00048.0100. The property is a 6-acre parcel and contains both a single-family residential 
home, where Petitioner and his family live, and a smaller detached home where Petitioner's in-laws live (Andrea's 
parents, who meet the age requirements set forth below). Petitioner had purchased the vacant land and simultaneously 
built the residential and detached home with construction on both occurring at the same time. Petitioner and his family 
moved into the residential home and was granted the homestead exemption. Petitioner later applied for the Granny Flat 
exemption. It is undisputed that Petitioner did not have an existing homestead at the time the Granny Flat was being 
constructed. By letter dated June 28, 2021, the Property Appraiser denied the exemption. 

Conclusions of Law: 
The procedure for an administrative review of a denial of an exemption is set forth Rule 12D-9.027(4), Fla. Admin. 
Code. 

Under section 193 .703, Florida Statutes, a homestead owner may be entitled to a reduction in the assessed value of 
homestead for "the construction or reconstruction of the property for the purpose of providing living quarters for one 
or more [ natural parents] of the owner for those 62 years of age and older. The exemption is limited to construction or 
reconstruction of an existing homestead. See, § 193. 703(3), Fla. Stat. The relevant statutory provision states: 

(3) A reduction in assessment which is granted under this section applies ONLY to construction or reconstruction that 
occurred after the effective date of this section to an EXISTING HOMESTEAD and applies only during taxable years 
during which at least one such parent or grandparent maintains his or her primary place of residence in such living 
quarters within the homestead property of the owner. 

See, §193.703(3), Fla. Stat. (emphasis added). "Such additions or renovations may include the construction of a 
separate building on the same parcel or may be an addition to or renovation of an existing structure." See, Rule 
12D-8.0068, Fla. R. Admin. C. This reduction has become known as the "Granny Flat" exemption. In this case, there 
was not an existing homestead. Rather, the homestead and Granny Flat were being constructed simultaneously. 

The text of section 193.703(3), Florida Statutes, is clear and unambiguous. There must be an existing homestead then a 
subsequent construction or renovation of a Granny Flat to be entitled to the reduction in assessed value. "When the 
language of a statute is clear and unambiguous and conveys a clear and definite meaning, there is no occasion for 
resorting to the rules of statutory interpretation ... the statute must be given its plain and obvious meaning." See, State 
v. Peraza, 259 So. 3d 728, 731 (Fla. 2018) ( citations omitted). The statute requires an existing homestead. Thus, there 
can be no further analysis given that the plain meaning of the statute is unambiguous. 

Petitioner requests an expanded reading of the statute to include his circumstance even though he did not have an 
existing homestead prior to the construction of the Granny Flat. Petitioner asserts it would not make logical or 
financial sense to have two separate construction projects and build the homestead to establish it first, then later build 
the Granny Flat. Petitioner argues that the intent of the statute - to provide relief to homeowners who provide living 
space for their parents - should be upheld despite the text stating to the contrary. Even if the Value Adjustment Board 
were convinced that the Legislature intended to have the statute apply to Petitioner's circumstance, neither the Value 
Adjustment Board, nor the Court, is authorized to depart from the text of the statute that requires an existing 
homestead to receive the reduction. See, id. Finally, there is no authority permitting the granting of an exemption based 
upon the financial hardship of a particular taxpayer. See, Rule 12D-10.003(1), Fla. Admin. Code. 

Based on the above, the Special Magistrate determines that Petitioner has not proven by a preponderance of the 
evidence that the Property Appraiser's denial was incorrect, and the Property Appraiser's denial of the Granny Flat 
exemption should be upheld. 

2021-00006 Page 2 of 2 



II 
DR-485V 

DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD R. 01/ 17 
Rule 12D-16.0 02 VALUE PETITION 

F.A.C. 
Eff. 01/17 

Hillsborough County FLORIDA 

The actions below were taken on your petition . 

Ill These actions are a recommendation only, not final D These actions are a final decision of the VAB 
If you are not satisfied 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)(1), 194.036, 194.171(2), 196.151 , and 197.2425, 
Florida Statutes.) 

Petition# 2021-00111 Parcel ID 1386010000 

Petitioner name SLOAN ROBERT C Property 7005 S DESOTO ST 
The petitioner is: [l] taxpayer of record D taxpayer's agent address TAMPA, FL 33616 
D other, explain: 

Decision Summary D Denied your petition Ill Granted your petition D Granted your petition in part 

Before Board Action Value Value from After Board 
Value presented by property appraiser 

Lines 1 and 4 must be completed TRIM Notice Action Rule 120-9.025(10), F.A.C. 

1. Just value, required 523,234.00 479,398.00 457,980.00 

2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable 447,073.00 403,237.00 381 ,819.00 

3. Exempt value,* enter "O" if none 50,000.00 50,000.00 50,000.00 

4. Taxable value,* required 397,073.00 353,237.00 331,819.00 

* All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. (Section 196.031 (7), F .S.) 

Reasons for Decision Fill-in fields will expand or add pages, as needed. 

Findings of Fact 

(See Attached) 

Conclusions of Law 

(See Attached) 

[l] Recommended Decision of Special Magistrate Finding and conclusions above are recommendations. 

T errana Donald J Terrana Donald J 03/02/2022 
Signature, special magistrate Print name Date 

Lisa-Marie Meek, Clerk Designee Lisa-Marie Meek, Clerk Designee 03/02/2022 
Signature, VAB clerk or special representative Print name Date 

If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on 03/30/2022 at 09:30 AM 
Address County Center Boardroom, 2nd Floor 

If the line above is blank, the board does not yet know the date, time, and place when the recommended decision will be 
considered. To find the information, please call (813) 276-810(a or visit our web site at https://hcvab. hillsclerk.com/axia'G 

D Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board 

Signature, chair, value adjustment board Print name Date of decision 

Sianature, VAB clerk or representative Print name Date mailed to parties 

2021-00111 Page 1 of 4 

https://hcvab
http:331,819.00
http:353,237.00
http:397,073.00
http:50,000.00
http:50,000.00
http:50,000.00
http:403,237.00
http:447,073.00
http:457,980.00
http:479,398.00
http:523,234.00


Findings of Fact for Petition 2021-00111: 
A hearing was held on February 9, 2022 in the Hillsborough County Clerk of the Court offices located at 419 Pierce 
Street, Room 140 in Tampa, Florida. Jay Skaggs & Will Shepherd appeared for the Hillsborough County Property 
Appraiser. The Petitioner, Robert Sloan also appeared. 

This petition is for Folio 138601-0000. The subject is a 3,363 SF MOL single family home that was built in 2020 and 
is located at 7005 South DeSoto Street in Tampa. 

The Petitioner purchased the subject in July 2020 for a reported $538,800. 

Mr. Skaggs read the values into the record. At Trim; the Market Value was $523,234, Assessed Value was $447,073 
and Taxable Value was $397,073. Upon review the Petition; the Market Value was $479,398, Assessed Value was 
$403,237 and Taxable Value was $353,237. 

The Property Appraiser entered into evidence data that indicates that their office complied with the 8 criteria as 
described in Florida Statutes 193.11 and considered the Cost, Income and Sales Comparison Approaches to value, 
utilizing the Mass Appraisal Process. In order to address the Presumption of Correctness requirements of Florida 
Statute 194.301, admitted into evidence was a detailed explanation of the Mass Appraisal Method. The Property 
Appraiser gave more detailed testimony regarding their appraisal. Mr. Skaggs also presented an evidence package that 
included: 

- Property Record Card for the subject 
- Trim Notice 
- Opening Statement 
- Certification of evidence 
- Comparable Sale Data 
-Maps 
-A report prepared by Mr. Shepherd title. "Comparing Property Tax Assessments as an Avenue for Tax 
Relief' 
- Case Law 
- Additional sales data from the subject area. 

Mr. Skaggs prepared the Sales Comparison Approach using 5 sales of new homes (including the subject) that ranged 
from $492,000 to $538,800. 

Mr. Sloan Testified that his home is in an infill lot. That is, it is a new home built in an older neighborhood with typical 
older urban infrastructure. Nearby there is a 165 home "new" community known as Southport with new and superior 
infrastructure. He reviewed the assessed values of properties in Southport and their ratio of sales prices to the Property 
Appraiser's estimate of Market Value in this area. Mr. Sloan presented, as evidence, information on 5 sales in the 
Southport development. 

