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Tax year A0 33 BOR no. O (31 ILED ON ; gl S
County. Ashtabula Date received MAR 2 1 2024

Complaint Against the Valuation of Real Property’ ;o
Answer all questions and type or print all information. Read instructions on back beforeocor?'lfp %vt‘lsr!'uoé‘ form.
Attach additional pages if necessary.
This form is for full market value complaints only. All other complaints should use DTE Form 2
Original complaint  [_] Counter complaint

Notices will be sent only to those named below.

Name Street address, City, State, ZIP code
1. Owner of property NEO DEVELOPMENT INC. |P.0.Box 768 - 2559 South Ridge E., Ashtabula, OH 44005
2. Complainant if not owner
3. Complainant's agent Christopher Altier, Esq. 3503 Carpenter Road, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004
4

. Telephone number and email address of contact person . . ;
PEISON 440-964-2700 E-Mail: caltierlaw@gwcmail.net

5. Complainant’s relationship to property, if not owner

If more than one parcel is included, see “Multiple Parcels” Instruction.

6. Parcel numbers from tax bill Address of property

68-412-00-004-003 vacant land - Lake Avenue, Ashtabula, Ohio

7. Principal use of property

8. The increase or decrease in market value sought. Counter-complaints supporting auditor's value may have -0- in Column C.

Column A Column B Column C
Parcel number Complainant's Opinion of Value Current Value Change in Value
(Full Market Value) (Full Market Value)
68-412-00-004-003 12,000.00 28,100.00 -16,100.00

9. The requested change in value is justified for the following reasons:

10. Was property sold within the last three years? [] Yes [] No 7] Unknown If yes, show date of sale

and sale price $ - and attach information explained in “Instructions for Line 10" on back.

11. If property was not sold but was listed for sale in the last three years, attach a copy of listing agreement or other available evidence.

12. If any improvements were completed in the last three years, show date and total cost §

13. Do you intend to present the testimony or report of a professional appraiser? [l Yes [] No [] Unknown
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14. If you have filed a prior complaint on this parcel since the last reappraisal or update of property values in the county, the reason
for the valuation change requested must be one of those below. Please check all that apply and explain on attached sheet. See R.C.

[] The property lost value due to a casualty.

section 5715.19(A)(2) for a complete explanation.
[] Occupancy change of at least 15% had a substantial

[] The property was sold in an arm’s length transaction.
economic impact on my property.

[] A substantial improvement was added to the property.

15. If the complainant is a legislative authority and the complaint is an original complaint with respect to property not owned by the

complainant, R.C. 5715.19(A)(8) requires this section to be completed.
[] The complainant has complied with the requirements of R.C. section 5715.19(A)(6)(b) and (7) and provided notice prior to the

adoption of the resolution required by division (A)(6)(b) of that section as required by division (A)(7) of that section.
has been examined by me and to the best of my

| declare under penalties of perjury that this complaint (including any attachments)

knowledge and belief is true, correct and complete.

Complainant or agent (printed}/fir’rbf?hw ﬂfﬁf} Title (if agent) A‘H*r;f '

Date /5 2Y
Complainant or agent (signature) /%méjl 4 '74—(1"'2,/3
7 )g -
F-4Z ~dY day of
(Date) (Month) (Year)

Sworn to and signed in my presence, this

[F

[LLLELIT



tyler COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD ASHTABULA COUNTY
Situs : LAKE AVE Map ID: 68-412-00-004-03 LUC: 400 Card: 1 of 1 Tax Year: 2023 Printed: March 21, 2024
CURRENT OWNER GENERAL INFORMATION
NEO DEVELOPMENT INC Routing No. 412-00 004-03
Class C-Commercial
Living Units
Neighborhood 8050C
Alternate Id
District
Field Review Flag: Zoning
Property Notes
Note Codes:
Land Information Assessment Information
Type Size Influence Factors Infl % Value Assessed Appraised Cost Income Market
j—gngeve:opeg icF: ilzggg 5-Shape Or Siz 5-Shape Or Siz -25 2;1228 Land 9,840 28.100 28.100 0
-Undevelope : ' Building 0 0 0 0
Total 9,840 28,100 28,100 0

