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Annual Report
December 29, 2006

Gloucester County
Board of Equalization
As required by law, the Gloucester County Board of Equalization (BOE) makes this written
report of its actions available upon request to the public, the local governing body, and the
Tax Commissioner.
Further, the law requires that the local BOE be made up of local citizen/freeholders, and
members must be broadly representative of the community and at least 30 percent of the
Board must be comprised of currently or former professionals in real estate, construction,
financial or legal fields. This includes commercial or residential appraisers, other real estate
professionals, builders, developers or legal or financial professionals.
The Gloucester County Board of Supervisors (BOS) nominated the following citizens, listed
alphabetically, to serve on the 2006 BOE (reassessment year 2005):

Donald C. Brewster, Sr.
Harold C. Cleveland

George C. Simpson

George Woodhouse, II
Bernard J. Zwinak

Retired
Assessor - 13 years, City of Charlottesville, VA
Retired
Assessor - 11 years, Towns of Wareham/Sharon, MA
Manager - 12 years, Revaluation Company
Licensed Real Estate Broker - 15 years
Retired – 26 years, Manpower Management USAF
Self-employed
Citizen/Freeholder
Developer – 12 years, VA – NC – SC – WV – MD
Builder – 20 years, VA – NC – SC – WV – MD
Retired
Member of previous BOE
Administrative Assistant to President of AFGE/AFL-CIO
Deceased November 20, 2006

At this point, the BOE feels it is appropriate to deviate from the process and make the
following statement. Bernie wanted to be a member of the BOE for the sole purpose of
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faithfully serving the citizens and the County of Gloucester. In every possible thought and
action, this he did to the very end.
On February 23, 2006, the five proposed members of the BOE met to organize and discuss
duties. The following officers were elected:
Chairman:
Vice Chairman:
Secretary:

George Woodhouse, II
Harold C. Cleveland
Donald C. Brewster, Sr.

The proposed members attended a training session conducted by the Virginia Department of
Taxation prior to submittal of names to the Circuit Court for appointment. On January 4,
2006, all members were present for a training session conducted by Robert Smith with the
Virginia Department of Taxation.
On behalf of the Board of Supervisors, Daniel M. Stuck, County Attorney, requested that the
Circuit Court appoint the members named above to the Gloucester County Board of
Equalization for the 2005 Reassessment.
The Court Order of Appointment set forth the following:
IT APPEARING to the Court that Sections 58.1-3370 and 58.1-3374 require the appointment of a
Board of Equalization at this time and specify the qualifications of the members thereof; and
IT FURTHER APPEARING to the Court that the below named individuals meet all of the requirements
and qualifications set forth in the Code for the appointment to the Board of Equalization.
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the following citizens be appointed to the Gloucester County
Board of Equalization for the 2005 reassessment
(Note – the five individuals proposed by the Board of Supervisors
are named)
The order is concluded with the following statement:
Pursuant to Code of Virginia Section 58.1-3370, the terms of these members expire on January 1,
2007.
ENTERED this 24th day of January, 2006.
The order is signed by William H. Shaw, III, Judge of the Circuit Court.

The chart shown below displays information generated by the Finance Department of
Gloucester County relating to parcels reviewed by the BOE and changes made with regard
to the 2005 assessments:
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SUMMARY
Note: These figures do not include those parcels that the BOE reviewed
that resulted in no change to the assessed values.
#
Residential
#
Commercial
Net
Net Dollars
Residential
Dollars
Commercial
Dollars
Applications
947 ($9,917,095)
2
$169,800
949 ($9,747,295)
Comparables
230 ($3,228,250)
783 $49,861,560 1,013 $46,633,310
Late Applications
70 ($2,107,000)
4
($86,500)
74 ($2,193,500)
Comm.
Applications
1
$9,796,378
72
($6,700)
73
$9,789,678
TOTALS
1,248 ($5,455,967)
861 $49,938,160 2,109 $44,482,193

Records maintained by the BOE indicate the numbers of parcels actually reviewed
were much higher – over 4,000 parcels with a net total increase amount in excess of
$65 million. The five members of the BOE met on 76 days for a total of 1,826 man-hours in
the performance of their duties.
On many occasions, the BOE called upon Kevin Wilson, Commissioner of Revenue, to
provide information to the BOE and answer questions specific to the reassessment process
and procedures. On December 4, 2006, the Board asked Mr. Wilson to appear before the
BOE to review events relative to the reassessment, including but not limited to the following:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Zones and square foot prices for land values of commercial property;
Unfinished review of waterfront property;
Procedures for tax credits for rip-rap and bulkheads; and
Sales/Assessment Ratio Study to determine the median value and ratio of
residential and commercial properties.