Mr. Sloan contends that these homes are superior to the subject yet are assessed the same as the subject. 

A review of this evidence indicates that the Property Appraiser's estimate of market value of the Lennar properties 
ra~ge from approximately 92% to 95% of the sales prices and the Assessed Values range from 89% to 91 % of the sales 
pnces. 

The Property Appraiser's adjusted Market Value of the subject is $479,398 or 89% of the purchase price in July 2020. 

Mr. Sloan also compared his home to the comparables used by the Property Appraiser. 

Mr. Sloan feels that the Just Market value of his property should be $410,000. 

Mr. Shepherd testified that, in his opinion, the Petitioner's disagreement is an "equal protection" issue. 

Mr. Shepherd testified that, in their mass appraisal models, the Property Appraiser attempts to value properties at 
around 85% of market value. He testified that, based on the most recent sales price of $538,800, the revised market 
value of $479,398 is 89% of market value. 

2021-00111 Page 2 of 4 



Mr. Shepherd testified the Petitioner's sample of homes is too small. He testified that the petitioner must prove that 
their assessment is higher than all or almost all other properties in the county. He also testified the petitioner needs to 
prove that there is intentional discrimination. 

Mr. Shepherd's testimony is biased on a court case involving equal protection claims in assessment is Deltona 
Corporation v. Bailey. In this case the court stated: 

-The constitutional rights of a taxpayer are infringed if his property is assessed at a percentage of value substantially 
higher than the percentage at which all other property in the county is generally assessed even though his assessment is 
not above fair market value ... " 

-As to the equal protection issue raised by Count II of the amended complaint, we agree with the appellees that the 
allegations were insufficient to state a cause of action. It is fundamental that property in Florida is legally required to 
be assessed at 100% of its actual fair market value and a court may not reduce a taxpayer's assessment below 100% on 
a mere showing that parcels of some other taxpayers are assessed at a lesser amount. 

Furthermore, the court determined that the Petitioner must be able to prove that their higher assessment is the result of 
being singled out by the Property Appraiser; "Since Deltona failed to plead that it is being "singled out" and 
specifically discriminated against vis-a-vis the other taxpayers generally in Volusia County, it has no standing to 
challenge its assessment on equal protection grounds, for that is the essential ingredient in Salter and Southern Bell." 

Mr. Shepherd also testified regarding a Sales ratio Study of every property in the Petitioner's market area. The ratio of 
Assessed Value to Sales price ranged from 74% to 114% with the average being 85%. 

At the hearing, Mr. Shepherd proposed that Property Appraiser would be willing to lower the Market Value of the 
subject to exactly 85% of the purchase price or $457,980. 

All evidence & testimony was considered admissible, credible and relevant. 

Conclusions of Law for Petition 2021-00111: 
At Trim the Property Appraiser estimated the Market Value of the subject to be $523,234, Assessed Value was 
$447,073 and Taxable Value was $397,073. Upon review of the Petition; the Market Value was $479,398, Assessed 
Value was $403,237 and Taxable Value was $353,237. 
The Petitioner is requesting a Market value of $410,000. 

Of contention the Property Appraiser's Estimate of the market value of the subject compared to other properties in the 
subject market area. 

Mr. Shepherd provided testimony and case regarding a tax appeal based on "equal protection". It is my opinion that the 
petitioner failed to adequately support an equal protection argument. 

The VAB may consider "assessments among homogenous areas or neighborhoods" within the county.§ 194.034(5), 
Fla. Stat. (2006). The VAB, however, is no longer a "Board of Equalization," where the taxpayer was provided a 
hearing on the question of the equality of his or her assessment with assessments against other property owners. See 
Siles v. Brown, 182 So.2d 612 (Fla. 1966) (discussing equalization process); DOR ADV91-0014 (1991) (The VAB 
cannot reduce the value of a parcel of property based upon sales of comparable property that indicate those properties 
are assessed at a lower value, absent gross disparity as discussed in Allegheny Pittsburgh Coal Co. v. Webster Co., 488 
U.S. 336 (1989). 

Homogeneous is defined as: of the same or a similar kind or nature or of uniform structure or composition throughout. 

The Petitioner went to great lengths to illustrate that the properties and neighborhood he was comparing to the subject 
are not similar to the subject. Therefore, they could not be considered homogeneous . 

The subject was purchased by the Petitioner in July 2020 for a reported $538,800. When considering whether a sale is 
a reflection of market value Appraisers rely on the following definition of market value: 

Definition of Market Value: Market Value is defined by the federal financial institutions as, "the most probable price 
which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer 
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and the seller, each acting prudently, knowledgeably and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit 
in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 
conditions whereby: 

( 1) Buyer and seller are typically motivated: 
(2) Both parties are well informed or well advised, and each acting in what he considers his own 
best interest; 
(3) A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
( 4) Payment is made in terms of cash and US dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable 
thereto; and 
(5) The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or 
creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale." 

The buyer offered no testimony or evidence to indicate that the most recent sale does not conform to the definition of 
market value. 

F.S. 194.301 states: In any administrative or judicial action in which a taxpayer challenges an ad valorem tax 
assessment of value, the property appraiser's assessment is presumed correct if the appraiser proves by a 
preponderance of the evidence that the assessment was arrived at by complying withs. 193.011, any other applicable 
statutory requirements relating to classified use values or assessment caps, and professionally accepted appraisal 
practices, including mass appraisal standards, if appropriate. However, a taxpayer who challenges an assessment is 
entitled to a determination by the value adjustment board or court of the appropriateness of the appraisal methodology 
used in making the assessment. 

Section 193.011, Florida Statutes, states that there are 8 Criteria the Property Appraiser must consider in their 
valuation; 

(1) The present cash value of the property. 
(2) The highest and best use of the property. 
(3) The location of said property. 
(4) The quantity or size of said property. 
(5) The cost of said property and the present replacement value of any improvements. 
( 6) The condition of said property. 
(7) The income from said property. 
(8) The net proceeds of the sale of the property, as received by the seller. 

Based on the testimony and evidence it is my opinion that the Property Appraiser's valuation is appropriate. However, 
Mr. Shepherd did propose that the Property Appraiser would be willing to lower the Market Value of the subject to 
exactly 85% of the purchase price or $457,980. Therefore, I have to assume that the Property Appraiser did not 
properly consider Criterion #1: The present cash value of the property. 

Therefore, the Property Appraiser has lost the presumption of correctness. 

It is my recommendation that the Market value of the subject be lowered to $457,980, the Assessed Value to $381,819 
and the Taxable Value to $331,819. 
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2021-02441 1275040000 APPEL JAMIE

Value Adjustment Board
Special Magistrate's Recommendations

Petition # Folio # Petitioner Name Decision

3/1/2022 12:00PM

Total Folios
1 

HDVAB

Total Petitions
1 



Class

DOR_4

DOR_3

DOR_3

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_4

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_22021-00437 T0420061338 TAX RECOURSE LLC $2,008,500 $2,008,500 DENIED

2021-00433 0723030426 TAX RECOURSE LLC $1,714,569 $1,714,569 DENIED

2021-00432 0130430020 TAX RECOURSE LLC $958,253 $958,253 DENIED

2021-00431 0768280126 TAX RECOURSE LLC $851,648 $851,648 DENIED

2021-00272 1090760100 DUCHARME MCMILLEN & ASSOC $9,535,671 $9,535,671 DENIED

2021-00232 0358240000 LOWNDES LAW $2,581,370 $542,088 GRANTED

2021-00220 1428780100 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $19,325,600 $19,325,600 DENIED

2021-00202 0444450610 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $4,092,900 $4,092,900 DENIED

2021-00201 0767330000 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $1,134,680 $1,134,680 DENIED

2021-00200 0329010612 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $1,064,254 $1,064,254 DENIED

2021-00199 0035255107 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $1,122,748 $1,122,748 DENIED

2021-00198 0740900525 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $837,667 $837,667 DENIED

2021-00197 0740900500 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $5,104,400 $5,104,400 DENIED

2021-00196 0722101284 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $43,610,000 $43,610,000 DENIED

2021-00195 0722101282 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $43,968,400 $43,968,400 DENIED

2021-00194 0339682024 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $59,182,400 $59,182,400 DENIED

2021-00193 0421455020 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $19,290,300 $19,290,300 DENIED