Total Acres: 1.785

Legal Acres: 1.785

Value Flag 1-COST APPROACH

Manual Override Reason
Base Date of Value
Effective Date of Value

Entrance Information

Permit Information

Date ID Entry Code Source Date Issued Number Price Purpose Note
09/26/13 SH 7-Vacant 3-Other
Sales/Ownership History
Transfer Date Price Type Validity Deed Reference  Deed Type Grantor
01/19/06 12,000 1-Land Only U-Not Validated 0046/0579 WD-Warranty Deed RNR LAND CO LIMITED
Property Factors Legal Description
Topo: 3-Above 4-Steep Parcel TieBack: Addl.TieBack: N
Utilities: 7-Well Legal Descriptions:
Street/Road: 6-Alley And Sidewalk SEC3--3&4
Traffic: 3-Nominal
Location: 6-Secondary Strip
Spot Loc:

Inspection Witnessed By




o tyler

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD

ASHTABULA COUNTY

Situs : LAKE AVE Parcel Id: 68-412-00-004-03 Luc: 400 Card: 1 of 1 Tax Year: 2023 Printed: March 21, 2024
Building Information Building Other Features
Year BuIilt/Eff Year / Line Type +/- Measl Meas2 #Stp IU Line Type +/- Measl Meas2 #Stp IU
Building #
Structure Type
Identical Units
Total Units
Grade
# Covered Parking
# Uncovered Parking
DBA
Interior/Exterior Information
Line Lvl Fr - To Area  Perim Use Type Wall Height Ext Walls  Construction Int Fin  Partitions Heating Cooling  Plumbing Phy Fun %Comp %Rent
Interior/Exterior Valuation Detail Outbuilding Data
Line Area Use Type % Good % Comp Use Value/RCNLD | |Line Type Yr Blt Measl Meas2 Area Gr Qty ModCd Phy Fun MA %Comp Value




i tyler COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD

ASHTABULA COUNTY

Situs : LAKE AVE

Parcel Id: 68-412-00-004-03

Luc: 400

Card: 1 of 1

Tax Year: 2023

Printed: March 21, 2024

Addtional Property Photos




“w tyler COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD ASHTABULA COUNTY

Situs : LAKE AVE Parcel Id: 68-412-00-004-03 Luc: 400 Card: 1 of 1 Tax Year: 2023 Printed: March 21, 2024

Income Detail (Includes all Buildings on Parcel)

Use Mod Inc  Model Units Net Area  Income Econ Potential Vac Vac Additional Effective Expense Expense Expense Other Total Net
Grp Type Mod Description Rate  Adjust Gross Model Adj Income Gross Model %  Adj % Adj Expenses Expenses Operating
Income Income Income
Apartment Detail - Building 1 of 1 Building Cost Detail - Building 1 of 1
Line Use Type Per Bldg Beds Baths Other  Units Rent Income

Total Gross Building Area

Replace, Cost New Less Depr
Percent Complete 100

Number of Identical Units

Economic Condition Factor

Final Building Value

NBHD Fact
Value per SF 0.00
Notes - Building 1 of 1 Income Summary (Includes all Building on Parcel)

Total Gross Rent Area
Total Gross Building Area

Misc & Gross Bulding Values

Misc Building No Misc Adjusted Value
Gross Building:




o tyler

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD

ASHTABULA COUNTY

Situs : LAKE AVE Parcel Id: 68-412-00-004-03 Luc: 400 Card: 1 of 1 Tax Year: 2023 Printed: March 21, 2024
Comments

Number Code Status Comment

1 FLD RV 20021104 C#01 - LOCATION UNKNOWN

3 FLD DC REV14 - CHNG P&L FAC - NVC




o tyler

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD

ASHTABULA COUNTY

Situs : LAKE AVE

Parcel Id: 68-412-00-004-03 Luc: 400

Card: 1 of 1

Tax Year: 2023

Printed: March 21, 2024

PAGE LEFT BLANK | NTENTI ONALLY




PARID: 684120000403 JUR: 04
NBHD: 8050C ROLL: RP
NEO DEVELOPMENT INC LAKE AVE
Appraised Value (100%)

