
DECISION OF THE VALUE ADJUSTMENT BOARD 
VALUE PETITION 

County 

The actions below were taken on your petition. 
 These actions are a recommendation only, not final  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)(l), 194.036, 194.171(2), 196.151, and 197.2425,
Florida Statutes.)

Petition # Parcel ID  
Petitioner name 
  The petitioner is:  taxpayer of record  taxpayer’s agent 

 other, explain: 

Property 
address 

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

Value 
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TRIM Notice 

Before Board Action 
Value presented by property appraiser 

Rule 12D-9.025(10), F.A.C.

After Board 
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1. Just value, required
2. Assessed or classified use value,* if applicable

3. Exempt value,* enter “0” if none
4. Taxable value,* required
*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 

Conclusions of Law 

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

Signature, special magistrate Print name Date 
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If this is a recommended decision, the board will consider the recommended decision on                  at 
     Address    
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                        or visit our web site at    

Final Decision of the Value Adjustment Board

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

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

DR-485V 
R. 01/ 17

Rule 12D-16.0 02 
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Findings of Fact for Petition 2017-00359:
Hearing Date: February 8, 2018
Subject Type: Movie Theater (USE CODE: 3503)
Property Appraiser Representative: Mr. Paul Wallace, Mr. Gaylord Wood, Mr. Richard Tuck
Petitioner Representative: Mr. Thomas Slack

Evidence Submitted:
Property Appraiser: Property summary, evidence summary, aerial photographs/ tax maps, property tax ID card, cost
approach (supported by comparable land sales), comparable sales analysis, reconciliation, retail market data, Property
Appraiser statement of compliance, Rule 12D-9.020 - Exchange of Evidence, Case Law (Ervin HIGGS, Property
Appraiser for Monroe County, Appellant, v. Lloyd A. GOOD, Jr., Appellee), Form DR-493 cover letter, The Eighth
Criterion and the 15% adjustment, FLORIDA STATUTES 193.011 “THE EIGHT CRITERIA” AND MASS
APPRAISAL Rule 120-8.002(4), F.AC., Cost of Sale (COS) Talking Points, testimony
Petitioner: Plans (all other evidence was inadmissible, as the evidence was not submitted in a timely manner).
Admissibility of Evidence: The evidence submitted by the Property Appraiser is deemed relevant and admissible with
no objections raised. The evidence for the Property Appraiser was admitted.
Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statutes and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the Property Appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the Property
Appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The Petitioner did not present competent, substantial
evidence to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser.
The subject is a 24-screen movie theater located within the Disney Springs retail development (on Disney Property).
The improvements contain 134,449 square feet of rentable area, and the improvements were constructed in 1988 and
1997. The subject site size is 116,741-square feet. The property is located at 1500 East Buena Vista Drive, Bay Lake,
FL 32830.
The Property Appraiser developed the sales comparison and cost approaches.
Sales
The Property Appraiser submitted a large number of sales, of which he indicated that four were the best indicators of
market value for the subject. The Petitioner discussed the sales, indicating that many of them may have been leased fee
sales at above market rents. The Petitioner further discussed several other sales, pointing out flaws to the sales, causing
them to be less relevant to the fee simple market value of the subject as of January 1, 2017. The Petitioner’s argument
regarding many of the sales likely has merit. However, the Petitioner submitted no admissible evidence of contrasting
sales. Furthermore, the Property Appraiser indicated that he only provided the sales as support for his cost approach,
and no weight was placed on the sales comparison analysis.

The Property Appraiser submitted a cost approach supported by land sales. The land value on the tax ID card is
indicated at $673,002 per acre ($15.45/ SF). The subject’s underlying land is likely much more valuable than $15.45
per square foot.

The Petitioner discussed the flaws in the cost analysis and the inefficiencies within the building (which was
constructed in 1988 and 1997). The Petitioner discussed the size of the theater (on a per screen basis), indicating that
the subject has one of the largest theaters per screen in the state (which is inefficient in today’s market), and that the
subject contains large concourse areas (which are also inefficient in today’s market). However, again, no admissible
evidence was admitted regarding the inefficiency (and a way to measure it financially). The Petitioner discussed the
subject’s high expenses in relation to other theaters (due to its large configuration). However, no income approach was
developed and submitted by either party. The Petitioner discussed the replacement cost of the theater, indicating that
the theater could be replaced for less than the value that the Property Appraiser’s value. However, the Petitioner
submitted no admissible cost approach.

There is not enough evidence to make any adjustment to the subject’s value.

Therefore, the Petitioner did not present competent, substantial evidence to overcome the presumption of correctness
established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is DENIED.

Conclusions of Law for Petition 2017-00359:
Admissibility of Evidence: The evidence submitted by the Property Appraiser is deemed relevant and admissible with
no objections raised. The evidence for the Property Appraiser was admitted.

Based on the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing, the Property Appraiser lawfully considered the eight
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criteria enumerated in Section 193.011, Florida Statutes and, therefore did present sufficient evidence to establish a
presumption of correctness. Petitioner did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Property Appraiser's
just value does not represent just value nor did the Petitioner prove that the Property Appraiser's just valuation is
arbitrarily based on appraisal practices that are different from the appraisal practices generally applied by the Property
Appraiser to comparable property within the same county. The petitioner did not present competent, substantial
evidence to overcome the presumption of correctness established by the Property Appraiser. Therefore, the petition is
DENIED.
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