2021-00192 0173400000 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $4,418,000 $4,020,000 GRANTED

2021-00191 1426220000 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $28,388,400 $28,388,400 DENIED

2021-00190 0737030060 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $1,153,128 $1,153,128 DENIED

2021-00189 1120830100 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $1,307,311 $1,307,311 DENIED

2021-00188 1189810000 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $821,767 $821,767 DENIED

2021-00186 0042575564 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $11,020,500 $11,020,500 DENIED

2021-00185 0042575568 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $1,386,110 $1,386,110 DENIED

2021-00184 0042575572 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $1,839,546 $1,839,546 DENIED

2021-00171 0579850000 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $9,728,300 $9,728,300 DENIED

2021-00170 0463230050 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $18,236,100 $18,236,100 DENIED

2021-00168 0400170000 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $592,320 $592,320 DENIED

2021-00163 0239420000 PROPERTY TAX ALLIANCE GROUP $6,541,890 $6,541,890 DENIED

2021-00126 0430020000 HARDING & CARBONE INC $257,658 $257,658 DENIED

2021-00121 0988140000 OCONNOR & ASSOCIATES $252,616 $252,616 DENIED

2021-00120 1104070000 OCONNOR & ASSOCIATES $600,261 $600,261 DENIED

2021-00111 1386010000 SLOAN ROBERT C $353,237 $331,819 GRANTED

2021-00091 0541850000 PROPERTY TAX CONSULTANTS LTD $7,504,190 $7,504,190 DENIED

2021-00090 0398990200 PROPERTY TAX CONSULTANTS LTD $7,817,658 $7,817,658 DENIED

2021-00089 0398990000 PROPERTY TAX CONSULTANTS LTD $818,215 $818,215 DENIED

2021-00045 0794450060 EMH JR INVESTMENTS LLC $102,950 $102,950 DENIED

2021-00044 0794450058 EMH JR INVESTMENTS LLC $86,417 $86,417 DENIED

2021-00006 0004810100 NAZARIAN ERIC $508,201 $508,201 DENIED

Value Adjustment Board
Special Magistrate's Recommendations

     Taxable   Value
    BEFORE      AFTERPetition # Folio # Petitioner Name Decision



DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_2

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_2

DOR_2

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_1

DOR_12021-00906 1230880000 PROPERTY TAX ADJUSTMENTS & 
APPEALS PA

$375,059 $357,000 GRANTED

2021-00888 0444830000 STEARNS WEAVER MILLER WEISSLER 
ALHADEFF & SITTERSON PA

$6,691,991 $6,691,991 DENIED

2021-00887 0444830100 STEARNS WEAVER MILLER WEISSLER 
ALHADEFF & SITTERSON PA

$1,174,436 $1,174,436 DENIED

2021-00886 0096720000 OCONNOR & ASSOCIATES $419,833 $419,833 DENIED

2021-00885 1189380000 HILL WARD HENDERSON PA $213,890 $213,890 DENIED

2021-00884 1189120000 HILL WARD HENDERSON PA $2,910,800 $2,910,800 DENIED

2021-00883 1324920000 WALMART INC $9,595,049 $9,595,049 DENIED

2021-00882 0718762000 WALMART INC $11,396,653 $11,396,653 DENIED

2021-00881 0163810000 WALMART INC $11,466,575 $11,466,575 DENIED

2021-00880 1503370000 WALMART INC $10,554,901 $10,554,901 DENIED

2021-00877 0259300000 WALMART INC $11,449,759 $11,449,759 DENIED

2021-00876 0036330000 WALMART INC $18,291,979 $18,291,979 DENIED

2021-00864 0777719222 WALMART INC $10,258,883 $10,258,883 DENIED

2021-00863 0700236052 WALMART INC $17,386,068 $17,386,068 DENIED

2021-00862 0170630100 WALMART INC $15,483,020 $15,483,020 DENIED

2021-00861 0335802452 WALMART INC $14,318,857 $14,318,857 DENIED

2021-00860 0719360030 WALMART INC $16,642,588 $16,642,588 DENIED

2021-00859 1109480000 WALMART INC $19,002,743 $19,002,743 DENIED

2021-00858 0163550200 WALMART INC $9,555,389 $9,555,389 DENIED

2021-00857 0045150100 WALMART INC $7,424,267 $7,424,267 DENIED

2021-00856 0873080000 WALMART INC $15,064,457 $15,064,457 DENIED

2021-00855 2051603012 WALMART INC $16,739,902 $16,739,902 DENIED

2021-00796 1132620000 FLANAGAN BILTON LLC $4,029,740 $4,029,740 DENIED

2021-00794 1132550000 FLANAGAN BILTON LLC $12,965,200 $12,965,200 DENIED

2021-00792 1128970000 FLANAGAN BILTON LLC $23,299,700 $23,299,700 DENIED

2021-00764 T0420048047 BIG LOTS STORES INC #1756 $66,830 $66,830 DENIED

2021-00763 T0419961015 BIG LOTS STORES INC #1756 $85,750 $85,750 DENIED

2021-00762 0539650550 PALKO DAVID M $259,102 $258,500 GRANTED

2021-00722 0271220000 RENNERT VOGEL MANDLER & 
RODRIGUEZ

$13,796,406 $13,796,406 DENIED

2021-00706 1126460000 FLANAGAN BILTON LLC $9,906,160 $9,906,160 DENIED

2021-00704 1124911000 FLANAGAN BILTON LLC $11,995,800 $11,995,800 DENIED

2021-00703 1127540000 FLANAGAN BILTON LLC $7,338,500 $7,338,500 DENIED

2021-00702 1125130000 FLANAGAN BILTON LLC $21,032,000 $21,032,000 DENIED

2021-00701 1935610000 FLANAGAN BILTON LLC $49,243,400 $49,243,400 DENIED

2021-00616 T0419981379 BIG LOTS STORES INC #0560 $89,150 $89,150 DENIED

2021-00614 1070870000 CAPITAL TAX SERVICES $8,391,100 $8,391,100 DENIED

2021-00558 0407730100 RYAN LLC $9,772,096 $9,772,096 DENIED

2021-00553 0314061000 RYAN LLC $21,724,100 $21,724,100 DENIED

2021-00549 1936680000 RYAN LLC $22,225,100 $22,225,100 DENIED

2021-00529 0656835302 RYAN LLC $84,982,000 $84,982,000 DENIED

2021-00525 0433390000 RYAN LLC $23,340,700 $23,340,700 DENIED

2021-00523 0347760676 RYAN LLC $5,886,200 $5,886,200 DENIED

2021-00447 1132710100 FLORIDA PROPERTY TAX SERVICE $14,903,000 $14,903,000 DENIED

2021-00446 0313680001 FLORIDA PROPERTY TAX SERVICE $13,922,700 $13,922,700 DENIED

2021-00438 1300360000 NEWMARK KNIGHT FRANK V&A LLC $88,530,800 $88,530,800 DENIED
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DOR_12021-01605 1846370000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $481,788 $481,788 DENIED

2021-01604 1846380000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $696,592 $696,592 DENIED

2021-01585 0880810006 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $2,451,570 $2,451,570 DENIED

2021-01584 0883300300 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $6,166,600 $6,166,600 DENIED

2021-01571 0693850000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $3,386,484 $3,386,484 DENIED

2021-01520 1121270000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $46,183,500 $46,183,500 DENIED

2021-01505 1127290000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $28,891,400 $28,891,400 DENIED

2021-01414 1598940000 DELOITTE TAX LLP $1,120,581 $1,120,581 DENIED

2021-01413 1759360000 DELOITTE TAX LLP $1,382,300 $1,382,300 DENIED

2021-01412 0777891000 DELOITTE TAX LLP $3,992,564 $3,992,564 DENIED

2021-01411 0656835602 ITAX PROPERTY TAX APPEALS $446,964 $385,600 GRANTED

2021-01410 0489110000 DELOITTE TAX LLP $4,213,476 $4,213,476 DENIED

2021-01398 1124540000 RYAN LLC $10,515,700 $10,515,700 DENIED

2021-01397 1124505000 RYAN LLC $10,515,700 $10,515,700 DENIED

2021-01396 1124515000 RYAN LLC $10,515,700 $10,515,700 DENIED

2021-01395 1124810000 RYAN LLC $10,515,700 $10,515,700 DENIED

2021-01368 0777210408 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $2,883,382 $2,883,382 DENIED