Year 2023
Appraised Land $28,100
Appraised Building $0
Appraised Total $28,100
CAUV $0
Assessed Value (35%)

Assessed Land $9,840
Assessed Building $0
Assessed Total $9,840
CAUV $0
Value History

Year Land Building Total CAUV
2021 $28,100 $0 $28,100 $0
2022 $28,100 $0 $28,100 $0
2023 $28,100 $0 $28,100 $0



PARID: 684120000403
NBHD: 8050C
NEO DEVELOPMENT INC

Parcel

Address
Unit
Class
Land Use Code
Tax Roll

Acres

Political Subdivsion
Taxing District
District Name
Gross Tax Rate
Effective Tax Rate
Neighborhood

Owner

Owner

Notes

Tax Mailing Name and Address

Mailing Name 1
Mailing Name 2
Address 1

Address 2

Address 3
Mortgage Company
Mortgage Company
Tax Year

Legal
Legal Desc 1

Legal Desc 2
Legal Desc 3
Notes

Survey

Taxes Due (Tax Year 2023)

Tax Roll Delq Taxes

RP_OH

Homestead Credits

Homestead Exemption
2.5% Reduction

JUR: 04
ROLL: RP
LAKE AVE

LAKE AVE
C - COMMERCIAL

400 - 400

RP_OH

1.785

Ashtabula City

68

ASH TWP-ASH C-ASH CSD-HARBOR TOPKY
87.91

73.805906

8050C

NEO DEVELOPMENT INC

NEO DEVELOPMENT CORP

PO BOX 768

ASHTABULA OH 44005

2023

SEC3--3&4

1ST Taxes 2ND Taxes Total

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

NO
NO



ANGIE MAKI-CLIFF

ASHTABULA COUNTY TREASURER

ASHTABULA CO TREASURER
25 WEST JEFFERSON STREET
JEFFERSON, OHIO 44047

REAL PROPERTY
1st HALF 2023

DUE 02/21/2024

PARCEL LOCATION: LAKE AVE

PARCEL ID:

68-412-00-004-03

NEO DEVELOPMENT CORP

TAX DISTRICT: ASH TWP-ASH C-ASH CSD-HARBOR TOPK

OWNER NAME: NEO DEVELOPMENT INC

PO BOX 768
ASHTABULA OH 44005 DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY:
SEC3-3&4
Gross Tax Rate 87.91|Non Business Credit Factor 084233 |Acres 1.785 APPRAISED VALUE
Reduction Factor  .16043788/Owner Occupancy Credit Factor .021058(Class clL Land Improvement Total
Effective Tax Rate  73.805906] LUC 400
TAX VALUES CURRENT TAX DISTRIBUTION 28150 il 2810
Real Estate Taxes 865.04|Ashtabula Count 107.94 TAXABLE VALUE
Reduction Factor -138.76|Ashtabula Area Csd 358.70 Land Improvement
Subtotal 726.28|Ashtabula Co Sch Financing 14.28
Non Business Credit 0.00|A-Tech 26.77 g ol A
Owner Occupancy Credit 0.00|Ashtabula Twp 2.36] | HOMESTEAD CAUV Value TIF Value
Homestead Reduction 0.00|Ashtabula City 166.97 0 0
CAUV Recoupment 0.00|Harbor-Topky Memorial Libre 33.20
Ashtabula Twp. Park District 11.29 SPECIAL ASSESSMENT
Current Net Taxes 726.28|Ashtabula Co Metro Parks 4.77|Proj# and Description Delinquent Current
Current Assessments 18.54 31092-ASHTABULA CITY LIC 0.00 18.54
Special Assessment 18.54
Full Year Taxes & Asmfs 744.82|Total 744.82
Half Year Taxes & Asmts 372.41
Penalties 0.00
Interest 0.00
Adjustments 0.00
Delinguent General Taxes 0.00
Delinguent Assessments 0.00
Total 0.00 18.54
TO AVOID 10% PENALTY
PAY ON OR BEFORE
02/21/24
TOTAL TAX 744.82 If you need a stamped receipt, return entire bill with a
PAYMENTS 744.82 self - addressed stamped envelope. No receipt will be
OTHER CREDITS 0.00 returned unless requested
HALF YEAR: 0.00 Your cancelled check is a valid receipt
FULL YEAR: 0.00
TaxBill prepared on  03/06/24 Return Bottom Portion with Payment