During our discussion, the BOE asked that Mr. Wilson provide his opinions in writing, which
he agreed to do. The Board voted to include his OVERVIEW OF GENERAL
REASSESSMENT EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2006, SUBMITTED BY THE
COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE DECEMBER 12, 2006, to be an integral part of the BOE’s
annual report:
OVERVIEW OF GENERAL REASSESSMENT
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2006
SUBMITTED BY THE COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE
DECEMBER 12, 2006
In May 2004 I was asked by the County Administrator, Bill Whitley, to participate in the next general
reassessment process by serving on the committee reviewing proposals and making
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on matters relating to future in-house reassessment
departments. I was advised by many not to get involved in this process but felt given the problems of
previous reassessments, the numerous problems that existed with the records of this office, the
inability to use the assessment software Manatron Proval and the general public’s perception that this
office is part of the process, thereby part of the problem by default, since all real property records are
contained within this department, that I would prefer being apart of the solution rather than considered
part of the problem. The County had done nothing to ensure the records received by previous
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reassessment contractors were correct and as each successive contractor used the prior contractors
records and made errors themselves the lack of oversight perpetuated the problems even worse as
time progressed. I felt the records of ownership maintained by this office, the computerized database
of property characteristics, the records of the building official, GIS/Mapping and health/utilities records
had to be consolidated and corrected in order to ensure the highest quality in current and future
reassessments. Several Board of Supervisors meetings reflect my statements on this matter.
The Committee was formed and met several times to discuss previous RFP’s issued by the County
and suggestions for improvement were allowed and given by each member of the Committee. Mrs.
Pam Douglas, the prior Board of Equalization chairperson, made many suggestions based on the final
report of her Board. Staff in my Department and myself reviewed four other RFP’s, the County
Attorney reviewed additional localities for suggestions and staff gathered suggestions based on other
localities experience, we interviewed other Commissioners of Revenue seeking their input and
experience and I spoke with Mr. Tom Morelli from the Tax Department several times regarding the
reassessment process. Even though I had taken many real estate appraisal classes I had no
experience in using outside reassessment firms and conceded some of my suggestions based on my
lack of experience in this process to County Staff. The County Attorney felt some items of concern
were unnecessary to be apart of the RFP, that which ultimately became apart of the Contract for
Reassessment. My primary concern of the time was details on how the County would be assessed
and it was my suggestion we outline this in the RFP and Contract. It was avowed that this was not
necessary because stating that any contractor had to adhere to professional standards, in this case
USPAP Standard 6, was sufficient and the analogy was made that you would not tell a contract roofer
how to lay shingles but merely state they would need to comply with current state and local building
regulations on such. I disagreed but was overruled when staff drafted the final RFP and Contract.
On July 12, 2004 four bids were received from prospective bidders and they are as follows, Pearson
Appraisal at $19.70 and $19.50 respectively, Wampler Eanes at $17.95 per parcel, Blue Ridge Mass at
$14.50 and $13.75 respectively and Tri-County Appraisals at $12.00 per parcel. The most responsive
bid was received from Wampler Eanes but was latter withdrawn by the firm stating they had been
awarded a contract by another locality and would not be able to perform if awarded. An RFP was
mailed to Mr. Harold Wingate, owner of Wingate Appraisal, a firm considered the best in the
Commonwealth based on his years of experience and reputation, and in addition he was contacted by
phone and encouraged to submit a proposal but he ultimately declined to do so. The committee was
then charged with the duty of choosing the most responsive bid based on the criteria outlined in the
RFP and they are as follows:
A. Willingness to use and demonstrate a working knowledge of the current assessment software
Manatron Proval.
B. Prior experience in assessing varying types of property and its uses in Virginia
C. Offeror’s understanding of the County’s needs and the general presentation of his/her offer.
D. The completeness of the Offeror’s proposal
E. Qualifications of managers, appraisers and field appraisers.
F. Time proposed to complete the Reassessment
G. Effective cost of Proposal Pricing.
We, the committee, were asked to identify the two most responsive proposals based on the
abovementioned criteria. Tri-County’s proposal was deemed the least responsive based on the above