2021-01296 0678972014 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $2,433,518 $2,433,518 DENIED

2021-01295 0238360550 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $28,802,400 $28,802,400 DENIED

2021-01294 0238360540 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $86,420,500 $86,420,500 DENIED

2021-01285 1449120046 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $8,028,248 $8,028,248 DENIED

2021-01284 1843120000 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $59,984,300 $59,984,300 DENIED

2021-01283 0646790502 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $5,683,700 $5,683,700 DENIED

2021-01280 1120210672 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $5,350,777 $5,350,777 DENIED

2021-01275 1321550000 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $28,343,848 $28,343,848 DENIED

2021-01261 0722101356 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $8,738,862 $8,738,862 DENIED

2021-01255 0098290000 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $29,813,500 $29,813,500 DENIED

2021-01252 1378210100 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $58,426,704 $58,426,704 DENIED

2021-01248 0515640102 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $2,697,860 $2,697,860 DENIED

2021-01247 0515640104 PARADIGM TAX GROUP $7,403,296 $7,403,296 DENIED

2021-01211 T0471910000 BIG LOTS STORES INC #547 $67,200 $67,200 DENIED

2021-01203 0778300000 SPICE COAST LLC $208,186 $208,186 DENIED

2021-01117 0238770708 RYAN LLC $13,082,200 $13,082,200 DENIED

2021-01116 0238770710 RYAN LLC $13,082,200 $13,082,200 DENIED

2021-01115 0374765202 RYAN LLC $23,192,700 $23,192,700 DENIED

2021-01114 0945000002 RYAN LLC $13,104,760 $13,104,760 DENIED

2021-01031 0678880600 VENTURE CONSTRUCTION $441,789 $441,789 DENIED

2021-01029 0883298132 HILL WARD & HENDERSON PA $618,931 $618,931 DENIED

2021-01013 1248420000 OCONNOR & ASSOCIATES $306,599 $306,599 DENIED

2021-01008 1608010100 CRAIGHTON DARRYL B TRUSTEE $3,567,900 $3,567,900 DENIED

2021-01002 1178610000 HILL WARD HENDERSON PA $572,487 $572,487 DENIED

2021-00994 1109670011 JLL HOTELS HOSPITALITY GROUP $49,577,900 $49,577,900 DENIED

2021-00984 0398975550 HILL WARD HENDERSON PA $2,691,500 $2,691,500 DENIED

2021-00981 0145210346 HILL WARD HENDERSON PA $490,338 $490,338 DENIED

2021-00980 1695380000 HILL WARD HENDERSON $564,508 $564,508 DENIED

2021-00979 1915730000 HILL WARD HENDERSON PA $675,700 $675,700 DENIED

2021-00978 1855250000 HILL WARD HENDERSON $2,813,927 $2,813,927 DENIED

2021-00913 1200990000 ALTUS GROUP $1,709,280 $1,709,280 DENIED
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Total Petitions
141

2021-02438 2051621752 BOYD JANA $181,785 $181,785 DENIED

2021-02435 0771926218 TRIEU TRUNG $238,343 $238,343 DENIED

2021-02434 1038270000 MORGADO CHRISTINE A $284,897 $284,897 DENIED

2021-02312 0125815012 SHERMAN ROBERT W $17,404 $17,404 DENIED

2021-01847 0553670100 FLORIDA PROPERTY TAX 
PROFESSIONALS

$1,999,375 $1,999,375 DENIED

2021-01654 1342720000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $1,141,140 $1,141,140 DENIED

2021-01653 1173030000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $1,560,130 $1,560,130 DENIED

2021-01652 0274800000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $1,406,570 $1,406,570 DENIED

2021-01612 1663250000 FIRSTPOINTE ADVISORS LLC $1,023,800 $1,023,800 DENIED



 

   
      

  

PARWANI LAW, P.A. 9905 Alambra Avenue 

PHONE: 813-514-8280 Tampa, r!orida 33619 

FAX: 813-514-8281 website: www.parwanilaw.com 

Rinky S. Parwani, Managing Anomey, licensed in FL, CA, TX, IA 

March 7, 2022 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board 

From: Rinky S. Parwani, Legal Counsel to Value Adjustment Board 

Re: Certification of 2021 Real and Tangible Assessment Rolls 

I recommend the Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board certify the 2021 real and 
tangible assessment rolls and certify that the requirements of Rule l 2D-9.03 7 listed below have 
been met and have been verified by speaking with clerk. 

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

checklist. 
• Verified the qualifications of special magistrates, including if special magistrates 

completed the Department's training. 
• Based the selection of special magistrates solely on proper qualifications and the property 

appraiser did not influence the selection of special magistrates. 
• Considered only petitions filed by the deadline or found to have good cause for filing late. 
• Noticed all meetings as required by section 286.011, F .S. 
• Did not consider ex parte communications unless all parties were notified and allowed to 

object to or address the communication. 
• Reviewed and considered all petitions as required, unless withdrawn or settled by the 

petitioner. 
• Ensured that all decisions contained the required findings of fact and conclusions of law. 
• Allowed the opportunity for public comment at the meetings where the recommended 

decisions of special magistrates were considered or board decisions were adopted. 
• 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. 

Should you have any questions about the process, please let me know. 



CERTIFICATION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD DR-488 
 R. 12/09 
 Section 193.122, Florida Statutes   Rule 12D-16.002 
 Florida Administrative Code
  
 

 Tax Roll Year 20 21 
  
The Value Adjustment Board of __Hillsborough__ 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 
 
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.  
 
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 

$ 112,269,483,587 

2.  Net change in taxable value due to actions of the Board $ (13,257,685) 

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

$ 112,256,225,902 

 
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. 
 
 
 
 ______________________________________________  __     __ 
 Signature, Chair of the Value Adjustment Board Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continued on page 2 



 CERTIFICATION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD DR-488 
 R. 12/09 
 Page 2 of 2 
 
 PROCEDURES Tax Roll Year 20 21 
   
 
 
The value adjustment board has met the requirements below. Check all that apply. 
 
The board: 
 

 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.  
 
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 



CERTIFICATION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD DR-488 
 R. 12/09 
 Section 193.122, Florida Statutes   Rule 12D-16.002 
 Florida Administrative Code
  
 

 Tax Roll Year 20 21 
  
The Value Adjustment Board of __Hillsborough__ 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 
 
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.  
 
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 

$ 9,648,973,373 

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     

$ 9,648,973,373 

 
*All values entered should be county taxable values. School and other taxing authority values may differ. 
 
 
 
 ______________________________________________  __     __ 
 Signature, Chair of the Value Adjustment Board Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continued on page 2 



Hillsborough 2 0 2 1 

Pat Kemp 6 

Harry Cohen 1 

Melissa Snively 4 

Ron Dyser 

Shawn Simon 

3 61 22 962 819 3,615,470 66,511 

1 2 6 723 583 4,848,792 93,274 

0 6 3 290 244 1,613,379 28,888 

0 6 0 4 6 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 241 236 0 0 

3 35 1  88  92 3,180,044 57,538 

7 110 32 2,308 1,980 13,257,685 246,211 

Pat Kemp (813) 272-5470 

Lisa-Marie Meek, Clerk Designee (813) 276-8100, 4354 



STATISTICAL COMPARISON
FOLIOS PETITIONS FOLIOS PETITIONS FOLIOS PETITIONS FOLIOS PETITIONS FOLIOS PETITIONS FOLIOS PETITIONS

REAL PROPERTY VALUE 2927 2295 3556 2776 2312 2010 2372 2282 2614 1991 2077 2077

TANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY VALUE 322 322 483 483 173 173 196 196 348 348 245 245

DENIAL OF CLASSIFICATION 135 129 95 95 124 122 65 65 27 27 59 55

DENIAL OF REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION 127 127 73 73 60 60 79 79 71 71 40 40

TRANSFER OF HOMESTEAD ASSESSMENT 
DIFFERENCE 13 13 10 10 9 9 5 5 17 17 11 11

PARENT/GRANDPARENT REDUCTION 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2

DENIAL FOR LATE FILING OF EXEMPTION OR 
CLASSIFICATION 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3

PROPERTY WAS NOT SUBSTANTIALLY 
COMPLETE ON JAN 1 5 5 3 3 6 6 2 2 6 6

QUALIFYING IMPROVEMENT OR CHANGE OF 
OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL 1 1 4 4 1 1 2 2 2 2