ANGIE MAKI-CLIFF

ASHTABULA COUNTY TREASURER

ASHTABULA CO TREASURER
25 WEST JEFFERSON STREET
JEFFERSON, OHIO 44047

REAL PROPERTY

DUE 02/21/2024

1st HALF 2023

PARCEL LOCATION: LAKE AVE

PARCEL ID: 68-412-00-004-03

0 00 0 0 O OO

OWNER NAME: NEO DEVELOPMENT INC

MAKE CHECK PAYABLE TO:
ANGIE MAKI-CLIFF, ASHTABULA COUNTY TREASURER

TaxBill prepared on

03/06/24

NEO DEVELOPMENT CORP

PO BOX 768
ASHTABULA OH 44005

PAY THIS AMOUNT

HALF YEAR:

$0.00

[N

FULL YEAR:

$0.00

LR

LA8412000040300000000000000009



STATEQFOHIO ., . ). F - IN THE COQURT OF APPEALS
)SS.
_ COUNTY.OF ASHTABULA ). ’ L E Q.EVENTH DISTRICT ..
2 m;ﬂfﬁ 24 p 3 0g _
LEF?F?IE} ;_u HEAHJDGMENT ENTRY .

' Appeliant e caH, 450 ) :
Asnrﬁ.aui‘f fcg %'#EE NO. 2007-A-0050 _

RONALD R. KI§TER

aves

A

ASHTABULA COUNTY BOARD
- OF REVISION, et al.,

o .

Appeliees.

- For the reasons stated in theapnnxomgf thls.cbl.irt t'h'ei assignments of error

Qhio- Board- of Tax Appeals is .reversed and tha«mattan fs*remandad ifor further -
proceedlngs consistent wtth this opmlon k- 3u.iiE
s further ordered that appa!lq_ 8 ne,-aissessed costs. herain taxed. The
' ! ~ court ﬁnds there were reasunabie groUndsiorf thrs appea[ Bl
' [ i o 7 e
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]j e
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are well-taken. It is the ]udgment and grder of th:s courtethat the'judgmentofthe




true value of his. property for tax- year. 2005 totaled $251 700 Appellant alleged that the
correct value of the prOperty was $1 10, DDO
-{1[3} The property, co_nslstmg of vacant land located m Asht._aﬁulal Township, .is
identified, as parcel. numbers 034030-00;084-00 (“first.. parcel") 03-030-00-141-00
(*second parcel”), and 03- 030—00-142—00 (*third parcet’). Both the county auditor. and
the Board of . Revrslon found that the ﬁrst parcel was valued at $37,600, tha second -
' parcel was valued at $112,900, and the third pan:el was valued at $101.200.

e e
t'l\ el

[14} A heal‘lng was held befare the Board of Tax Appeals on January 17, 2007.
| (1[_5}_ Appellgnt,glalmed that the _ﬂrst_pa_[;:el, was valued at $10,000, and the
secpnd_ and third b__arg_:als‘were valued, at $50,000 aach; He supp_o_&ed his claimed
va.lu_es._with the.-_sqles.-;nﬁ--two:.,n_aarhy-a.prqparﬂasmthg;ﬁqmpafaﬁyem:ga;ugﬁousﬂahm '
from the auditorscecarqs.for thoseproperties. . | l |

(16} - Pursuant to: its May 14, zoaudeclsiamand ﬂurder;,! the uBoard:of Tax:
Appeals:-found that there wasno euidenﬁaw}valueiﬁd comparing colnty'taxValuations of:
other-properties ‘to those subject-in appellant's case-and réiec_tediﬁiséfﬂl’ﬂumeﬂﬁ"‘j”'H?".?
 Board of Tax Appeals affied the decision of the Board of Revision; finding the true"
value of the subject parcels for tax year 2008 was sav-;auo#:wrﬂw:ﬁistf'bé"féél._ $112.900
for the second parcel, and $101,200 for the third ‘parcel; for a total of:$251,700: “itis
from that judgment that appellant filed & timely:noties'of appeal with this court“asserting*
the following two assignments: of error for ourireviews o3 S i Grtad B Shbingg