criteria and was not interviewed by the committee. The committee was advised an interview of each
firm submitting proposals was not necessary as the RFP stated that only those offers/offeror’s deemed
fully qualified and best suited would be interviewed based on the above criteria. The award would be
based on who made the best proposal during the interview and negotiations process based on the
opinion of the Purchasing Director. The committee, at the direction of Mr. King, Purchasing Director,
interviewed the two firms selected, those being Blue Ridge Mass and Pearson Appraisal, and reviewed
the proposals of the two firms selected based on additional agreed upon questions by the committee.
Both firms were considered equal in all aspects except two, working knowledge of assessment
software and effective cost of Proposal Pricing. During the interview process with the two firms the
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committee was made aware of the fact that Pearson Appraisal would have to contract with an outside
computer professional in order to perform the contract, as no one on Pearson’s staff completely
understood Manatron Proval. In addition the county would incur added cost in procuring the necessary
software licenses from Manatron Proval for Pearson’s use, as well as other provisions that were not
included in his original offer. Mr. King’s choice, with the agreement of the committee, was Blue Ridge
Mass Appraisal with the belief they were the lesser of two evils based on the offers, selection criteria,
interview question and answer process and the fact there were no other firms willing to submit a
proposal. According to the timeline outlined in the RFP a recommendation was made to the Board of
Supervisors at their August 3rd meeting. The Board of Supervisors tabled their discussion and award
of the contract until their September 7th meeting where Mr. Dave Hickey, President of Blue Ridge was
present and answered questions from Board members. An award was made at this meeting by a
unanimous vote of all Supervisors.
On September 14, 2004 Mr. King, the County’s Purchasing Director, received on behalf of the County
a formal objection to award the reassessment contract to Blue Ridge and Stonewall Technologies
based on the fact that Tri-County Appraisals was not allowed to make an alternate proposal. It is my
understanding they did file an order with the Circuit Court of which was latter withdrawn by the firm by
discussion and agreement with the firms contract Attorney. Both Blue Ridge Mass and Pearson
Appraisal made alternate proposals to the original RFP for consideration and it was determined that
Tri-County could have made an alternate proposal as well but the alternate proposal by Blue Ridge
had nothing to do with the Purchasing Directors decision not to interview Tri-County Appraisal. The
case/suit by Tri-County Appraisal was dropped in late October or early November 2004. This delayed
our contract negotiations with Blue Ridge and delayed the overall General Reassessment process until
the first of January 2005. The original RFP stated the contractor would begin the reassessment
process on September 1, 2004 and would complete the Sales Survey on or before November 15, 2004
for inspection and approval by the County Assessor.
Based on the award by the Board of Supervisors on September 7, Blue Ridge contacted the County
Attorney and asked if they could receive a copy of the County’s Real Property database in order that
they could prepare for the upcoming reassessment. I was contacted September 29 and asked by the
County Attorney if I would be in agreement for the Director of Information Technology, Mr. Bain’s, to
release the real property database to Blue Ridge in order for them to begin the reassessment process
while the County Attorney dealt with Tri-County’s formal objection and pending lawsuit. I agreed with
the release for the following reason, as the data requested is public information, the award was made
to Blue Ridge by the Board of Supervisors, holding the information would only delay our mission further
and only a Circuit Court Judge could cease and overturn the award.
The County Attorney, Blue Ridge’s legal representatives, Mr. Hickey and staff met several times in
November 2004 to discuss the contract details and update where necessary dates and requirements
based on the delay of award and delays realized due in part to Tri-County’s formal objection to the
award.
Beginning in December 2004 I asked the County Attorney several times and called Blue Ridge several
times to ask when they would begin the Reassessment Process/fieldwork and when we could expect
as the contract outlined a sales study for review. Blue Ridge’s project supervisor, Mr. Sonny Fultz and
appraiser Mr. Don Brookman came to my office unannounced on the morning of January 25 to advise
they were here to begin the Sales Study analysis and to proceed with the fieldwork. I advised Mr. Fultz
of my concerns that they were just starting a 12-month plus process with only two appraisers and were
being sent by Blue Ridge to perform the work of five. Mr. Fultz shared my concerns at the time and
began work as instructed by Mr. Dave Hickey with an assurance that more staff was forthcoming.
I continued my objections over the lack of staff, the absence of field sheets showing how and whom