BACK TAXES
EXEMPTION ON TPP
LEGAL ISSUES 1 1

TAX DEFERRAL

TOTALS 3527 2889 4224 3444 2685 2381 2728 2638 3084 2461 2445 2441

VAB GRANTS 47 155 56 58 42 39

VAB DENIALS 1207 1119 1099 776 426 399

PETITIONS EITHER WITHDRAWN OR SETTLED 2273 2950 1530 1894 2616 2007

ORIGINALLY SCHEDULED 2455 2942 2167 2233 1894 2289

RESCHEDULED 1670 2168 112 421 819 56

PETITIONS IN HEARINGS 1225 1225 1295 791 1252 1052 867 867 458 423 427 426

REDUCTION IN COUNTY TAXABLE VALUE
SHIFT IN TAXES

$64,234,335

$1,319,618

$10,035,994

$168,254

20212019 2020

$13,257,685

$246,211

PETITION TYPES

$11,035,192$5,188,386

$110,724

2016

VAB PETITIONS SCHEDULED FOR HEARINGS

$222,980

VAB GRANTS, DENIAL & WITHDRAWN OR SETTLED PETITIONS

TAX IMPACT

$21,158,052

$434,333

2017 2018



               
 

 
  

 

 

 

From: Rinky Parwani 
To: Caban, William 
Cc: Richards, Kimberly 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: SERVICE OF COURT DOCUMENT CASE NUMBER 292013CA007050A001HC PRASAD, CHARLES vsHILLSBOROUGH COUNTY PROPERTY APPRAISER 
Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 2:45:08 PM 
Attachments: Stipulation Of Dismissal.pdf 

CAUTION: This email is from an external source. Do you know them and are you expecting this? Look again! Phishing is our #1 threat. 
You are our best defense!!! 

 Finally! 

Rinky S. Parwani 
Managing Attorney 
Parwani Law, P.A. 
9905 Alambra Avenue 
Tampa, Florida 33619 
Phone: 813-514-8280 
Fax: 813-514-8281 
rinky@parwanilaw.com 
www.parwanilaw.com [parwanilaw.com] 

Rinky S. Parwani is licensed  to practice law in Florida, California, Texas and Iowa.  She was selected as a Florida Super Lawyer 
Rising Star for 2013.  Parwani Law, P.A. is the winner of the Brandon Chamber of Commerce 2010 Small Business of the Year Award 
in the Minority and Women Business category and was awarded the 13th Judicial Circuit’s Outstanding Pro Bono Service by a law firm 
award in 2017. Parwani Law, P.A. was selected as a finalist or business of the year 2020 by the Greater Riverview Chamber of 
Commerce. 

From: eservice@myflcourtaccess.com <eservice@myflcourtaccess.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 7, 2022 2:29 PM 
Subject: SERVICE OF COURT DOCUMENT CASE NUMBER 292013CA007050A001HC PRASAD, CHARLES vsHILLSBOROUGH COUNTY PROPERTY 
APPRAISER 

Notice of Service of Court Documents 

Filing Information 

Filing #: 143423081 

Filing Time: 02/07/2022 02:29:07 PM ET 

Filer: William D Shepherd 813-276-8890 

Court: Thirteenth Judicial Circuit in and for Hillsborough County, Florida 

Case #: 292013CA007050A001HC 

Court Case #: 13-CA-007050 

Case Style: PRASAD, CHARLES vsHILLSBOROUGH COUNTY PROPERTY APPRAISER 

Documents 

Title File 

Stipulation Of Dismissal 

STIPULATION FOR VOLUNTARY DISMISSAL.pdf 

E-service recipients selected for service: 

Name Email Address 

Brian T. Fitzgerald fitzgeraldb@hillsboroughcounty.org 

connorsa@hillsboroughcounty.org 

stroupj@hillsboroughcounty.org 

Rinky S Parwani rinky@parwanilaw.com 

service@parwanilaw.com 

karen@parwanilaw.com 

mailto:Rinky@parwanilaw.com
mailto:william.caban@hillsclerk.com
mailto:kimberly.richards@hillsclerk.com
mailto:rinky@parwanilaw.com
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.parwanilaw.com/__;!!BqA_fObfzgc!dAS-iBBkO9Bxuu_PMYXb0FkOgZ0xryffdZiHJRYmqd8sbmZoDCnKh0xI-nByJ_SYzEd5sxutrkmuwwynmc5KLrc$
mailto:fitzgeraldb@hillsboroughcounty.org
mailto:connorsa@hillsboroughcounty.org
mailto:stroupj@hillsboroughcounty.org
mailto:rinky@parwanilaw.com
mailto:service@parwanilaw.com
mailto:karen@parwanilaw.com
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mailto:eservice@myflcourtaccess.com
mailto:eservice@myflcourtaccess.com


William D Shepherd shepherdw@hcpafl.org 

gomezm@hcpafl.org 

eservice@hcpafl.org 

E-service recipients not selected for service: 

Name Email Address 

Robert H Bonanno rhbonanno@tampamediation.com 

bonanno9@tampabay.rr.com 

Robert H. Bonanno bonanno1231@tampabay.rr.com 

This is an automatic email message generated by the Florida Courts E-Filing Portal. This email address does 
not receive email. 

Thank you, 
The Florida Courts E-Filing Portal 

request_id#:143423081;Audit#:488302777;UCN#:292013CA007050A001HC; 

mailto:shepherdw@hcpafl.org
mailto:gomezm@hcpafl.org
mailto:eservice@hcpafl.org
mailto:rhbonanno@tampamediation.com
mailto:bonanno9@tampabay.rr.com
mailto:bonanno1231@tampabay.rr.com
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From: Rinky Parwani 
To: Caban, William 
Cc: Clark, Teresa; Meek, Lisa-Marie; Richards, Kimberly 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Bearss Groves 
Date: Monday, February 14, 2022 1:49:32 PM 
Attachments: image002.png 

image003.png 

CAUTION: This email is from an external source. Do you know them and are you expecting 
this? Look again! Phishing is our #1 threat. You are our best defense!!! 

Rinky S. Parwani 
Managing Attorney 
Parwani Law, P.A. 
9905 Alambra Avenue 
Tampa, Florida 33619 
Phone: 813-514-8280 
Fax: 813-514-8281 
rinky@parwanilaw.com 
www.parwanilaw.com [parwanilaw.com] 

Rinky S. Parwani is licensed  to practice law in Florida, California, Texas and Iowa.  She 
was selected as a Florida Super Lawyer Rising Star for 2013.  Parwani Law, P.A. is the 
winner of the Brandon Chamber of Commerce 2010 Small Business of the Year Award in 
the Minority and Women Business category and was awarded the 13th Judicial Circuit’s 
Outstanding Pro Bono Service by a law firm award in 2017. Parwani Law, P.A. was 
selected as a finalist or business of the year 2020 by the Greater Riverview Chamber of 
Commerce. 

From: Pope, Kenneth <PopeK@HillsboroughCounty.ORG> 
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 1:26 PM 
To: Cury, Della <CuryD@HillsboroughCounty.ORG>; Rinky Parwani <Rinky@parwanilaw.com>; 
Lavandeira, Jon-Paul - CE <LavandeiraJ@HillsboroughCounty.ORG>; Gross, Joe 
<GrossJ@hillsboroughcounty.org> 
Cc: Beck, Christine <BECKC@HillsboroughCounty.ORG> 
Subject: RE: Bearss Groves 

Della, I just spoke to Rich Reidy about this matter.  Thank you. 