{47 “[1.] The Board of Tax- Appea{s erredf in -finding ‘that appallant falled ‘o

. come forward with evidence which demonstrated appellant’s right to the values sought.
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{18} “[2.] The _Boérd___ erred - in_ not..-r__equ!ring_; appellees to ;-prqyid_e--;sufﬁcjent
evi_danca _!o-rebut appellan_t_'s_evidenca.’?;._.__ S |
_;_{191' In his:first. a_ssignment. of error; :zappe_llant arg_ues_- t-h,at-thler _Braard' of Tax
Appeals erred in finding that he failed to_come forward with evidence which
demonstrated his right to tpe values sought. He asserts the foilqwing fgur is_su_es:_ (1)
lwhether his lnterpolation of the' acreage values for hi§ parcels and nearby parcela'
supports hlf nght to the values sought (2) whether his opinion of value as an awner of
the propeny was properly raqected by the Boan:l of Tax Appaals (3) whether he
establlshed credent!als as an expert to tesﬁfy as to tha value of the parcels; and (4)
whether the Board of Tax Appeals pruperly rejected the tax value of adjacent properhes
{1 "The applicable: standardof review.under [R.CL:717.04] s whetherthe.
B.Qﬁl‘d?ﬁ;-gd?sisloﬁg l&_r;-i!tpa;gnalt:lé};;anq;ﬁ Ia@l‘ __for-: afﬁrrhance_. and, 'u_nrg.aspnable,_ and _
 unlawfuf, for reversal.” - Gen. Am, --Transp «Com:iv. Limbach (Dec.:30, 1883), “11th Dist:
No.:3268, 1983 Ohio/App. LEXIS 12463/ at 2. \These statutorylguidahnasare rernforced_
IW case law: g b o vales soughl. e ssséns e |'(~..HI!L*\‘\I ni foi lgsues: (4
&< 4q11} . “The Ohio Supreme Courthasdacrde-& that'in andppearfrcm a'decision’
of the Board of Tax Aﬁ'peazs;*-mé---eoﬂrtsﬁfi.meﬁ&awéf-tb revieiw the-bord's decision to’
datermine: 11t i reasonable -and*lawful.' ("% ‘As?long 'as there“is evidence which'
reasonably suPﬁ'0$5"-ﬁe conclusion reached! by the! board, the ‘decision must stand’
'Mobile Instrument Serv. and Repair: e rax e&mmh- of Ohiio (Dec: 87 2000); 3d-Dist.
No. 8-2000-20; 2000 Ohio App. LEXIS 5670, at'5, queting Highlights for Children; Inc. v:
Collins (1977), 50'Ohio St.2d" 186, 167-188 "%, “Ses‘also; PPG Iridusiries; Inc. V:
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.Kosydar(1951) 65 Ohlo St 2d 80.™;. American. Sl‘aamsh:p Co. v. Umchh (1991). 61
Ohlo St. 3d 22 *™." (Parallel citations omitted.) -

._{1[12.] “The Court of Appeals,,is: bo_und{-.p_y__th_g_,-reco;d_ that was before the Board. of
Tax Ap.peala and may not s:ubstimie ité. judgment for that of the board. Denis Copy Ca.
V. L:mbach (1 992) 76 Ohno App.3d 768 - Additionalty the Board of Tax Appeals has :
wide cl:scretmn in deterrnining the weught to be given the evidence and ttna cmdibrhty of =
wrtnesses glat cornel b?fora it. Cardrnal Fed S &L Assn V. Cuyahoga Cty Bd of
Revrsion t1975) 44 Ohlo St2d 13 e | Fma!ly we. note that the burden of
demanstratmg lhat the determmatlon 15 unlawful and unreasonabla falls upan the
appellant ***: R. C 5717 04 Harchadonan v. Lmdley (1986) 21 Ohm St.Sd g6 ™"
Mﬂb!lalnstrummi supra.; at5-6 (Para[lalsn&aﬂmmtted) o, W Lirmna ar Jm @3