they were reviewing and questioned why no Sales Study had been presented to Mr. King, myself or
staff for review prior to the Blue Ridge field staff beginning work.
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Because of my objections to the County Attorney over what I felt was a failure to perform in
accordance with the RFP and contract originally signed by Blue Ridge the County Attorney along with
Mr. Hickey of Blue Ridge held several discussions and meetings. The outcome of which was a
contract modification changing the contract timeline of performance and specific contract paragraphs
dealing with such. Once again according to the modified contract received on March 4 from Mr. King,
Purchasing Director, the sales study was to be delivered to the County on November 7, 2004. I
received the sales study from Blue Ridge in late April 2005 and it was dated March 2, 2005.
On March 15, 2005 I received a copy of a memo from Mr. King, Purchasing Director, sent to Blue
Ridge advising he had not received the Performance Bond in accordance with the provisions of the
contract. Given that the contractor, Blue Ridge, was already in default of the contract in several areas
this action by Blue Ridge placed the County in a very vulnerable position. However, no payments were
made until the Letter of Credit was received.
Mr. Honnick, County Assessor and myself reviewed the Sales Study submitted by Blue Ridge and
determined the average increase in value based on the study was approximately 57%. The Virginia
Department of Taxation’s annual review and Sales Study revealed that our November 2004 to
February 2005 Assessment/Sales Ratio was 61% and our Coefficient of Dispersion was approximately
21%. Given that the Virginia Department of Taxation had determined our Fair Market Values were
down by 39% and our COD was approximately 21%, a 57% average increase in value was in line with
the Tax Department’s review of recent sales.
I continued to object to Blue Ridges lack of performance with the County Attorney throughout April and
May 2005 because field work as reported by them was insufficient to complete the contract in a quality
manner on or before October 21, 2005, that they failed to provide field sheets as required, overall
Insurance coverage was in question and that a performance bond had not been submitted as required.
I repeatedly questioned Mr. Fultz, Project Supervisor for Blue Ridge over why field sheets were not
being delivered as required and why additional staff was not brought in to make certain completion of
the fieldwork was accomplished on or before October 21, 2005 as the contract required. My
continuous inquiries met with no results. The County Attorney, County Staff and myself requested a
meeting with Mr. Hickey in May 2005, Mr. Fultz represented the firm at this meeting instead of Mr.
Hickey, where our complaints were aired and we asked for immediate remedies by the firm. As a result
of that meeting Mr. Fultz advised me on or about June 16 he was leaving the company because Mr.
Hickey was not providing him sufficient staff to complete a quality job on time. Before Mr. Fultz
departure a new Project Supervisor was introduced, Mr. Vince Marshall and Mr. Hickey advised the
County Attorney additional staff and field sheet information would be forthcoming.
Mr. Honnick and I had agreed to review 10% of Blue Ridges fieldwork and this was very difficult in the
fact that we were not receiving information on completed work by the firm. Mr. Honnick and myself
reviewed 3027 parcels of the approximately 23,740 parcels of which represents 12.8% of the total
parcels. In the summer of 2005 Mr. Honnick suffered from several severe health related issues and
this fact did hinder his fieldwork but it did not hinder the review and constant oversight of the process.
Mr. Honnick ensured, along with myself, that his secretary, Mrs. Burton supplied Mr. Hickey, Mr. Fultz,
Mr. Marshall and Blue Ridge staff with copies of building permits, new subdivision plats, listing of 2005
sales, land use information and ongoing issues we were discovering as part of our review. Mrs. Burton
consistently emailed sales information and building permit databases to Mr. Hickey for his and staff
use, although he claims he never received such information. Mr. Hickey first denied receiving the
information, then when shown he had received such information he claimed it wasn’t received on time
or it was not what he asked for, denies first, and then shifts the blame when caught. I think most felt
we were reviewing final reassessment values and feel we did not do our job. Most often Values are
where complaints are derived but incorrect information used by assessors guarantees poor quality
workmanship and therefore incorrect values. This task was almost impossible since we were not
receiving the final values and breakdowns Mr. Hickey of Blue Ridge applied when reassessment
notices were mailed to citizens. Ensuring that 10% of the total properties are reviewed for errors does
not merely mean values, it means ensuring that all properties are valued, ensuring Blue Ridges field
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staff were supported with information in a timely manner, it was constant reminders that work was not
being performed, it was contact with the State Corporation Commission on radio towers, it was contact