Kenneth C. Pope, Esquire
Hillsborough County Attorney’s Office 

P: (813) 272-5670 
E: popek@hillsboroughcounty.org 
W: HCFLGOV.net 

Hillsborough County 
601 E. Kennedy Blvd., 27th Floor, Tampa, FL 33602 

mailto:Rinky@parwanilaw.com
mailto:william.caban@hillsclerk.com
mailto:Clark@hillsclerk.com
mailto:lisa-marie.meek@hillsclerk.com
mailto:kimberly.richards@hillsclerk.com
mailto:rinky@parwanilaw.com
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.parwanilaw.com/__;!!BqA_fObfzgc!f5vFzcDs3rfYq2HUyx-XQExZJpgyA5-1xwqYPV2Dy0gVE2X8XLsu2B6jpqpkewiTazsCVqtCoLQibB89qAak9W8$
mailto:popek@hillsboroughcounty.org


http:HCFLGOV.net
mailto:BECKC@HillsboroughCounty.ORG
mailto:GrossJ@hillsboroughcounty.org
mailto:LavandeiraJ@HillsboroughCounty.ORG
mailto:Rinky@parwanilaw.com
mailto:CuryD@HillsboroughCounty.ORG
mailto:PopeK@HillsboroughCounty.ORG


 

            
 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 
 

    
 

 
    

     

Facebook [fb.com] | Twitter [twitter.com] | YouTube [youtube.com] | LinkedIn [linkedin.com] 

Please note: All correspondence to or from this office is subject to Florida’s Public Records law. 

From: Cury, Della <CuryD@HillsboroughCounty.ORG> 
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 11:52 AM 
To: Pope, Kenneth <PopeK@HillsboroughCounty.ORG>; Rinky@parwanilaw.com; Lavandeira, Jon-
Paul - CE <LavandeiraJ@HillsboroughCounty.ORG>; Gross, Joe <GrossJ@hillsboroughcounty.org> 
Cc: Beck, Christine <BECKC@HillsboroughCounty.ORG> 
Subject: FW: Bearss Groves 

Commissioner Cohen will receive a copy of this email however, I felt I should 
forward this to you for your review and/or response.  Thank you. 

Della Cury 
Legislative Aide to Harry Cohen
County Commissioner, District 1
P: (813) 272-5470
M: (813) 614-2391 
E: Curyd@HCFLGov.net
County Center, 601 E Kennedy Blvd, 2nd  floor 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Please note: All correspondence to or from this office is subject to Florida’s Public Records law. 

From: Barry Lawrance <blawrance@me.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 10:26 AM 
To: Cohen, Harry <CohenH@hillsboroughcounty.org> 
Subject: Bearss Groves 

External email: Use caution when clicking on links, opening attachments or replying to this email. 

Dear Commissioner Cohen, 

I am writing to ask for your help. Bearss Groves is one of the last small farms left 
in the county and the only Farm left in our community. I believe the VAB board 
made a mistake in the denial of our greenbelt application. Although we appreciate 
the board’s intent to write the state legislators for clarification, I 
don’t believe Bearss Groves will be around for the answer. We cannot survive the 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.fb.com/HillsboroughFL__;!!BqA_fObfzgc!f5vFzcDs3rfYq2HUyx-XQExZJpgyA5-1xwqYPV2Dy0gVE2X8XLsu2B6jpqpkewiTazsCVqtCoLQibB89D1Eh8Vo$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://twitter.com/hillsboroughfl__;!!BqA_fObfzgc!f5vFzcDs3rfYq2HUyx-XQExZJpgyA5-1xwqYPV2Dy0gVE2X8XLsu2B6jpqpkewiTazsCVqtCoLQibB89LiGO1XU$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.youtube.com/user/HillsboroughCounty__;!!BqA_fObfzgc!f5vFzcDs3rfYq2HUyx-XQExZJpgyA5-1xwqYPV2Dy0gVE2X8XLsu2B6jpqpkewiTazsCVqtCoLQibB8923BPHTU$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.linkedin.com/company/hillsborough-county__;!!BqA_fObfzgc!f5vFzcDs3rfYq2HUyx-XQExZJpgyA5-1xwqYPV2Dy0gVE2X8XLsu2B6jpqpkewiTazsCVqtCoLQibB89jV1ADls$
mailto:CuryD@HillsboroughCounty.ORG
mailto:PopeK@HillsboroughCounty.ORG
mailto:Rinky@parwanilaw.com
mailto:LavandeiraJ@HillsboroughCounty.ORG
mailto:GrossJ@hillsboroughcounty.org
mailto:BECKC@HillsboroughCounty.ORG
mailto:Curyd@HCFLGov.net
mailto:blawrance@me.com
mailto:CohenH@hillsboroughcounty.org


    
   

   
 

  
 
 

 

  
 

   
 

   
 

 
   

    
  

  
 

 
   

 
   

 
 

 

$200/day fines imposed by code enforcement any longer. We have over $160,000 
in fines and need to have them halted or we will be forced to close. The code 
enforcement board refuses to follow the Statue that exempts us from municipal 
codes, and has forced us to try to obtain Agricultural Classification to stop the fines. 
The magistrates and property appraisers legal counsel are not treating us the same 
as other properties in the county. The basis of their denial is an administrative rule: 

12D-5.001. Agricultural Classification, Definitions 

(1) For the purposes of Section 193.461, F.S. 
[gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com], agricultural purposes does not 
include the wholesaling, retailing or processing of farm products, such as 
by a canning factory. 

(2) Good faith commercial agricultural use of property is defined as the 
pursuit of an agricultural activity for a reasonable profit or at least upon a 
reasonable expectation of meeting investment cost and realizing a 
reasonable profit. The profit or reasonable expectation thereof must be 
viewed from the standpoint of the fee owner and measured in light of his 
investment. 

First, we are not a canning factory and never intend to be. What are we left to do if 
we cant wholesale or retail our farm products? It is really hard to have an 
expectation of profit if we cant do either one of these. Clearly, this rule needs 
clarification. 

The denial of our agricultural classification is because our 1000 sq. ft. farm stand 
is used to sell our farm products to the public. The property appraiser believes the 
primary use of this stand is for retail purposes and therefore can’t be granted 
Agricultural Classification. If this is true, there are hundreds of properties in the 
county that should have their classification taken away. 

I would like to add the Agricultural Use definition from the Hillsborough County 
Land Development Code. The Land Development Code contains all of the rules 
and regulations governing how you can use land in Hillsborough County. 

Agricultural Stand: Permanent or temporary structures for the sale of
legumes in the shell, fresh fruits and vegetables, ornamental plants and
other agricultural products, and natural plants, flowers and trees. 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http*3A*2F*2Fflrules.elaws.us*2Fciteit*2Ffllaws*2F193.461&data=04*7C01*7CPopeK*40HillsboroughCounty.ORG*7C8a77e2dec11a4ca9bb7608d9ecb59d47*7C81fe4c9d9bb849bd90ed89b8063f4c8a*7C1*7C0*7C637801087028925453*7CUnknown*7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0*3D*7C3000&sdata=6Ni9bfjBiUCY3Bkkr*2F3Y3FTzPLVjosPtZBInQ7xtYeQ*3D&reserved=0__;JSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSU!!BqA_fObfzgc!f5vFzcDs3rfYq2HUyx-XQExZJpgyA5-1xwqYPV2Dy0gVE2X8XLsu2B6jpqpkewiTazsCVqtCoLQibB89os7rXRE$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http*3A*2F*2Fflrules.elaws.us*2Fciteit*2Ffllaws*2F193.461&data=04*7C01*7CPopeK*40HillsboroughCounty.ORG*7C8a77e2dec11a4ca9bb7608d9ecb59d47*7C81fe4c9d9bb849bd90ed89b8063f4c8a*7C1*7C0*7C637801087028925453*7CUnknown*7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0*3D*7C3000&sdata=6Ni9bfjBiUCY3Bkkr*2F3Y3FTzPLVjosPtZBInQ7xtYeQ*3D&reserved=0__;JSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSUlJSU!!BqA_fObfzgc!f5vFzcDs3rfYq2HUyx-XQExZJpgyA5-1xwqYPV2Dy0gVE2X8XLsu2B6jpqpkewiTazsCVqtCoLQibB89os7rXRE$


 



 
 

  

  
  

    
    

 
    

   
   

 
   

   
 

 
   

  
   
   

     
   

     
 

 
    

 
   

  

 
  

    
   

  
   

Agriculture and Related Uses: Use of land, buildings or structures
for uses such as but not limited to agriculture, animal production units,
farm labor camps, agricultural stands, stables, private and stables,
public. 

According to Hillsborough County, the Agricultural Stand is an agriculture use but 
is not allowed to have agricultural classification……. 

If the way the rule is being enforced is accurate, than any farmer that sells their 
product on their land wholesale or retail should be denied classification. This rule 
says nothing about primary use, it just says retail or wholesale.  The way hay 
farmers sell their product for profit is by putting the hay in a pole barn and then 
selling it to the cow, horse, etc, farmers. The sole purpose of the barn is to sell hay 
for profit. The primary use of the pole barn is for retail/wholesale sales of hay. 