11113] The Supreme Comtof Ohla,gin Dayton-Montgumery Cty Port Auth v. ; -

e Lt e et £E AR G S A TP

Montgomery Cty. Bd. of Rewsron 13 Ohio St.ﬂd 231 2007-Ohio-1948; atcﬁ%. recently '

 stated:  and may ot subatinggs i judareept 195 §ia af e boeid: Denis Sopy b,
¢ Liga4y “’[W]heﬂtheevidencepresenfeﬁ“totheboardofrewsab‘n oF the BTA'
Goniradicts the ‘auditor's determination'in whole 6 n par, and When ho evidence has'
belen adduced to support the auditor’s Valuation; thé BTA may not simply revert to the
auditor’s determination. ‘Whenever it does so, e BTA is acting nlawfully by'makinga'
finding of value that-'-is‘i'amﬁ%ia_tWely'ﬁebniraaicfe&bi;-%if‘\e---aﬁry?évideﬁce'-*i'ﬁ'T{hce""r‘é'édr‘d‘:"ﬁ
"1+ gfs)” With respectto his firstisiie, a pary Who asserts a right to'an inérease or
decrease in the v'alue**o'f-real* prope.i-ty-’hés'** the burden '-to"ﬁrdve the right to the value
asserted. Cleveland Bd. of Edn. v. Cuyahaga Cty Bd. of Fa'evis:orr (1994), 68 Ohio
 8t.3d 336, 337; Crow v, Cuyahoga Cty Bd. of Revismn (1990), 50 OhicStSdES 57,1t

WO reeeniot o b




B Fmy wiens ok . Y R TIIE -

"le Incumbent: upon. the. party challenging the decision of a board of revision fo come
forward and offer evidence which demonstrates sts right to the value saught Cleve.'and
Bd. of Edn., supra, at 337, Orica: an appellant has presenied competent and probative

ewdence of trua value. other parhes assertmg a drfferent value then have a
correspondmg btlrden of pmwdlng sufﬁcxent ev:dence to rebut the appellant’s evldence :
Springfield Local Bd, of Edn. v. Summit Cty. Bd. of_Rews:an (1994), _BB,,-th.D_ St.3d 493, 3

SN R

{1]16} ln tha case at bar, appellant prowded the Board of Tax Appeais wrth a
: datanled explanatlon regardang how he calculated .the lnterpolated per acre value of the
parcels at lssue No party before the Board of Tax Appeals presented any evidence to

r@but annellants aviﬁenqel. aSEﬂ Huck S@mga,xinc.: w rkiﬁty Bd. ofxﬁswslan ul?ﬂzs
: Qh’ﬁﬁﬂﬂ-ad 25@ ZQQT\.thtJrZBBA ﬂkﬂﬂfz.l e s'rl it i e value geught, Llﬁ#*la o B

Wl.?} Apﬂallanl’sﬂrst issue lsmmmerit. KEt piassn 26 compdiant aind ure _
/{f18)  Regarding- his second issie, as'the' awr:er“appéllant was mmpetent to*
present- his"‘opinion of 't.he"vai.ueiiaf-hiss':fﬁropény’?“'%msdeﬂ.ﬂw Guyahaga(:ty ‘BaoF
. Rievision (1804) 60 Ohio'Stad 572/ 574 i B8 oTRevisrm.i (1958}, 68 Grio §:30 408,
(19} In the instant matter, appellant established that he. purchased the
properties at issue: paid taxes on theri! calldeied rnts from billbdard rertals: ‘and was'
familiar with the zoning reqiremients as well'a8with the Reighborhood; Hefe! the-Board’
of Tax Appeals erred by rejecting apbslléﬂ't'é "tes?tlmoh?:“iiﬁt:é *ébﬁél’l?iﬁl% ‘as '%’ propertv
owner, was cornpetent to'present his opinion of the value ‘ofhis. propeﬂy