with the Tax Department and the Department of Mines on Mineral Values, it was reviewing errors that
Blue Ridge was bringing to our attention such as new buildings without permits, but to only review
values and not the information used to derive values when the value is constantly changes and
suddenly increases by 25%, when notices were mailed to taxpayers, is impossible when chasing a
moving target. By statute the value of property and the method of assessment is a subjective opinion
of value reserved for the Assessor and are considered correct regardless of professional opinion
otherwise. Mr. Hickey of Blue Ridge was the Assessor by contract with the Board of Supervisors
during this General Reassessment, not Mr. Honnick or myself, so our opinion of value does not count
and the County Attorney has reminded us of this throughout the process.
Keep in mind that many things that were pointed out to Mr. Hickey and staff in their original interview,
followed by constant reminders by staff, the County Attorney, the Purchasing Director and me, were
never acted upon during the contract/reassessment process. These are the very same issues you
here myself and others talk about today, Hurricane Isabel damaged properties, home-site values, utility
values, new construction/contractor interviews, failure to value Tangible Personal Property, correct
classifications of manufactured homes, income approach on rental or multi-family properties,
Assessment Manuals, neighborhoods as identified by sales analysis, waterfront properties, land to
building ratios, mineral values, valuation of landfill properties, Public Service property versus private
property co-located on such, site inspections and the list goes on.
On September 1, 2005 I sent a letter to Blue Ridge because the issues we verbally agreed upon when
Mr. Fultz left were not being adhered to in my opinion. Mr. Hickey had Mr. Didawick, Project Manager
from his firm respond stating why the firm was not adhering to what had been agreed to in May and
June 2005. I brought to the attention of the County Administrator, Mr. Bill Whitley, Mr. Hickeys
concerns based on his response to my September 1 letter. The primary reason why Mr. Hickey claims
he was falling behind was the County’s failure to deliver an updated copy of the real property
database. This is the first anyone had heard that receiving information from Gloucester’s DIT was a
problem. In the meeting with Mr. Whitley, Mr. Bain’s the County’s Director of Information Technology
was brought into the meeting to ask why the database had not been given to Mr. Hickey. Mr. Bain’s
reason for not supplying Mr. Hickey the information in May 2005 as requested was that a staff person
responsible for the information Mr. Hickey wanted was out sick all summer but he would provide the
information as soon as possible. I sent Mr. Hickey a response to his letter on September 23, 2005
outlying some mis-statements in his report/letter to me.
As of October 21, 2005 according to Blue Ridges weekly report 21,412 parcels of the 23,740 parcels
had been field reviewed. The contract called for the completion of all parcels on or before October 21,
2005. The fieldwork was not completed until the week ending November 11, 2005. At this time we
had only received information on 7,300 parcels.
The timeline stated that Blue Ridge would mail Notices of Reassessment on or before November 10,
2005 and they were not mailed until December 2, 2005 and this office received a copy of Blue Ridge’s
final values on December 5, 2005. I had a list of several properties that I reviewed periodically
throughout the 2005 reassessment process and noticed that values changed no less than five times.
The final values mailed to taxpayers on December 2, including my own, were 40% on average higher
than what was presented in April 2005 as a sales study. Simply put we can’t review what we are
not provided.
The Board of Supervisors, The Board of Equalization and Blue Ridge have all been made aware of my
unfavorable opinion of Blue Ridge’s performance since the reassessment book was released in
January 2006. Blue Ridge was given an extension to complete their work in January 2006. They
denied receiving information from this office but were latter proven wrong, they accused staff and me
for their failures to perform and were rebutted, and to date they continue to correct errors after signing
the final reassessment book that had nothing to do with information supplied by the County but rather
their failure to perform. They were asked by the County Attorney if they needed additional time to
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complete the contract in January 2006 and stated additional time was not necessary but claim after
errors are pointed out that they did not have sufficient time to complete the contract based on when
they received the information. We continue to point out errors one year after the contract ended and
continue to hold monies owed, as I see no end in sight to these errors being corrected other than
General Reassessments in the future.
This is a brief recount, in my own words, of the events that occurred before, during and after the
General Reassessment performed by Blue Ridge Mass Appraisal and feel it is accurate based on the
information I retained during the process.
-- End of OVERVIEW --