Any nursury that sells plants to the public should have their classification denied 
wherever the sale of their plants takes place. How many nurseries in the county 
also sell fertilizer, pots, mulch, sod, irrigation supplies, pottery, yard art, etc.? The 
land that any of these items are sitting on is used for the retail/wholesale of those 
items. Sod is not grown in North Hillsborough County yet a lot of the nurseries 
sell it. Should the land where the sod and mulch is stored and sold on be 
denied Agricultural Classification too? 

Old McMickey’s Farm is a “Petting Zoo”. Its mode of profit is the sale of admission 
tickets to the farm. Should the building selling admission tickets be 
denied Agricultural Classification? The sole purpose of the building is for the retail 
sales of tickets to enter the Farm. They also have beer, wine and food sales. 
They are granted full Agricultural Classification. Not to mention, they have a 
large amount of revenue generated from weddings and parties. There are acres of 
land used solely for parking cars to enter the farm. All of these parking lots are 
granted classification. 

Visit Raprager Family Farms and all you will see is the retail quest for money and 
the sale of farm products. You can also mine for gems, play in forts, go on 
hayrides, dive in corn pits, look at Christmas lights, and plan birthday parties. They 
have multiple retail activities going on andthey still have Agricultural 
Classification. 

Bearss Groves has had Agricultural Classification since the statute started in 
the 1960s. I started working at BearssGroves in 1993 and purchased the business in 
2006 from the Bearss Family. The farm stand has been agriculturally classified 
since it was built in 1994. The only reason for the loss of classification was change 
of ownership when I purchased the land in 2012. I was unaware of the filing for 



 
    

    
 

 
   

    
   

  
  

   
   

  
 

 
 
 

Agricultural Classification. After learning of my oversight, I applied in 2018. 
Nothing has changed on this property since 1994. It is the same farm stand on the 
same land in the same spot. For 18 years it was fine, and now it can no longer be 
allowed. 

I am asking for this to be addressed at the next BOCC meeting: Is there any way 
for Bearss Groves to remain open until further clarification can be given? 
Because you are on the VAB Board, I believe you could ask for code enforcement 
to put the fines on hold until clarification is given by the State. If we must wait 
until the next legislative session, there will be an additional $70,000 in 
fines accrued. I am going to try and gain support from the rest of 
the Commissioners as well, but I believe you and Commissioner Kemp would be 
leading the effort with your position on the VAB Board. 

Thank you for your time in reading this, 
Barry Lawrance 



PARWANI LAW, P.A.                                                         9905 Alambra Avenue 
PHONE: 813-514-8280                     Tampa, Florida 33619         
FAX: 813-514-8281                                                                website: www.parwanilaw.com 

 
Rinky S. Parwani, Managing Attorney, licensed in FL, CA, TX, IA 

 
 
February __, 2022  
 
Florida Senate Committee on Agriculture 
404 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100 
 
Code Enforcement 
3629 Queen Palm Drive 
Tampa, Florida 33619 
 
Government Relations & Strategic Services 
County Center, 26th Floor 
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33602 
 

Re: Legislative Changes to Florida Statute 193.461 and Florida 
Administrative Rule 12D-5.001 

 
Dear Sirs and Madams: 
 
I am writing you at the request of the Value Adjustment Board of Hillsborough 
County.  It has come to the Board’s attention that a significant change is needed in 
the agricultural classification for property tax purposes in order to assist our small 
farmers and growers.   
 
Basically, the statutes and rules as written for property tax purposes do not create an 
exception for small farmers and growers to retail their products on the property and 
keep the agricultural exemption.  This places the small farmer at an extreme 
disadvantage from selling their crops to the general public when compared to the 
large retail box chain.  Moreover, as written given the current trend in organic and 
local products for agricultural this statue leaves the consumer with fewer options to 
purchase agricultural products.  The Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board 
would like the agricultural classification statute reviewed and rewritten to assist our 

http://www.parwanilaw.com/


small agricultural producers in the next session and we have explained the legal 
inconsistency below for your benefit. 
 
Specifically, under Florida Administrative Code Rule 12D-5.001(1) retailing of farm 
products does not qualify as an agricultural purpose under Fla. Stat. Sect. 193.461. 
Under Florida law, “only lands that are used primarily for bona fide agricultural 
purposes shall be classified agricultural.” §193.461(3)(b), Fla. Stat.  Subsection (5) 
of the statute includes a number of examples of the types of activities whose purpose 
is “agricultural” for tax exempt status and states as follows: 
 

For the purpose of this section, the term ‘agricultural purposes' 
includes, but is not limited to, horticulture; floriculture; viticulture; 
forestry; dairy; livestock; poultry; bee; pisciculture, if the land is used 
principally for the production of tropical fish; aquaculture, including 
algaculture; sod farming; and all forms of farm products as defined in 
s. 823.14(3) and farm production.   

 
 
The governing statute for agricultural classification is Section 193.461 which 
requires use for bona fide agricultural purposes to receive the classification. Florida 
Administrative Rule 12D-5.001 specifically addresses what is an agricultural 
purpose under Section 193.461 and states as follows:  
 

12D-5.001 Agricultural Classification, Definitions. (1) For the 
purposes of Section 193.461, F.S., agricultural purposes does not 
include the wholesaling, retailing or processing of farm products, such 
as by a canning factory.  

 
Thus, under Florida law the retailing of a farm product is not an agricultural purpose 
will be denied the classification for property tax purposes. 
 
The Florida Right to Farm Act which does not govern property tax classifications is 
in direct conflict with the above property tax statutes and rules statutes and does 
allow a farmer to retail products on the land.  A review of Section 823.14(3)(c), 
Florida Statutes, defines a farm product as follows:  
 

(c) “Farm product” means any plant, as defined in s. 581.011, or animal 
or insect useful to humans and includes, but is not limited to, any 
product derived therefrom. The purpose of Section 823.14, (the 
"Florida Right to Farm Act,") is stated in the statute to protect 



reasonable agricultural activities conducted on farmland from nuisance 
suits.  

Florida Right to Farm act suits are brought by neighbors or local government and 
seek to prohibit the farm from engaging in activities that produce noise, odors, 
fumes, dust or related activities that are common with agricultural activity. 
 
The statutory inconsistency means that while a grower may sell the product that is 
produced on the land, the famer will be taxed at a retail use even if the land is used 
primarily for agricultural purposes. In other words, U-Pick farms and small roadside 
stands next to the agricultural growing site are not receiving the agricultural property 
tax exemption under the current law even though the “Right to Farm Act” 
encourages such use.  The actual taxable value of many of these roadside stands is 
minimal to the tax base, but can mean a huge difference to a local farmer trying to 
stay in business. 
 
The Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board requests the legislature amend 
the property tax statute to correct this inconsistency.  We appreciate your time and 
review of this letter and I am happy to answer any questions you may have regarding 
the details explained. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Rinky S. Parwani 
Legal Counsel to the Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board 
rinky@parwanilaw.com 
 
 
cc: Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board 
 Hillsborough Value Adjustment Board Clerk 
 Department of Revenue 
  



PARWANILAW, P.A. 9905 Alambra Avenue 
Tampa, Florida 33619PHONE: 813-514-8280 

website: www.parwanilaw.comFAX:813-514-8281 

Rinky S. Parwaniz Managing Attorney, licensed in FL, CA, TX, IA 

May 30, 2019 

Florida Senate Committee on Agriculture 
404 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100 

Code Enforcement 
3629 Queen Palm Drive 
Tampa, Florida 33619 

Operations and Legislative Affairs 
County Center, 26th Floor 
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33602 

Re: Legislative Changes to Florida Statute 193.461 and Florida 
Administrative Rule 12D-5.001 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

I am writing you at the request of the Value Adjustment Board of Hillsborough 
County. It has come to the Board's attention that a significant change is needed in 
the agricultural classification for property tax purposes in order to assist our small 
farmers and growers. 