: 120} ¢ Ap‘p_ellant's sgcond is_s_ue_.; l_s '_\A__;_Lth me_mt. :
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{Y28} First,. appellant demonstrated that his testimony related to matters beyond
the knowledge of laypersons. Evid.R. 702(A). Second, he. es;a_b_llwédi_ that he had
spécia_l_i'ze& _kpbwledge skill, expeﬁenca.—-irainlng- or. education. with respect ta- .re_al |
estate appraisals EVld R 702(B) Thm:l appeilant mdlcated how hts testlmnny was
basad on rellable scuentrﬁc, teohnlcai or other spec:allzed mformatron Evid.R. 702(0) _
Thus, appe!lant quallﬂed hrmself as an expert The Bnard of Tax Appeala emed byﬁ _
fa:lrng ’to rely on hls cnadentrals T 2 el

[129} Appellant’s thrrd rssue ls wrth merrt

{1[30} thh respect to hls fuurth lssue the Board of Tax Appeals relled on tha

: fouowrng proposmon of Iaw "‘[m]erely shownng 1hat two parcels of propeny have

diﬁerenr l\;alues (or in th;s sasa mughly iha nsramauualues)»wwwt mm daea -ﬂut : : Lo
: ﬂstab“!ph tl'bﬂt the tax authonﬂes valUBd thempoperhea in a»dlfferem (ume)fmannarr@?* s

Sherman v ad, nt: Tax Appea!s (Mar 9 zmea); atrpmst Ne ?ssrr! 2000Ohio* App: -

LEXIS 928 at g, quoting WJJK Investrnents ‘Inc. ’v"Uc.‘!&:‘ng’Cty Hd afﬁéﬁ“s:“orfé‘ (1996)

o o Dot & el I TR fr o .-"'3-",'-'r‘;'i"r’::"E'.‘»-".iuf'--- 11 G 3 ‘ "1 o f! "'." .I; ";{L:n‘,
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[131] ‘We note that WJJK supra. dnes nut stand for the p"r'bpositron lhat 55

audltnr's records cannct be ‘used to show valuas Id. at 31. Appellant pmperly arrtuad
ata ratin of value per acre for adjoining propertles Appellant ciearly used more than

just the audltor’s records to estabhsh vaiue& He also used his own backgmund and

: experience. testiﬂed wrth respact to the zomng ’requrraments of ‘ihe Tats his peraonaﬂ _

expenence in purchaslng another norner lot in the’ area. and the difﬁmﬂhes tﬁe' :

ereiae e Orase
Aahtabula area has axperlenced |n general

drscretlon by re;echng the tax value of the ad;aceni prapémes
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_grotmds for this appeal

{932} Appellant’a fourth issue is wrth merit.
{133} Accordmgly appellant's first assngnment of errar is well-taken
% :{134} In hss ‘second asmgnmant of error. appellant cnntends that tha Board of /'
Tax Appaals erred in not requirmg the Bnard of Rewamn to provide sufficient evrdenca :
to rebut his ewdence LR T e T
{1]35} A taxpayer has a duty to prove hts right ta a reductton m Jax value, and

-must present suﬂtcient, probative awdence tn support hts ctaimed tax valua C!eve!and

57 WL, -.] (e

: _Bd of Edn., supra at 337 Once thts ev:dence is presanted the party asaarhng a

)

_diffarent ualue muat pmsent ewdence sufﬁctent 1o rebut the taxpayer‘s evidqnca of tax
-value Spnngﬁeld Local supra, at 495

{1;36} In the mstant.mse -appellant ptasented suﬂlctent evidence to support a

D changa in- the ualue af the property forﬁiax,pymusams Haw&ygr‘fﬂmm before o S
~ Board of Tax Appeals presentad ‘any-evidence to rebut appaliant‘&damed faxvalues:

 See Buck Storage, supra, at 2. Seuid of Revisd® 1 privvide suiioet svided t/g

e Appellant's second assignment of error is with merit.