The BOE had a summons issued to officers of Blue Ridge Mass Appraisal (BRMA) to
appear at the BOE meeting held May 31, 2006, to answer questions regarding the
reassessment. Appearing on behalf of BRMA were Mr. Hickey, President, Mr. Didiwick,
Supervisor, and the Project Manager.
The BOE introduced the following topics for discussion and clarification:
(1) Numerous errors made throughout the County relative to equalization and uniformity
due to errors in square foot calculations, factors, depreciation, houses on the wrong lots
and waterfront properties;
(2) What contractors and real estate offices were interviewed to provide local input into
construction cost per square foot as well as listings and sales information from realtors;
and
(3) The status of corrections that were given to BRMA in January 2006 for Maps 47, 52 and
53.
BRMA was vague and unresponsive. No constructive answers were forthcoming. The BOE
took a brief recess to prepare a written list of information to be provided to the BOE from
BRMA. Upon reconvening, the BOE presented the list to the BRMA officials. To the best of
our knowledge, BRMA ignored our request.
Due to the absence of factual data and time constraints, the BOE is unable to develop an
Assessment/Sales Ratio Chart for Residential and Commercial properties. From that
statistical data, a median ratio could be developed which would serve as a dependable
indicator of the assessment level. This data is necessary to develop the coefficient of
dispersion (COD) that would measure how closely the Individual Ratio in the same is to the
median ratio.
The BOE is of the opinion the optimal goal for the Gloucester County would be Assessment
to Sale ratio median of .90-1.10 range. The acceptable COD would be .10 or less.
On page 6 paragraph 3 of this Annual Report (in Mr. Wilson’s OVERVIEW), he covers the
percentages reported by BRMA and the Virginia Department of Taxation from November
2004 to February 2005. On this same subject, a letter written on May 15, 2006 from the
Virginia Department of Taxation in response to a letter from Supervisor Theberge requesting
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advisory aid and assistance with the County’s 2005 general reassessment is attached as
Exhibit 1.
Is his letter, Mr. Thomas E. Morelli, Senior Property Appraisal Consultant, states “The
analysis to determine whether the reassessment achieved the 70% median ratio level
encompasses comparing each arms length sale to its new 2006 assessment. The
Gloucester Circuit Court deed recordation receipts used to compile a sampling of 629 sales
transactions from January 2005 through December 2005 indicated a median ratio of
approximately 100.25.”
The BOE is of the opinion that process is a very small portion of the equation and begs the
question, “what about the other 23,000 parcels, and how are they clustered around the 70%
median ratio?” Find the answer to that and you solve the problems with this revaluation and
equalization process. Could it have been possible that BRMA took the Property Record
Cards for the same 629 parcels, adjusted the valuations to 99.99/1.09 of the sale price, and
allowed the other 23,000 parcels to be all over the board? There is at least one County
Supervisor that buys into this process. The BOE has a nice toll bridge that spans the York
River, and we can give her a real deal on it.
In the course of hearing appeals from taxpayers who were aggrieved by the original 2005
reassessments, and those who were aggrieved by actions of the BOE in reviewing the
assessments of those parcels deemed comparables, the BOE made every effort to collect
accurate information and post this information on the property cards so that future
reassessments would have a sound basis on which to revalue the properties. On many
occasions, the taxpayer would provide the BOE with plats of the land and/or building plans
showing accurate square footage figures for the improvements. Even though this
information was put on the property cards for determining a fair and accurate assessment by
the BOE, the information was not posted on the permanent property cards.
Gloucester County has a policy of assessing small contiguous parcels, under single
ownership, separately, even though some of these parcels are lots with twenty-five feet of
frontage or small acreage tracts that cannot be developed under current zoning regulations.
Some of these parcels, such as 32C (1) 10 and 32C (1) 11, under single ownership and