Basically, the statutes and rules as written for property tax purposes do not create an 
exception for small farmers and growers to retail their products on the property and 
keep the agricultural exemption. This places the small farmer at an extreme 
disadvantage from selling their crops to the general public when compared to the 
large retail box chain. Moreover, as written given the current trend in organic and 
local products for agricultural this statue leaves the consumer with fewer options to 
purchase agricultural products. The ID.11.sborough County Value Adjustment Board 
would like the agricultural classification statute reviewed and rewritten to assist our 
small agricultural producers in the next session and we have explained the legal 
inconsistency below for your benefit. 

http:www.parwanilaw.com


Specifically, under Florida Administrative Code Rule 12D-5.001 ( 1) retailing offarm 
products does not qualify as an agricultural purpose und~r Fla. Stat. Sect. 193 .461. 
Under Florida law, "only lands that are used primarily for bona fide agricultural 
purposes shall be classified agricultural." §193.461(3)(b), Fla. Stat. (2015). 
Subsection ( 5) ofthe statute includes a number ofexamples ofthe types ofactivities 
whose purpose is "agricultµral" for tax exempt status and states as follows: 

For the purpose of this section, the term 'agricultural purposes' 
includes, but is not limited to, horticulture; floriculture; viticulture; 
forestry; dairy; livestock; poultry; bee; pisciculture, if the land is used 
principally for the production of tropical fish; aquaculture, including 
algaculture; sod farming; and all forms of farm products as defined in 
s. 823.14(3) and farm production. 

The governing statute for agricultural classification is Section 193.461 which 
requires use for bona fide agricultural purposes to receive the classification. Florida 
Administrative Rule 12D-5.001 specifically addresses what is an agricultural 
purpose under Section 193 .461 and states as follows: 

12D-5.001 Agricultural Classification, Definitions. (1) For the 
purposes of Section 193 .461, F .S., agricultural purposes does not 
include the wholesaling, retailing or processing of farm products, such 
as by a canning factory. 

Thus, under Florida law the retailing ofa farm product is not an agricultural purpose 
will be denied the classification for property tax purposes. 

The Florida Right to Fann Act which does not govern property tax classifications is 
in direct conflict with the above property tax statutes and rules statutes and does 
allow a farmer to retail products on the land. A review of Section 823.14(3Xc), 
Florida Statutes, defines a farm product as follows: 

(c) "Farm product" means any plant, as defined in s. 581.011, or animal 
or insect useful to humans and includes, but is not limited to, any 
product derived therefrom. The purpose of Section 823.14, (the 
"Florida Right to Farm Act,") is stated in the statute to protect 
reasonable agricultural activities conducted on farmland from nuisance 
suits. 



Florida Right to Farm act suits are brought by neighbors or local government and 
seek to prohibit the farm from engaging in activities that produce noise, odors, 
fumes, dust or related activities that are common with agricultural activity. 

The statutory inconsistency means that while a grower may sell the product that is 
produced on the land, the famer will be taxed at a retail use even ifthe land is used 
primarily for agricultural purposes. In other words, U-Pick farms and small roadside 
stands next to the·agricultural growing site are not receiving the agricultural property 
tax exemption under the current law even though the "Right to Farm Act" 
encourages such use. The actual taxable value ofmany of these roadside stands is 
minimal to the tax base, but can mean a huge difference to a local farmer trying to 
stay in business. 

The Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board requests the legislature amend 
the property tax statute to correct this inconsistency. We appreciate your time and 
review ofthis letter and I am happy to answer any questions you may have regarding 
the details explained. 

Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

/ 

Rinlcy S. Parwani 
Legal Counsel to the Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board 
rinky@parwanilaw.com 

cc: Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board 
Hillsborough Value Adjustment Board Clerk 
Deparbnent ofRevenue 

mailto:rinky@parwanilaw.com
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Rinky S. Parwani, Managing Attorney, licensed in FL, CA, TX, IA 

 
February _, 2022 
 
Florida Senate Committee on Finance and Tax 
404 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100 
 
Florida House Committee on State Affairs 
402 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100 
 
Government Relations & Strategic Services 
County Center, 26th Floor 
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33602 
 

Re: Legislative Changes to Florida Statute 193.461 and Florida 
Administrative Rule 12D-5.001 

 
Dear Sirs and Madams: 
 
I am writing you at the request of the Value Adjustment Board of Hillsborough 
County.  It has come to the Board’s attention that a significant change is needed in 
the granny flats assessment reduction for property tax purposes to assist our 
taxpayers.    Basically, the statutes and rules as written for property tax purposes do 
not allow for the assessment to be lowered on brand new construction of a property 
for parents or grandparents when that construction occurs at the same time as the 
main residence. 
 
The governing statute that implements the Florida constitutional provision for the 
Granny flats exemption is as follows:  
 

193.703 Reduction in assessment for living quarters of parents or 
grandparents.— (1) In accordance with s. 4(f), Art. VII of the State 
Constitution, a county may provide for a reduction in the assessed value 
of homestead property which results from the construction or 

http://www.parwanilaw.com/


reconstruction of the property for the purpose of providing living 
quarters for one or more natural or adoptive parents or grandparents of 
the owner of the property or of the owner’s spouse if at least one of the 
parents or grandparents for whom the living quarters are provided is at 
least 62 years of age. (2) A reduction may be granted under subsection 
(1) only to the owner of homestead property where the construction or 
reconstruction is consistent with local land development regulations. 
(3) A reduction in assessment which is granted under this section 
applies only to construction or reconstruction that occurred after the 
effective date of this section to an existing homestead and applies only 
during taxable years during which at least one such parent or 
grandparent maintains his or her primary place of residence in such 
living quarters within the homestead property of the owner.  

 
The determining language in this case in contained in sub-section (3) where it states 
that the reduction in assessment applies only to construction or reconstruction "to 
an existing homestead". The construction of a brand new main house and the 
construction of the grandparent or parent homestead occurring at the same time is 
not covered by the statute.   The construction of the parents' living quarter must be 
to an existing homestead as required currently by the language of the statute. 
 
The statutory inconsistency means that while a taxpayer may add to an existing 
residence and construct a parent or grandparents’ quarters to receive the reduction 
in assessment that same taxpayer may not construct such a residence simultaneously 
with new construction. 
 
The Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board requests the legislature amend 
the property tax statute to correct this inconsistency.  We appreciate your time and 
review of this letter and I am happy to answer any questions you may have regarding 
the details explained. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Rinky S. Parwani 



Legal Counsel to the Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board 
rinky@parwanilaw.com 
 
 
cc: Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board 
 Hillsborough Value Adjustment Board Clerk 
 Department of Revenue 
  



Value Adjustment Board 
Hillsborough Connty, Florida 

March 10, 2022 

Legal Advertising 
Tampa Bay Times 
490 l51

• Ave. S. 
St. Petersburg, FL 33705 

Re: Notice of Meeting Advertisement 

Good Morning, 

We would like the attached ' 'Notice of Meeting" published as a legal line in the classified 
section of your newspaper, to run on Wednesday, March 16, 2022. Please, do not run 
this ad on TBO.com. 

Please provide this office with an affidavit of the Proof of Publication. Bill this to the 
Hillsborough County Value Adjustment Board, Account Number 130043. 

If you need further information, please contact me at (813) 276-8100 Ext. 4753 , or Will 
Caban, at (813) 307-7081. 

Sincerely, 

Teresa Clark 
Manager 
Tax DeedsN AB 

Attachment 

419 Pierce St. , Room 140. • Tampa, FL• 33602 
Phone: (81 3) 276-8100, ext. 4354 • Fax: (813) 272-5044 



TAXPAYER NOTICE 
MEETING OF THE HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 

VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD 

The Value Adjustment Board will meet, virtually via WebEx, on Wednesday, March 30, 
2022, at 9:30 a.m. Information on how to access the virtual meeting will be posted on the 
VAB website at https://www.hillsclerk.com/Additional-ServicesNalue-Adjustment
Board and https://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/en/calendar. The purpose of this meeting 
is for the V AB to take public comment, approve minutes, approve Phase II 
Recommended Decisions, Certify Tax Rolls, and other V AB matters. 

Any person who might wish to appeal any decision made by the Value Adjustment Board 
regarding any matter considered at the forthcoming meeting is hereby advised that he or 
she will need a record of the proceedings, and for such purpose, he or she may need to 
ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made that will include the testimony 
and evidence upon which such appeal is to be based. 

419 Pierce St. , Room 140. • Tampa, FL• 33602 
Phone: (813) 276-8100, ext. 4354 • Fax: (813) 272-5044 

https://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/en/calendar
https://www.hillsclerk.com/Additional-ServicesNalue-Adjustment
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