(9] Forth oragoing o, gl ks mants f o el

; The dacissqn nf the Board of Tax Appea{s it reversed artd the matter is reﬁtanded m 1he b :
. Board of Tax Appaals fur further praceadings ccnsistant w:th this upimon“’ Itis nrdet‘ea; -

that appellees are assessed costs herein' taxed The cnurt ﬁnds;there wera‘ reasonabte :
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ASHTABULA COUNTY
25 W Jefferson Street
Jefferson OH 44047-1092
(440) 576-1484 Fax: (440) 576-3446

BOARD OF REVISION HEARING NOTICE TO
ASHTABULA COUNTY PROPERTY OWNER OR HIS/HER AGENT

B.O.R. CASE NUMBER: 2023-0131 June 11 2024

NEO DEVELOPMENT INC

C/O CHRISTOPHER ALTIER, ESQ.
3503 CARPENTER RD
ASHTABULA OH 44004

The Board, in accordance with Ohio Revised Code 5715.19, has scheduled a hearing on:
July 10, 2024 at 11:30 AM
at the Ashtabula County Courthouse, 2nd floor, Room 205, in connection with B.O.R. case

number: 2023-0131 filed for tax year 2023 by NEO DEVELOPMENT INC and described as
follows:

Parcel ID(s):

1) 68-412-00-004-03 located at LAKE AVE, the market value is $28,100. The market value
sought is $12,000.

You or a representative must appear at this hearing or the case will be dismissed.

If you have any questions, please call (440) 576-1484.

Ashtabula County Board of Revision



HEARING MINUTES

Case Type _CM

The Hearing of Board of Revision Case 2023-0131, NEO DEVELOPMENT INC is being
recorded and the date is 7/10/2024.

Board Members

Auditor, David Thomas Treasurer, Angie Maki Cliff Commissioner, Kathryn Whittington

Others present:

Alex Tarocci. Treasurer Alternate o

Christopher Altier. Attorney for NEO Development Corp

Ron Kister. President of NEO Development Corp

Complainant Seeks: 512,000
Subject Parcel: 684120000403

Auditor Value: 528,100

Hearing No # ?



HEARING MINUTES

BOR Case: 2023-0131
Owner Name: NEO DEVELOPMENT INC

Board Action

Motion to: [ Agree Set Value $14.500

CAUYV Reinstatement- [1 All Acres [[] No Acres [ Set Acres

[1 No Change [ Withdrawal [1Table U Ne Show
Other

Based Upon:

adjusting the land influence factors 1 & 2 to -50 based on owner testimony regarding use and

e e e

status of property. S

Was Made by: Kathryn

27 by: David

Roll: Thomas-yes/Iarocci-yes/Whittington-yes
Motion therefore: X/Passed [Failed
Decision Date: 7/10/24

David Thomas, Auditor
Secretary of the Board of Revision

Hearing No # %



ASHTABULA COUNTY
Board of Revision
25 W Jefferson Street
Jefferson OH 44047-1092
(440) 576-1484 Fax: (440) 576-3446

Notice of Decision for BOR Case: 2023-0131

NEO DEVELOPMENT INC
C/O CHRISTOPHER ALTIER, ESQ.
3503 CARPENTER RD

ASHTABULA OH 44004
Based on the decision of the Board of An appeal from this decision may be filed with the
Revision, the County Auditor is hereby County Board of Revision and with either the
authorized to adjust the Tax List accordingly. | Board of Tax Appeals, per Ohio R.C. 5717.01 or
Result Below. the Court of Common Pleas, per Ohio R.C.
5717.05. Appeals must be filed within thirty (30)
days of the postmark of this Notice of Decision.
PARCEL ~ cLAsS _  TAXING DISTRICT  TAX YEAR
68-412-00-004-03 400-VACANT LAND 68-ASH TWP-ASH C-ASH CSD-HARBOR TC 2023
LAND IMPR TOTAL
Original Value: $28,100 $0 $28,100
Adjustment: -$13,600 $0 -$13,600
New Value: $14,500 $0 $14,500

RESULT: VALUE DECREASE.SET VALUE AT $14.500 ADJUSTING THE LAND INFLUENCE FACTORS DUE TO USE
AND STATUS

Y

Board of Revision

THIS IS NOT A BILL - IT IS A NOTIFICATION OF A DECISION BY THE BOARD OF REVISION
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