improved with an office building which by survey actually straddles the common lot line
between Lots 10 and 11, were assessed as separate parcels.
There are other instances where this situation exists, such as Holly Beach (a residentially
zoned area) and Gloucester Point where property is zoned B-1 Business and B-3 Offices.
Not only is this difficult for the Assessor when assessing the property, it adds to the
paperwork for each department of the County Government that must handle the paper, such
as the Commissioner of Revenue and the County Treasurer.
The BOE, because of the apparent under assessment of commercial properties in the
Village and along Route 17 between Glenns and Gloucester Point, reviewed the
assessments of all parcels zoned B-1, B-2 and B-3. Values were equalized based on the
sales that occurred from January 1, 2005 through December 31, 2005.
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However, in order to be more consistent and fair, the BOE adjusted those values based on
the size of each parcel and recognizing the differences in values due to location along the
commercial corridor between the Village and Gloucester Point, the BOE made additional
adjustments as shown on Exhibit 2 (Board Zoned Commercial Square Foot Values).
Because many of the commercial properties along Route 17, whether zoned B-1, B-2 or B-3,
are and have been used as personal or rental residences, the BOE reduced the value of the
improvements to a flat value of $1,000. These properties should not have been included as
commercial in the County’s most recent comprehensive plan, due to the effects of the
highway overlay plan.
To compound the problem for some of these owners is the fact that the properties were too
small or had too little frontage on the highway to develop for commercial use.
In the process of reviewing the assessments of these types of properties, the BOE adjusted
the values by applying an economic obsolescence factor of 30% to the value of the land.
This same principal was applied to similarly sized properties already developed for
commercial use.
Listed below are suggestions from the BOE for future assessments:
1. Red flag properties processed by appeal or used as comparables and make changes
appropriately on the Gloucester County Field Data Sheet;
2. Advise taxpayers in an effective way of materials needed to support their claims when
making an appeal to the Board of Equalization, i.e., plot plans, wetland delineation with
square footage/acres computed, right of way, utility lines, topographical maps, etc;
3. Gloucester County continually update County maps to reflect accurate sizes of lots/land
areas;
4. Gloucester County develop realistic depreciation schedules and square footage
construction costs and maintain records of professionals developing such records;
5. Gloucester County develop cap rates to use as an income approach assessment of
commercial properties;
6. County Assessor use front footage and depth factors for commercial parcels located in
the Gloucester Court House area and by-pass;
7. Gloucester County provide a tax credit for taxpayers who own waterfront properties and
install approved rip-rap and bulkheads, while offering the same tax credit to taxpayers who
already have such rip-rap and bulkheads installed. In lieu of a tax credit, Gloucester County
should adopt a policy to not charge said owners for these conservation improvements (See
Exhibit 3, Code of Virginia: Partial Exemption for Erosion Control Improvements);
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8. Gloucester County require that property lines be vacated when a building or sanitary
permit is requested and the proposed construction will straddle a property line or septic field;
and
9. The BOE feels that the comprehensive zoning plan in its present form was prepared by
individuals without regard to individual characteristics and requirements of parcels in the
commercial zone. Front footage and depth was not considered as a limitation to the highest
and best use of each parcel.

_________________________
George Woodhouse, II
Chairman

_________________________
Harold C. Cleveland
Vice Chairman

__In Memoriam__
Bernard J. Zwinak

_________________________
Donald C. Brewster, Sr.
Secretary

_________________________
George C. Simpson

BOE/rp
Attachments:
Exhibit 1 – Letter Morelli to Theberge May 19, 2006
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